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Abstract .
P

‘ L

L L]

N . . l'l
SnoWws that they are qualitatively miiferept rrom tne categories
kY . i

recognhizad 1in current sociolinguistic typoliogy. iney aiso

*

Lo -
provaidae some &Of the clearnst evidadence oT sgClo-culitural

[y

determination of larnguage variation, DOTh on the mMicro— and

- v

macro- levels. An adeguate account of these varieties calls for
1

~

the descraptive techniques and explanatory power of the

variatiornist, interactionist, and sociology of Janguage'parad1gms

.

Within sociclinguistic tneorvy. The circumstances of their
.

- '

acquisition and their viabllity as modes ofF comMmmurniication argue

for a reevaluation of some of the traditional assumptions apnfut

second language acquisition and teaching. .

A carertul study of secona lahgyage varievies oOr chfglisn

s
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Thas ~ paper attempts to explere the amplaicataicoris ror 3

gociolinguistin theory of ‘“one of the most sign1r1cant

’ S |
. linguistic phenomena of our Time, the 1ncredible spread oqu |

»

Eriglish as a global language" (Ferguson 1982: Vii). From a spéecn 1

conmunity consasting of apout 7 million speakers onn a little -
e .

|

1slana at the taime of Shakespeare (Wuirk 1%s9), w=nglish has

spread to every corner of the world, ang 1s used today by over '

>
~

) 700 millicn speakers, out of wnich nearly or more thar halt mnay

.

- ” R
be rion—native users (Strevens 1982). Lenerations, i1in some cases

. centuries, of use in alien socio—-cultural contex¥ts has :ed to the

. .

emergerice of several norn-native varieties of tnglish, nciuding

secong language varieties such as Indian English, and roreign

. . .

larniguage varieties, such as Japarnese Englaish. _ .

Altnough variation has been a central theme v’ .
L. sociolinguistic research of the last three decadesy; 1t 1S only
e ® !
recently that variation 1in the use of language by rnon—-rative - -

speakers has come to be taken seriously i1n mainstream research.
However, among the aifferent types of non-native varzet;e?, only
the study of pidgins naé/}ece1ved much attention (Hymes 19/1).
Otnér types, for example, .second and foreign language varaieties

of 1languages such as Englishy have not‘played a rale 1n tne

" development anc testing of sociolihguistic theorles (see, rtoOr

Q Huason (1980), among others). g :
ERI!
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¢ ex§mple, the textbooks by Truagill (1974), Dittmar (1976),
w’
|
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. By‘ ignoring non—native variation except pidgins the

standard textbooks imply that.either 1t does not properly fall

& «

-
A .

in the domain of magnstreamlsoc1olingulst1c research or that the

*

0 \ % . L.
current models are quite adequaté to account for this phenomerion. .

L]
Both \ these assumptions need to be reexamined in the light of

~ . .
K recent work (see Smitnh 1981, 1983, Kachru 1982a, anc Pr*de 198%)

n

~

on rion-native varieties of English. In thi's paper I will attempt

[

to shod that non—-native varieties, eéﬁgé1a1 y the established

o

‘1nst1tut1onalized; second language varaieties such as Indian
. 4 -

English, Singapore English, Filipino £nglish, ana Nigefian
E%gl1sh, pose.1n a particularly focused form ﬁany of the problems °

with whach soc101£ngu1st1c theory is concerrfed. I will argue that

a theoretically oriented study of such varieties contributes to a
hetter understanding of concepts such as sociolinguistaic

« ’ 1) ’
typology, macr07 and micro= sociolinguistic dgeterminants of
- L) t .
variation, the role of functional adistribution and the

establishment of 1ndigenousg normé, the role. of socio-cultural

- -

fgctors i1n  language acquisition, and the aynamics of language

\ » ]
standardizataﬁh and language planning, among others. .

The reasons why non—native varieties (NNVs hereafter) have

ngt entered the mainstregm of sociclinguistic research jparallel

tHe reasons for a similar neglect, until recently, of pidggins,
A . -

lack English, ’and‘ other ‘'non-stanagard" varieties. First,
) d1a1ed§olog1sts considered them marginal to the main focus of
their studies, namely native varieties. Second,'they were aenied

{ systematicity, being regaraed essentiaily a%}a ‘collection of

- L4 .
1010syncratic  "errors" or "localisms" causead by irngolence or

.

\ 5 . ‘
— N L |
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ignorance (Prator 1968, Newmark.§966). .Thira, even when systema-

ticaty was implacaitly coriceded by discussaing the phenohena under

such titles as "Indian English: _Qn examination of the errors of

1idioms made by Indians in writing Englaish" (Whitworth 1907) the

~

approach was prescriptive and corrective rather than descriptaive

or scaientific. Fourﬁh, the negative pedagogical stereotypes were

‘adopteq by the speakers of these varieties themselvEs, who dad

-

_ngg thaink their, "corrupt" or "degenerate" renditions were wor%ny

-
.

of serious description or codification.

These redsons are interesting from the po1nt,of view of the

“ o 1 LI . .
history and soéiology of .schence. The relegation of the NnNvs to

-

a marginal status follows from a sacred. cow 1n linguistics

»

namely, the

-

special place [givenl to the native speaker as the only
truly valid and reliable source of language data whether
those data are the elicited texts of the descriptivasts
or the intuitions the theorist works with (Ferguson
'1982:vii1}

T?e second reason, denial d? the systematicity of the NnNvs, s

" [ e
not unlike other man1festap?ons of prejgudice which are then used
A}

N

to Justafy unequal treatrént. The pedagogical attitude whach

insists on conformity with the prescriptive norms, even from the

"

earliest stage‘ of langﬁage learning, deraves from a long-held

axiom i1n langauge teaching which has only recently come to be

challenged. Finally, the self-annulling attituge of'no%-nat1ve

speakers 15 of course typical of low prestige langauges all over
{ .

.

the world.
' §
In "addition to these axiomatic and attitudinal barriers

there has been a seriéﬁs,‘ practical obstacle which has come in

the way of the desiréd,integration. This is the paucity of

N
s -

] S .
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detailed, rigorous descraiptions of the,Qariet;es whi&h eirther

explicitly address or contain data of the sort that n be uged,

to address current 1ssues 1n scciolinguistic theory. aost of the
o 4 . -
-

‘

gescriptions are eirther impressionistic or fragmentary. They

' < < ¢

»
. \
' present a wealth of .ndividual features attributell to the
AN
R . . .
varieties but are often lackinf i1n crucial background information

on the sources of the data,; the conditions.of elicitation, or the .

regularity of 1ts occurrence. There 15 virtually no empirical or
X

ekper1menta1 v evidence as to the . relationship between the "~ .

*

5 occurrence of a given feature and the sacio—economlc,

educational, substratum characteristics of the speakers (some
! * .
exceptions to be discussed later are Kachru 13?&, Smith and

\ .
\Raquzaq 1979, Platg and Weber 1980 Parasher 1980, Shaw 1981,

-

observations which, eminently plausible though they may be, are
A} B

”

. stated 1n such broad or vague terms as to need consxderab{it -

"

L)
speci1fication before being subjected to empirical validat:on, the

|

1

l
. |
Sraidhar 1982). Because most of the studies of NNVs ycontain, 1
study oft NNVs may be said to be still in a p?e—théoret1ca1 stage.
One of the aims of this paper, therefore, is to make explicit the,
relationship between some aspfcts of the descriptive data aéd
current theoretical 1ssues 1in sociollngu1s%}gs. The rest of the
paper 1s organized as follows. Section 2 deals with socilo-.
linguistic typoleogy: here I will present nguments for treating
thnge types'q; NNVs—--pi1dgins, second language varieties (bLVs),
and foreign language varieties (FLVs)-—as separate

sociolinguistic categories defined 1in terfis of explicitly stated
~

criteria. ?he rest of the paper focus on SLVs. Section 3
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tdeals with methodological 1ssues 1n descﬁxbxng the formal

properties of SLVs. Section 4 explores situational rteatures

o -
contributing to the distinctiveness of 6LVs; sectaon & 1s

coricerned with selected abplied s0C1olinguistilc 1ssues raised by'

SLVSRh The final section 6 brinigs the distussion together.

_ 2. SOCIOLINGUISTIC TYPOLOGY

»

The second language and foreign language varietvies have, 11

a sense, fallen between two stools i1n sociolinguistic research.
At orie extreme, they are regarded as "notnxng but" piragins ana at

another extreme they seem to be ‘varieties' like other native

varieties. In order to motivate a separate categorilical status 1n

\

N i N 3
sociolingusite theory for these varieties, it 1s necessary to
' -

arfferentiate them from pidgins at one end and native varietigs .,

A

at the .other arnd, of course, from each other. I will att?mpc to

do this in this section with reference to a set , of éxplxcxt

criteria obpased on formal featurgé, functional ranée, and
evaluaticons of status. I will not compare these varieties to
crecles, sirce they are not native languages of the respective
commurniities.

Although linguists aré not 1n agreement as to the necessary

’

and sufficient features of a’pxdgxn, 1ts generally conceaed tnhat

pirdgins 1involve the following characteristics: a orastically

-Reduced vocabulary (as few as 700 to 1,000 woras in the case oOr
X

Sango, see Samarin 1971:119), elimination of several types of

grammatical features, and an extremnely limited tunctional range.

- . x

Attitudinally, they carry very little prestige (Hymes 1971). The:
other two major types of NNvs are sharply differentiated rtrom

pirdgins with respect to all these craiteria. Taking as wur basis

: 8
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»

the . educated Qar1et1es of thase speecnh torms (I willtl return to
/}he questiaon of haow these are aefined ain Sectléﬂ S)y  the
following observations can be mage about Seconha ana roreign
language varaieties: they show rno such “i1mpoverisnment" of

vocabulary as  the padgans. On tne contary, §5LVs exhibity
e

-

expansion in the area of the 1ex1?on. This expansion 1s efrectean
4

through several processes 1ncluding heavy borrowing ftrom  the
native languages; calques; hybriad woras and compounas; novel

collocations not attested ain riative varaieties; ana riecldogisms

4

createa by the application of regular wora-rormation ruies ofrf the

reference language (Kachru 1975, Hdokamba 1982). Tnis reature or

creativity has been citec by some linguists as a grouna ftor
classifying S5LVs as ‘dialects' of the reference languages on par

wath native dialects (Halverson 1966). This feature alqo

distinguishes SLVs from the foreign langauge vari€ties—-tne
latter tend to be conservative. In the area of grammar, even the

middle level sub=xvarieties of §LVs are marked by regular

. .
differences from the reference language patterns, for example, in
» 2

Ry
».

embedded questions, inivariable tag in tag gquestions, Qgéi ot
present perfect for simple past, ommission of artvicles, use Aor
Mmass rouns as count nouns, use of the progress1;e aspecc“ witn
verbs of percepticon, among others (cf. Tay ana Gupta 1984,
Bokamba 1982, Kachru 1969). wnile somne of these reatures may'ne
viewed as examples of "simplificatiorn” characteraistic of plagirisy
1t 15 clear that the grammar of SLvYs is botn qu;nc1tac1ve1y, anag
more 1mportant, gqualatatively o1fferent® from tnat of p1agavs.

a

'SLVs dc not snow elamination of grammatical categories such as

, 9- '
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number, gender, etc.,. and elimiviatiorn of redundant teatures as

1n  pidgans. Their sentence& structure 1S marked by a degree or

u
u . >

complexaty (measured in terms of the range’ of embeaaings, and .
types of subordinating and coordinating daevaices employed)

comparable to that found in native varietvies. The paucity of

s h .
available research on FLVs makes 1t difficult to say whesher they

s -
- *

are different from SLVs in this respect. Observational evidence
indicates that they are also marked by grammatical airfferences

from the reference language norms but these differences do not

*

amount tco ‘reduction’ either (cf. Stanlaw 1982) . However, the

questi1dnn of the nature and degree of formal ditferences petween
2
SLVs and FLVs is an important topic of researci that has yet -tg

i 1
be addressed adequately.

. The three cyﬁes of NNVs are sharply darferentiated 1in

L - / " . ’
terms of functional range also. Traditionally, the trunctional

— s T S St ey et S s o T

range of a language has been discussed 1n the tramework ot
. ¢ *

Fishman's (1965) concept of domains or institutional CONTEXLS,

v
defined in terms of factors such as location, topic, and

particaipants. Typical domains investigated in the lit2rature
include family, neighborhcod, scnhool, WOTrK, religion,
transactions such as shopping, and others. Df courée, a fairer

analysis involvang differernt combinations of topic, participants

and style 1s employed to arrive at a detailed profile or the

;

furctional range of a lanbguage or variety.
Most padgins are employed in a severely restricted range or

domains, eg. trading, plantations, tourism. (Some picgins, eg.

Tok Pising are now used in an extended range of domains inciuding

- 2 14
-

school and adm1n1strat1onf but these are arguably varieties on

10
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their way to becoming second languageé;) FLvs, on the other

hand, are used i1n a wider range of contexts such as international

trade, internaticonal scientific and cultural exchange (eg.

conferences), and tourism. It may be noted tnat ali cthese
domains 1nvolve contact with speakers of the reference larnguage,
whether native or non—native, as 1in the pase or a HKorean
businessman or sc1ént1st interacting waith her  Norwegian or
Colombiarn counterpart. FLVs are rarely used in 1ntranationatl
domains such as 1n local government offices or among .fraends
d15cuss1ng' everyday topics. (A possible exception may be
technical discussions amorng scientists or ,quxneers.) in
contrast, SLVs have a broad functional range. They are typically
used 1in all or most of the following domains: admMminlistration,
education (as subject language and as medium of 1instruction)
especially at the higher levels, inter—-regional communication
(involvang busainess peopley, scientists; engineers and other
profess13nals; as weld as in travel and corresponderice), in the
national and regicnal med1é, 1n  general conversations and
transactions among the e;ucated peopley ana in creative wraitaing.
This range of intranational use 1s undoubtedly tﬁe single most
important factor determining the form and status or sLVs.
Convipc1ng empirical support for the typological differences
betweén SLVs and FLVs posited here may .be roung in Snaw (1981)

discussed in detail later on in this paper. s

As important as the range is the evaluation of functions

~ -

performed by the three types of non—-native varieties. The

funct1ons‘pf pidgins are typically not highly valuéd while. tnose

11

e
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of 6LVs are analogous to those of the ‘Hign’ variety iin a

»

L .
also perform high furictions relative toc piagins put they are not

oiglossic situation (but see section 4 for qualifications). tLVs

as highly valued across a range of gomains. The i1mportance of the

evaluation of functions rather than simiply the functionair range

is 1llustrated by the fact tnat in India, &nglish 15 the lingua

franca of the educated elites in niéh gomains while Hinal
« functions as a low level lingua franca (Srighar 198&).

-

Secaond ‘and foreign language variieties are alsSs unlike
pi1dgivis 1n some other respects. SLYs have time aeptn. inaran
English, for example, has a history of over two centuries, and
there 1s évidence that this variety 1s actually aincreasing 1ts
uses. FlLVs are also relatively more °‘stanle® than piaggins. H

.
pidgins 1s not mutually 1nte111§inle with the reference lariguage.

«SLVs ana FLVYs 1in their more educated or ‘standard®’ forms are

intelligible (Bansal 1969, Nelson 1982,‘Sm1tn and Rafiqzaa 1979).

Pidgins are primarmly learnt by informal contact. The primary
agency for the learning of SLVs and FLVs is through tormatl

instruction. There 1s, of course, a [Qgreater oaegree or
’ .

environmental support ana hence opportunity for 1n¥orma1 itearning

i SLVs something that 1s markedly lacking in the learran ofr

FLVs.
The arguments presented in this section are, 1 bpetieve,
sufficient to motivate the setting up of second and foreign
’ language(varxetxe? ai separate sociolinguistic types ariarogous to .
categorxéz such gEograpnxcgl and soc:al varaieties, plagins,
creolesy doglossia, etec. I will now examine-to wnat extent the

4
{ theoretical concepts and methoas used 1n current sociolinguistic

LIS, 12
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models, may be applied to the description of these varieties.
JThe discussion will be based primarily on data Tfrom Lndlan

English but I will! octassionally refer to other SLVs as well.'

~ »

3. PROBLEMS IN THE DESCRIPTION OF SECOND LANGUARGE VARIETIES .
Descraiptions of sgs?nd language varieties such as Indian

English so far have adopted what may be termed a deviationist

. -

ap:zfacn, contrasing the non—native formal patterni/y1tn those of
1

Br sh or ARmerican Englash. This approach sutfers Tform two

drawbacks. First, the term ‘deviation' used by linguists such as
MY PSS
Kachru (1969) has been interpreted as a potent1a11%w*juagg@anta1

characteristic f{Mehrotra 1982), althougp 1t was intended only in

-

a descriptive sense. Secondly, the contrastive approacn has
4

3
.

resulted in the listing of a heterogeneous set of departvures, rrom

.

the native norms, collectively labelled '"Indian Englash?

*Filipina English?, etc. An examination of the long.lists of
features claimed to mark any of the second language varieties
reveals that they have been culled from speakers with different

levels. of proficiency, different mother tongue backgrounds, and

different styles of usage. The contrastive approach, therefore,

15 useful only as an 1nitial stage of analysis to 1identify the

variables. It reeds to be supplemented by (i) a gsystemic

approacnh that seeks fo explain how the putative teatures patcerﬁ
1into an autonomous system; and (ii1) a gociolanguistaic approach
that seexs to predict the social and/or linguistic circumMstances
1n which a given formal feature is likely to occur.

I wi1ll briefly explain tn1s.po1nt with selcted examples of

-

Indiant® English. Consider the observation that [ndian Englisn

- 13
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speakers fend'to use the nonlpasq perfective form where a nataive

3Peaker would use the simple past (eq. ‘1 have gopne there

yesterday’). This observation is correct (at least or certain
’ 4

mother‘tongue varieties, eg. Jelugu) but i1nacequate, unless a
: ¢

complete analysis of the set of aspectual contrasts in Llnaian

English 1s pgaiven in sui generis terms. Similar analyses are

needed to i1lluminate the uselof articles, count/mass distinction

1  noun phrases, etc. There are dther examples. It nas been
> * -

cNaimed that lack of rnversion of supject and auxiliary in yes—no

quest ions, and the use of the invariant tag "isn't it" or “rno?"

are in tag questions two (of the many) important features ot

. \

Indian Erviglisn. However, there is gquite a bit of variation 1in

the frequency of dccurrence of these featuresy, with eaucatvion
. b )
being almost certainly the major determinant. . Simiiarly,

simplification of consonant clusters. and insertion or gliages
* 'd

.

bpefore vowel-initial wordg have also obpeen cited as ﬁyp1caf

markers. But the strategy employed in the simplirication
|
(anaptyxis or epenthesis) depends on the speaker’'s mother tongue.

Glide insertion 1is restricted to Drdvidian languape speakers.
nnd' whether these features occur at all and their rrequency of
use ‘depends on the speaker's educatiorni/occupational status.

The preceeding discussion demonstrates the aangers of 'a

purely linguistic (i.e., formal) analysis of a second language
‘

variety. Even more so thnan in the vase of native varieties,

second language varieties demand sociolinguistics as a congruent
"level" of analysis.

Among the factors determimng the occurrence ot aitferent

B :14 } -




ERIC

t Proron rovinto

- - \ A
v

Socicliniguistics or (Ner-native knglisnes:— 1<

Fd .
non-native variants, the following seem to be intuitively thne
more important ones: (1) education and/or occupation; (11) mother

*

‘ ’
tovigue; (iii) style, formal/informal; and (iv) meda um,

spoken/written. While som& of these tactors are standard 1in
31 -

&£
sociolinguistic theory, the yother tongue as a determinant 1s, of

\
course, applicable only in the Fnalysxs of a non-native varaiety.

It 1is also ' possible that Ehe relat}vF weightage gaven to
educatiorn/occupation may be different trof that gaiven an the
analysis of native language varxaéloh, because the "lower" leveéls
of the educational spectrum‘éxnibit differences 1n grammar  ftrom
othér levelg’to a degree unimaginable in native varietaies. The
significance =f medium as a determinant of variation also seems
to be different in second language contexts, where the spoken
medium 1S marked by a limted Tregister dafrerentiation and,
perhaps, greater density of occurrence of non—-native teatures.
Since there has been very laittle syséemat1c study of the role of
thgée factors in non—-native variation, 1t 1s hdrd to bpe more

explicit at present. I will now turn to a detailed examination

- . >
of the first two of the above listed determinants.

*

It 1is widely recognized that terms sucn as Irdian Eknglisn,

Nigeriarn English, Singapore gngl1sn are apstractions. In actual
1

fact one erncounters a continuum of language types, somewhat like
the post—-creole continuum described by D=Camp (1971). This range
has been referred to as the cline of bilingualism (Kacnru 1969),

-

speecnh continuum, lectal range (Platt 1975), etc. HMHt one end of

the continuum are various types .of local, pidgins (used by

porters, waiters, street ' vendors, taxa ar1vers, ofrice

o ‘15 '
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a;tendants,} tourist guides). Frelaininary descraiptions of these

pidgins are found in Schucharat (1891 [19801), Hosali (1982), and

Mehrotrad (1982). These pidgins are primarily prooucts of

informal acquisition and exhibit structural features typical of
. A

.

L4
-pidgins described in the laiterature. Resulting from frormal

instruction in Englaisn are two‘types,qf prof;c1éncy in  the
language that may be called, follow1ﬁg Platt?’s terminolony,

L4 .
mesolects and acrolects. Mesolects are useo by speakers with

limited education (upto e first, college cegreé) wno are
employed in various types of widdle level bcchpat1on; tor example
as school teachers, office clerks aﬁo receptionists, insurance
agents, contractors, etc.). They are marked by a heayy reg;onal
accent and various types of gramé;t1car differences frd;\ the
native standard. The third type or acrolect, is ‘used by

speakers wlth consideraple educational qualifications wno are
employed as professionals, 1.2., 0octors, lawyers, erigineers,
scientists, profe?sors, high level government officers, busiress
executives, bournalists, etc. This variety 15 wigdely unaerstooca
throughout the country and abroad and shows a wiger style range
though at 1is still noticeably distinct from the reterence
language . norms at every level of linguistic orga?;zat1on. n
addition, a very smafl number of speakers use a variety tnat 21s
not easily distinguishable from na?ive varietaies. However,, this

LY

is generally regaraed as a sign of affectation.

3.2 Mother tongue based varaiation

By vitrue of their use in multilingual soc1etg§s, SLvs
. )

. 4 *

- . b P
exhibdit various aegrees of ‘interference' from the mother tongue.

¥

16 o
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Since tnis.type of interference 15 highly patterned ana regulhr«
i

(see Néinreiﬁh 1953, Selinker a;d Gass 1983),‘ this resuits in
rec;gn1zab1y d1st1nct-sub—var1et1es. Kacnru (1976) reponts tnat
spe;kers of Indian English claim to be able to 1aentafy several
different mother tongue-—basea sunvar1eti%§, such as Pangabi
English, Tamil Englisn,' Bengali Engrisﬁ, Hindi E€nglisn, etc. v

Bangbose (1971) nas pointed out that tnis is true of Nigerian ‘

English as well, where Hausa, Yoruba, and lgbo speakers can be
- .

1denta1fied by their, Englisn (see also Akere 1978). The accuracy
and he11ab111ty oftghcn identifications, however, hnhas yet to be -
researénedt ‘.

RN

Qh1{a transfer of $t%uctura1 features from the mother tongue
addds to  the diversity of non-native varieties usea - in
'mu1t111h;uaf communities, 1t also has a unifying effectAwnen the
motner‘ tongues 1i1n question snaré typological or sprachbund
feature%¢ This is true of South Asia, where due to millennia of
.language cqnéact, most of the languages of tna area have come to

share a number of formal properties (Emeneau 1956) such as

retroflex stops, the dative subject construction, etc. The
»

English spoken i1n this area 1is influencéd by these areal
%

‘features, contributing to the structural conesiveness of Soutn

ARsian Englisn (Kachru 1969).

. &
3.3 The notich of & second language speech community™

Tnis range of variation, bafflaing as 1t 1s at fairst gilance,
1s pernaps not much more elaborate tnan tnat found 1n native
varieties (cf. Cockney and Received Pronunciation in Bratisn

English, and Black Englisn and Network Standard In  American

Qo English). The relevant Qquestion is whether this variation 1s

17
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linguistic parameters. Variation per se does not negate the

»

validity of the concept of a speecn community as 1% eviaent from

.

|
|
|
|
patterned, and can bé related to the customary social and ‘
I

the following observation by Lanov!

The speecnh community is not defined by any marked
agreement in the use of language elqgents, SO much as by

parcicipation in a set of shared norms; these norms may

be observed in overt types of evaluatiyve benhavior, and

by the uniformity of abstract patterns of variation .

which are invariant in respect to particular levels of

usage... (1972:120). '

There 1s indirect evidence that speakers of Indian English

7, h) ‘
participate in a set of shared noriis. For example,ﬂh111ard Shaw
L 4

(1981) in a survey of 823 students in Singapore, India, and

Tﬁailand, asked. them to label the variety of spoken by them. The

"results show that the Singaporeans were divided equally between

[ 3
describaing their Englisnh as Britisn Englisn (40.5%) or a variety
uniquely their own (42.3%). Half of _.the Indians (20.64)

indicat@d. that a form of Indian Englisn was prevalent, while nore

-

than a quarter (87.&&) identified Britisin Snglisn as the nornm.
s
The Thais (speakers of a foreign language variety) were divided

Hn their opinion of the variety they spoke, &8.1% ident:fied witn

»
American Englisn, 40.3% with theyr own variety, and &35.1% chose

the option, "others". A¥%imilar pattern was fourgd in a survey of’

Indiarn graduate studeaté by Kachru (1976). One of the more

urgent desiderate of_ research bn SLVs is the study of the

acceptability of, educated vs. native utterances to a rarnge of
«

speakers from different backgrounds.

There %s also evidence of "umiformity of abstract patterns

of wvariation" in SLVs, though empirical eviaerice is as yet

v *
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limited. Platt and Weber (1980) have shown that a number of

-

variables (eg. the copula in various syntactic positions, past

tense marking, plural marking, consonant clusters, etc.) are
) A T
sensitive to the educational/occupational status of the speakers.

y

in Singapore'%ﬁglish. ‘+hey also shnow that ‘lect switching’, 1s

conditioned Dy such factors as the formaljity of the situat:ion,
\i\at1onsn1p with the interlocutoy, etc. In other woras, SLvs

segm to exnibit the same patterns of ,socially corioitaionea
| .

- 4 N N
/par1at1on as native varieties. The secona piece of eviagence

/, ¥

consists of the fact that ,speakers of SLVs can 1gentity oirterent

sub-varieties based on the mother tongue of Fne speaxgr although
Y . / » "
the acgcuracy and relia-bilaty of such identaification has not been

*

empirically studied Thira, SLVs themselves are suffLC1enc1y
unified and distinct from one anotner so that speakers of other
varieties ére %ble to “pface" a Nigerian ;r an Ingian or a
Filipino speaker on the basis of his or her Engi1sn alore.

Again, this claim 1is based on observation ana neeas to be

empirically supported.

4, SITUATIONAL FACTORS
oy

)

In this section I will examine the sigraficance, ftrom the

viewpdoint of sociolinguistic theory, of the patterns of use of
English 1n second language varieties. I stress that the aim 1s,

not to give a complete account of the topic but to graw attention
1]

-

to those aspects of the situation whaich help to explain wny

%

second language varieties '"have the formal characteristics tnat

they have. Let us first examine the domains in which English 1s

-

used as a lingua franca in India. It is genenally assumed that

English performs this function ﬁa1n1y in thz2 formal agomains such

19
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|8
8s academic discussions, hign level administration, law, ard

commerce. However, the few empirical studies availanle show that

e

English 15 used as a contact langﬁage 1n other domains as well.

¥ » *
R

Parasher (1980) in a survey of 350 educated bilinguals employed
L J
in’ several all-India level institutions ana organizations in

. Hyderabaa~-Secunderabad (in South [rft1ia) found that English playea
. o ¢

| «
an important role in such informal gopains as ;the #am11y,
.

. »

friendship, neighbornood, and transactions. Although the mother

N

tongue was far more important than englisnh in the family .adinain,
English was nevertheless used with about &5% frequeficy . in

convérsing with various members of the family. In the triendship
1 4

K »

and transactions domains 1t actually outranked the mother tongue

by an almost two to,pne margin. English was the preferrea choice

»

of language in corresponding with children,. siblings, and

3
friends. In a study of 299 students and .88 employees of

v
government and private enterprises in Bapgalore, South (ndaia,

Sradhar (1982) found that English was used extensively (though
not as much as the mother tongue) ;n several ainformal aqomains.

) €
These included interactions with friends {(students 42», empioyees

»

33%), with friends and relatx&és during weddings etc., (stuaents
»

e4%), ana with customers who speak the respondents’ mother tongue
-

(employees 38%). In certain other informal aomains, Englisn

»

actually _outpaced the mgtﬂer tongue and Hindi: with strangers on
the bus (students 47#%), and while visiting another state irn India
(ctudents 64%). These findings indicate tnggﬂln the urban areas

at least, the role of English is hot simply complementary with

the mother tongué but is gverlapping in certain domains. Jhis
.
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‘ PAruntext provided by eric
\




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

C

Sacialinguilstics of Nor-native EgQllsnes — 1o

*

.

overlap is manifested 1in actual usage in the for@ or coae-

swiwsching and code—-mixing ana provides the conaition for

. : g ) -
extensive motheér tongue influence on the variety of gngiish used.
* i
The second situational factor is intérlocutors. [he maJor14y

of &peech situations in which SLVs \are employed involve .
exchanres between speakers of the respecti:;\Sng themselves and
only marginally native speakers of English. This observation 1S
. o~y o
supported by the findings of the questionnaire survey of\\QSb
. Y
students from Singapore, Ingia, and Thailang by Willara Shaw
referred to earlier. In response to the guestion "lt 1s i1mportant

for me to speak English so that I can talk to ...," Sirpaporears

and Indians identified (a) "my fellow countrymen in specific

=

social or nusiness situations"; (n) "fellow countrymen wno Ao riot

know my first language"; () “native Englaish speakers"; and (ag)

.

"non—native speakers from other countries" in that oﬁcer, wnyié“
Thai students placed native English speakers first ana theair

) 3
fellow countrymen last (Shaw 1981:115). This finding like all

.

the others in Shaw's excellent study demonstrates the empiraical

validity of the dichotomy between second language anag foreign

language varieties. Furthermore, 1t shows that secéﬁd language

varieties are used 1n contexts of shared linguistic ang Ssoclo—

cultural norms and that their reference groups ;re intra—-varietai

rather than extra-varietal. This fact inn turn has -1mplications

for determining the criteria of intell1gib1%1ty arid the

[ 3

instructional model i1n second language contexts (see section 9.

The third situational factor is the igeational anggng'

expressed by English 1in second language contexts. Hl?ﬁougn

English 1is foreign to these contexts, it is used primarily to

21 . =
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express avn indigenous socio-cultural reality. Ingian englisn, as
Kachru has empnasizeq;ln several papers (Kachru luybdle 1S used to
express typically Indian socio—cultural meanings, 1n1s tunction
15 responsible for not only the occurrence of non-native . lexical

items obut also for certain semantic and pragmatic reatures that
¥ 7 .
have been less well-noticed. Take the semantic aomain of Kinsnhip,

-

for i1nstance: Indian English uses the term Co-brother tor ¥wite's

sister's nusband" to fill a lexical! gap 1in native Englisn.

L. . . i
Similarly, Nigerian E&nglish has extfenaed the semantic range of

the wora family to include oAa-fatner, several mothers, , naif

: L -
brothers and half sisters, in agaition to the concept of nuclear

H)
-

family usually denoted by the word (Akere 1978). In India, where

vegetarianism 1s the norm, a meat-—-eater 1s gesignateada by the

L]
r

marked term rion-vegetarian. In the area of pragmatics, the moaes
\ncal

of greeting, introducing, 1nvitaing, cursing; apologising,

’ -
expressing hospitality and gratituade, etc., incorporate semantic
- 2
¢ -

formulae characteristic of the corresponding speech acts ain

.

Indian lagguages, wnach are‘oftegﬁgu1te different from those of
the native varieties of English. These are clear cases of now the
indigenous nature of the ideational conteﬁ%< and  tne socio~
cultural norms governing verbal interactions affect the torm of a
second language variety.

The last situational factor tnat I wisn to aiscuss nete
relates to the #ole of ‘Englisn within the overall verbpa!l
repertoire of the community of second language speakers. As we

have already noted, i1n India at least, Englisn 1s a preaocminantiy

. ¥
urban Ianguage and 1s restricted (exceft fTor the i1aginized
4 . P

-
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varieties) to the educated segment of.the populiation. 1ts use 1n

higher education, in the intluential professions, , nhigher

governmerit functions, big time commerce, ana i1ntluential news

I
media makes it a high prestige languane and a coveted asset tor

»

upward mobility (for a dgetailed profile of the extent of use ofF
. .

s

English in the various domains, see Sraidhar 1977, 1979, 19682) .
The functional distrabutionn of Englisnh relative to the mother
tongue (and Hingi) is hignly reminiscent of diglossic s1that1ons

gescribed by Ferguson (1959). However, tThe lridian situation 1S
R

rmuch more complex even 1n relation to the model of ‘ogigiossia
‘with bilingualism’ discussed i1n Fishman (1967). While 1t 1S true

that English 1is (a) highly coodified normative language with &
, .

respected literary tradition, (b)) a formally acquired language,
ang (), uged 1n the High domains (three of the major Cfxter1a
-

c1ted'by Ferguson), thqre are several other characteristics that

gdistinjuish the contexts 1n whlcn secornd language varieties are

used from a typical ogiglossic situation. First, the coaes that

would be analogous to the low variety i1n diglossia are rnot really
low 1n prestige but only relatively so 1n certain gomairs. the

major languages of India such as Hindi, Telugu, Tamii, Karnada,
; .
. “ -
ang Marathi are the official languages 1n thelr respective states
r -

and have establishec literary tradit:ons. In some cases they are

themselves diglossic (e.g.y, Tamil, Karmada, Malayalam). Seconaqa,

several ,other codes or languages also figure i1n the comnmuriity's
L

N v
repertolre. These may 1ncluble, ageperioirig orn the circumstances,

Hingi——-the official language of the federal goverrnment, the

tribal or eBthnic minority languages of the reggion (eg. bLondi 1n

|
Anahra, Tulu 1n Karnatakaly ang classical languages (Sanskrit and

L 23
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Arabic). Thus the Indian situations are closer to the .

‘polyglossial in Singapore aescripbed by Platt (1977) than to i

either Ferguson's diglossia or Fisnman's aiglgssia wlith

bilingualism. The multiple coges 1n the thnglisn speaker's

prestigee. Thus, Hingl 1s less prestigious than the regional
- .
languages (state official languages) i1n South lnaia (ct. Srighar
é .

1982), obut ranks rigner tnan the etnnic or trioal languages.

repertoire participate 1iin a complex haerarcny of relative —

Sanskrit 1S prestigious 1n tTthe religious agomain and b8 ¢
traditional learning. The mother stongues ocutrank the ethrnic or

tribal languages. Englaisn, nowegph; ranks highest irn prestige 1n

‘ '\
all but a few domains. 5

This pattern of distripbution of functions and their
evaluation in SLVs explains the apsence of piogin—like

characteristics such as limited vocabulary ana reacuction of
grammatical categories--features characteristic of NNvs usea 1n
the limited or low functions. . !

There are two other situational factors that play a role in -~

determining the form of’ﬁnglxsn used i1n SLVs. These have to ao

/ .

with <the mode and moaels of acquisition. First, tnglisn 1S
\

learnt predomirv/antly tnrough formal 1nstructilion 1n secona

language contexts. While thi1S goes not come as a revealaticon,

the 1mplicatioris of this fact have only recently come to Daﬁ
appreciated. It hnhas been suggestea i1n the literature on secona
language acquisition that formal learning (as opposeda to i1nroriail

acqulsition) 1s more conaucive to mother tongue transfer (Krasnen

1978). Also, the fact Englisn 1s learnt 1n the overwhelming

o4 s
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mjority of cases from teachers who are themselves ron—native

* :
speakers of English guarantees that the varievy of ENngiish uswea |
An India will 1ncreasaingly diverge rrom the natlve stangards.

The discussion 1n this and the previous section makes 1t

clear that both micro-and macro—socidlingulstlc ractors snould pe

|
|
\
|
|
|
|

taken into account in, explaining the formal properties of SuVs.

S. APPLIED SOCIOLINGUISTIC CONCERNS

Like all other non-stanoard varieties, secong language
varieties raise a number of applied sociolingulstic i1ssues. 1699
have to do primarily with the thecory and practice of teaching
Erglish 1rn an i1nternational context.

Rlthough the last two oecades have been the most active
period 1in tre stuay of seconag language acquisition, there has
beeri little attention paid to the process ot acquisition ot
second language varieties. most Of the research has agealt with
acquisition of a target language i1n contexts where 1t 1S SpoKen

natively (eg. English in the U.S5.A. and U.K.,) and secongarily in

forelgn language contexts (eg. tnglish a1in vermniny or

’

Switzerland). The occassional references to the secona i1anguage

contexts have 1mplied that varieties such as lnoian englisn  are

fossilized stages 1n the acquisition Of nMAatlve spuaker rorms

(Selinker 197&). They also suggest that mother tongue intiuence

1s a characteristic of early stages i1n the acqulsitian process
H

that 1s everitually overcome by the 1aeal learner t(laylor 1975,

Krashen 198&). These assumptiornis result trom an 1naoequate

appreciation of the SO0C1011nNgul1sti1C context 1n which LLVS are

acquaired. As we have seen, the transference oF patterns

(lexical, pragmatic) from the motner tongue serves the important

ERIC ‘5
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function of aocapting an alien coge to the sofio—Cuiltural context
of use (crf. HKicharas 1974). Seccowaly, as several scnolars have
T

pointed out that a speaker w;o usSes MNAatlve—i11Ke Ppronunclatildn (as
well as other fTeatures such as hyper-correct grammar: 15 viewed
wlth susplcilon ang dgerision 1 second language Contexts (cf.
Bamgbose 1971, Eersel 1971, Tongue 1374, Tay anag LUpPta 1983,
among others). Also, since the native moaels are not avallaole
to the learner and since natlve speakers are ndt the 1ntenaoea
adaressees 1n 1nteractions 1n which these varietles are useo,
treating them as 1nagdegquate approximat.ons of native norms
1mposes a sorci10linguistically unrealistic and 1rrelevant
stangarag.

Ariotner widely helo peogagogicCal assumption that neeas ta  be

refinea in the.11§ht of ocata from bLYS nas to do with the type or

motivaticorn consigaerea appropriage for success 1n rorelgn i1anguage

llearn1ng. In the woras of baraner ana Lambert (197e),

N
This theory, 1n brief , maintains that the ‘successful
learner of a decond language must be psycnhologically
- prepared to aJdgopt various aspects or behavior which

characterise mempbers of another linguistic—cultural
group. The learner!s ethnocentric tencencles ang hls
attiruges toward the mempers of the other group are
believed to aeterpine now successful he will be,
relatively, in learning the new language. His

motivation to learn 1s thougnt to be geterminea by has
attituges towarag «the other group i1n . particular anag
toward foreign people i1n general anog by nis érientation
towarag the lsarning task i1tselr. The orientation 1S
saia to be instrumental in form if the purpases ot
language stuay reflect the more utilitarian value oT
linguistic achievement, such as getting ahead i1n one's
occupation. In corntrast, the orientation 1s integrataive
if the stugent wishes to learn more abnout the other
cultural community because he 1s i1nterested i1n 1t i1n an
open—-minaged way, to the point of eventually being
accepted as a member of that otner group.

Empirical stuoies of language attitudes 1n seconag ianguage

A 26 .
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cantexts show that the primary motivation Tor learning knglisn 1S

~

"instrumental” 1n the sense derinead . above. For example, 1n

W11£ard shaw'! s survey retrerrea to earlier, 959% OoFf bLlngaporeans
and 94% of Indians ranked "I studied knglisn pecause I wili reea
1t for my work" at tne top of thne list of &% possiole reasons for
studying Englﬁgn (Snaw 1981:110). Similer results have beer
reported for the Fhillippines by Gardrner and Lambert (1we¢z)  and
Bombay, lndia by (Lukman: 1972). Tnese results nave to obe

[

interpreted wlth refererce to the common observat 10,1’1 ot nat

-
A

countries like S8Singapore and India "maintain a generatly nign

standard in the learning of English” (Shaw 1981:11&; see  also

Bansal 1969, Smitn and Rafiqzaa 1979). Thesg studiles nave two
.

1mportant 1mplications for soclolinguistic theory. Urne 15 tnhat

instrunmental motivation gan contribute to successtul language
tearninge. The second 1S that 1ntenrative motivation reea not

neccessarily 1involve i1dentification with the nhative speakers ot
the target language and & desire to be accepted as a memoer or
that group. Lukmanl has observed that her supjects v1eweé
themselves as "pased 1n thelr own country but reaching out to
modern 1aeas and lite styles™” (197£:27<). Tne retfterence group may

. s . ,
well be a community of nori—native géers OoT the language being
learnt. Viewed 11t Thls perspectilve, Th2 1ntegrative and

=]

instrumerntal jotivations need riot be opposed to each ?tnér.
Sociolainguistics and pedagogical cpeory have to recogriize the
fact that the extended use of a language beyona 1ts rative
nabitat may entafl tne dissociation of that languaze ftrom 1tsS

original cultural accoutrements.

The third applied tTopit iSs the cholce Or 1nstructional

.27 .
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rmodels 1n second language conteéxts, the basic i1ssue belng the
h L

. 4
acceptanility of localized forms of rrglisn (strevens 1ssz) 1n
v .

place of the traditional native speaker stanagaras. bince thils

topic nas been discussed extensively in the literature (#rator

4
1968y Kacnru 1976, 1982, wbng 194, .among otneré), 1l will not

.
[ 4

repeat the arguments here. Surfice 1t to say that a strang case

. .

has beern made for recognizing stanocard forms Of naticnal secona

language varieties as 1nstructional mogels on tThe rToticwing

grounds: (a) these varieties function chiefly 1n 1ntra-national

domains, (b) the use of native varieties 1s gonsigerea arrectea

.
*

and inappropriate 1n second language contexts, (C) ctThere 1s

¢

empirical eviderce supportirig » the intra-regional " ana

international initelliginilaty of <the stanaard nar—rjative
varieties, (d) externally imposed models have not succeeaed 1n
the past 1in 1apeding the natural forces of language evolution,
and (e) the logistics of 1mp1ement1n§ native speaker stanoaras in

second language contexts are prohibitively COMPlex aria expensive.

- (i
Notwithstanding tnese arguments, the advisioiiilty of encouraging

second language models has been questioned recently by ro 1ess a

-~

respectea authority thar Kangolpn Guirk (19ds,  1983). LU1rK

questicns tTHe currently ‘Tashnionagle’ sKepticism regaraing the

value of the standard of the second language among sSocCloLlNQulsts
sucn as Trudggill (1979 . Caivaing boll1ngéj's (13&0:1616 "law ©Or

. Vi
communlcative responsibillity™ he says,

-
i

he (Eolinger) and others have also pointed cut that 1T
1s perhaps disingenucais 1f rnot actually airresponsiale
for linguists and educationists, SBCUre 1n; their own
acrolectal language command, to encourage the bpelief
that other forms of language can provide the user wilth
equal security (1983:14-15). -

28 '
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. o
He aaas,

.

It 1s at least arguanle tnat’&SL couritries as airrerent

as MNi1geria ana Singapore need a nbasically monovarietal
"exoglassic", mternational Torm of English as much as

Germany, Japan and Kussia do (1983: 14-13)1 -

J
Quirwn's position 1s pregicated on the toL1lowlng assSumpricns: (1)

that <there 1s "a relatively narrow range of purposes for which

the nrnon-native neeas to use English (even 1n k%L countries)”

v

(1985:6) 3 (&) tnat the 1noi1gencus laﬁguages, rather than

English, are the (primary) vehicle for self-expressior as weil as
* ?

for the sustaining of traditicnal cuirtdhal values 1n secona
language contexts; ana (3) that the arguments Tor not 1mpasing,
the starnogara variety on speakers of ron—stangarag varieties, even

1f  they may be right for the rnative English speaking COmMmMuUNlTy,

»

are not necessarlly “exportaole” to seconag language situations

like Nigeria or Singapore.

—
.

It 15 a1nstructive to examine (ulrk's assumptions 1n  some
‘ »
getail. r1s first assumpticon 1s contradicted by the overwnegm1ng;

- %

evigence for the extensive range of Tunctions that Englisn

performs 1n second language contexts (see sections & ana 3

above). Hl1s secana assumptiors 1S also questiocnaole. whiie-1t 1s

true that the i1noigencus languageés are the primary vehicies ror
the maintenance of traditicnal cuiture ang values, an examination
of the conteat of DOooKs and articles proouced by users or secona

1
lariguage varietvies légﬁgs i aoubt that English plays an
” -
%
“e
extremely significant role in the 41sCusslon ang 01SSeMlratlon ov

ingigerious social, culturaly economic, poiitical, ana even
. e

.

religious 1ssues. English 15 also Reing uséd increasingly as a
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meagium or creative expression as wlftnESSEU Dy the viorancy orT

lateratures an tEnglish written 1n these varieties (s.N. Srighar
o .

1982, .Jhumboo 1982) and the status of tnglish as one or the

-
»

languages ‘recogrized by the Ingian Literary Hcaoemy. Ine
.
Justification for UWulrk!'s third assumption regarding the rnon-—

exportaoility of sociglinguistic theories 1S rnot clear. - L1f the
f v

b
argumnent 1S that OEVE’I‘OPIYIQ countries need an internationally
\

I 2 . . .
intelligiole form of tnglish tor purposes oOF technotogy stransrer

.
[y

etc., it 1is not a strong one. There 1S empirical eviderce

~x

(Bansal 1969. wuvmith ana Ra?fqzac 1973, Nelson 1v9ud ,amond athers)
; -
that  the stangaras forms of SLVvs are internationally
intelligibnle; 1n tact, preliminary fingings suggest that certaln
types of stangarag norn—native varieties may be more 1nteililgible
than native varieties . because of their pnornoLogical
cnaracter1s£1cs such as vowel redguctions, elilsions, efc. un the
other hand, 1f the argument 1S that a global stangara of tnglish
1s a goal to which the deveiopment of national/reglonal languages
shoulag be sensitive, then 1t 1S an argument that atrects the
ingepengent evolution of languages such as rrench ang Japanese as
much as secondg language varieties of English.
~6. CONCLUSION
A crefyl stuagy of secondg language varieties of tnglish shows
that, they are qualitatively dirferent from the categories
recagnized inlcurrent s$O0Ciolingulstlc typology. SHLVS also provide
some of the clearest evigence of socio—cultural getermination or

language svariation, potn on the micro— and macro- levels. HY

agdequate account of these varieties calls rTor the gescriptive

)
— -

techniques and explanatory power of the variationist,

' , 30
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interactionist, ang sociology of language paradigms withan
soc10linguistic  theory. fne circumstances of their acgquisition
and their viability as moges of comnpunication argue Tor a

reevaluation of some of the tracditvioral assumMPTions apout secona

language acquisition ana teaching.
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