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Introduction

The conference reported herein is one of a series focussing
on issues related to the education of disadvantaged children and
youth. The history and intent of this particular conference are
discussed by Dr. Edmund Gordon in his opening statement which can
be found beginning on page iii of these proceedings. It is our
intention here to speak briefly about the organization of this
document and about the organization of the conference it purports
to represent.

The two~day conference consisted of 3 general sessions de-
voted to the presentation of six papers with comments and dis~
cussions following each. There were also two workshop sessions
during each of which the conferees divided into 3 groups to dis-
cuss various issues raised at the general sessions. A final
general session heard reports from the workshops and a summari-
zation by Dr. Fishman. The degree to which the papers presented
were delivered from written texts varied widely from speaker to
speaker. Consequently the speeches were transcribed from tape
recordings of the sessions and sent to the participants for addi-
tion or correction; because it is our conviction that English to
be standard need not always be stiff, we have asked the partici-
pants whose speeches were delivered informally to refrain from
translating them into formal English. They have kindly complied.
The responses and the discussions following the speeches have
not been edited by the participants, but by the editor, who as-
sumes full responsibility for any misunderstandings which nay
result from infelicitous editing.

It has seemed to us that substance is often more meaningful
and useful than sum. For this reason we have chosen to reproduce
some of the discussions almost verbatim, removing only those non-

s

substantive digressions and occasional repetitions in which scholars

sometimes indulge. Because of this bias in favor of substance, we
have also chosen a rather unconventional way of reporting the work-
shops. The workshop summaries as delivered at the conference quite
rightly gave the impression that the issues dealt with were similar
from workshop to workshop amd that similar approaches to them were
often taken. However, in looking over the available tapes of the
workshops, it seemed to us that most of the participants had men-
aged, (often in spite of their fellow discussants rather than with
their cooperation) to "get their licks in". It seemed to us that
it would be wasteful to let these always thoughtful and often use-
ful statements simply be absorbed into general--and therefore
much less suggestive~summaries. We have therefore omitted the
summaries of the workshops as they were presented an? in their
place we have brought together under some very genmeral headings,
a series of statements made in the workshops which we felt should
be a permanent part of the proceedings. Due to the fallibili of
tape recorders, we did not have full transcriptions of all of the
workshops. Some contributions are, unfortunately, irr:trievably
lost.

This conference was full of controversy. While it proved
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possible physically to bring together researchers from a number
of disciplines and professional educators of varying points of
view, it often seemed during these two days much less possible
to stimulate a dialogue from which the children with whase lan-
guage we are concerned might profit. For those of you who did
not attend the conference, it is our hope that the proceedings
will afford you not only information and insights tut some indi-
cation of the passion with which frankly opposing points of view
were offerd and defended. For those of you who participated in
the conference it is our hope that you may discover as did those
of us who have assumed the task of pulling the proceedings together
for publication, that much of what seemed 1ike heat alone at the
time, appears in the absence of its paralinguistic surround to
Shed some considerable light on the issues with which we are all
concerned.

Beryl Bailey, Ph.D.
Joan Gussow, A.B.
Vivan Horner, M.A.

"How hard one must work in order to acquire his language,--words
by which to express himself! I have known a particular rush, for
instance, for at least twenty years, but have ever been prevented
from describing some (of) its peculiarities, because I did not
know its name nor any one in the neighborhood who could tell me
it. With the knowledge of the name comes a distincter recogni-
tion and knowledge of the thing. That shore is now more describ-
able, and poetic even. My knowledge was cramped and confined
before, and grew rusty because not used ,-~- for it could not be
used. My knowledge now becomes communicable and grows by communi-
cation. I can now learn what others know about the same thing."

H., D. Thoreau, 1858

Thoreau, H, D. A Writer's Journal. (Laurence Stapleton: Ed),
New York: Dover, 1960. pg. 184,
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Colleagues and students, I want to thank you all for the
enthusiasm with which you accepted our invitation to take part
in this research planning conference on language development in
disadvartaged children. I take it that this is a burning issue
which each of us here present finds to be of utmost importance
at this time, and that this is the reason that a conference of
this kind has generated such tremendous response from those of
you who are now presente.

Since the purpose of this conference was to get a sort of
cross-pollination, the sessions have been organized so that we will
hear papers not necessarily related to each other. People from a
number of different disciplines have been looking st this issue
of language disadvantage, but we have all tended to go our own
ways, not paying too much attention to what our colleagues were
doing. Quite often, even within the confines of a single univer-
sity, people will be working on the same problem who do not know
of each other's existence and who certainly don't know, each of
them, what the others are doing. At this conference we hope to
acquaint each other with the kinds of reésearch -in whith each of us is
engaged. If we don't get them to. know what's happening, we should at
least look into ways of bridging the communication barriers.

I would now like to call upon Dr. Edrmiund Gordon, Director of the
project under which this conference and others of its kind are being

conducted, to give a word of welcome and to say scmething about-this
research program. .

Beryl Bailey

Thank you Dr. Bailey and Good morning Ladies and Gentlemen.
We are always pleased to have visitors come to New York and visit
Yeshiva University, particularly those who have deep interests in
some of the areas that are of primary concern to us. The project
under which we are operating today is a project funded by the
Office of Education, concerned with the stimulation of research
activity related to problems of educating the disadvantaged. The
precursor to this particular meeting was a small working conference
last fall where a number of the participants in this conference
came together for two days to look at some of the developments,
issues and problems related to language development in disadvantaged
children; and trying to specify these with greater clarity. It was
our thought that such a conference might well be followed by a
larger meeting, this time including participants who are in some
respects junior persons in the field, that is those who are either
still in training or Jjust beginning their work as professionals in
this general area. It was our hope that such persons could thereby
be stimulated to move more actively into research activities re-
lated to language development in disadvantaged populations.

This particular conference has been organized primarily by
Dr. Beryl Bailey whom I would like to thank now for her efforts
in bringing this group together. There are some of us here who
were supposed to help her, but our major contributions, I think,
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were those of criticism and discussion. The work was all hers.
In the course of your two days here, it is our hope that, in
addition to exposing you to some of the better work going on in
this particular subject area, we can interest those who are not
yet terribly active as researchers in this field in moving into
it with greater speed and deliberateness, and can encourage those
of you already working in the field to continue.

We happen to be in the very fortun~te position these days of
not being short of the material resources with which to foster
these kinds of investigations. We are somewhat embarrassed by our
riches, and by our relative lack of competent and interested re~
searchers to pursue some of the primary issues related to the devel-
opment of persons who may be called underdeveloped. If the con-
ference can help to spur along those among you who are in a position
to undertake quickly the study of such problems, we will feel that
we have made a contribution. If, in addition, we can add to your
understanding of issues in this field, if we can raise to a higher
conceptual level your awareness of some of these problems, the
conference, we think, will have served a useful purpose.

Over the past few years, I have become identified with and
have expressed a continuing interest in stimulating and developing
research and services for disadvantaged childken. In some of my
writing and many of my speeches, I have tended to discuss this
problem in the context of children handicapped by their social
status differences, and have, I think, too often disregarded the
fact that large numbers of these youngsters are Negro or members
of other minority groups. In New York, and in an institution like
Yeshiva, it is easy for us, or at least for me, to forget the fact
that racial discrimination is a major part of this problem and is
ever present with us. But the realities of 1life do have a way
of rather rudely intruding themselves upon all of us from time to
time. They intruded on me, very personally, in a search for
housing up in Massachusetts, where I was reminded that although
1 am a professor, I am also obviously a Negro, and discrimination
in housing is certainly with us. And all of us were shocked
yesterday by the reminder that racial hate, racial pre judice, is
rampant in most sections of this country, if not all. The shooting
of Mr. lMeredith in Mississippi was a rather tragic event, and for-
tunate only in the sense that it could have been considerably worsec.

These reminders serve to call our attention to the fact that
as important as are our concerns with some of the more scholarly
and technical aspects of education and development for disadvantaged
persons, there is no question but that crucial to the status of
such persons, to the development of such persons, and to oppor-
tunities for such persons, is the fact of minority group treatment
in this country, the reality of racial discrimination, racial hate.
It is interesting that at a time when our nation calls upon all
of us to fall behind a mistaken national administration acting "in
defense of freedom" in Vietnam, that we have not somehow managed
to defend freedom in Mississippi, or in Massachusetts, or in New
York,

1 suspect that until we as a nation, and particularly we as
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individuals come to recognize that one does not defend human rights
or freedoms abroad through the support of military dictatorships,
through the use of napalm bombs, through the destruction of the
homes of peoples, through the destruction of an undeveloped nation,
like Vietnam, I suspect we as a people are not ready to defend
freedom at home, nor to advance human rights at home because we
have not learned that these rights are not a function of political
beliefs or economic relationships, but that human rights are pri-
mary to all other things. Today, as we turn our attention to the
scholarly endeavors that we have come here to pursue . I hope we
can keep in mind the existence of questions that are broader and
and, at least in the perspective of history, even more important
than some of the crucial research problems inat we will be con-
sidering. These are problems centering around the relations that
exist between men. If we do not find ways of resolving these prob-
lems, our work can be destroyed, just as we can be destroyed.
Racial hate, national hate, economic exploitation, these are the
evils of our society, part of the fabric of our society out of
which the status and the handicaps of disadvantaged children grow,
and no matter how hard we work at the technical aspects of im~
proving their lot, unless we as citizens can also work at the so-
cial and political aspects of improving their lot, at establishing
democratic relations among people, and peace among nations, our
research efforts are likely to come to little avail.

Edmund W. Gordon
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ON COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE
Dell Hymes

University of Pennsylvania

I want to thank Dr. Bailey and Dr. Gordon for inviting me to
participate in this research plamning conference on language devel-
opment in disadvantaged children. My assignment from Dr. Bailey
has been quite simply, and open-endedly, "a theoretical paper."

One connotation of "theoretical," I am afraid, must be that I know
too little about the actual subject to say something practical.

Good practical work, however, must have an eye on the current state
of theory; it can be guided or misguided, encouraged or discouraged,
by one or another theoretical view. Moreover, the problems of lan~
guage development in disadvantaged children have a particular per-
tinence Jjust now for theory. The burden of my remarks will be that
the practical problems and theoretical problems indeed here con-
verge.

It is not that there exists a body of linguistic theory that
practical research can merely apply. It is rather that work moti-
vated by practical needs may lelp elicit and help build the theory
that we need. Let me review the present state of linguistic theory
in order to show why this is so.

Consider a recent statement:l

"Linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal
speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community,
who knows its language perfectly and is unaffected by such gram-
matically irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions,
shifts of attention and interest, and errors (random or character-
istica in applying his knowledge of the language in actual perfor-
mance".

From the standpoint of the children we seek to understand and
help, such a statement may seem to be almost a declaration of
irrelevance. All the difficulties which confront the children and
us seem to be swept from view.

One's response to such indications of the nature of linguistic
theory might be what can be called "pick-and-choose." Useful
models of language structure, after all, can be of benefit in ways
not formally envisioned in the theoretical statements of their
authors. Some linguists (~.g., Peter Rosenbaum, Lita Gleitman) are
using transformational gsesnerative techniques to characterize ways
in which gome speaker-listeners in the same general speech-community
differ from one another; moreover, some of these differences clearly
involve imperfect knowledge of the language. DPerhaps one's attitude,
then, ought to be simply to disregard what linguists say about
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theory, as being primarily concerned with something not of primary
concern to us. One can point to various models of language struchture
available to us--Trager-Smith-Joos, tagmemic, transformational-
generative (in its MIT and Pennsylvania and other variants), strab-
ificational; note that there are distinguished scholars actively
involved with the use of each in the analysis of English; regret

that linguists remain urable to agree on the analysis of English

(let alone on attitudes towards schooling and children); and pick
and choose, depending on problem and local situation, leaving gram-
marians otherwise to their own devices.

Only to "pick and chocse" would be a mistake, however, for two
reasons: the sort of linguistic theory quoted above, despite its
narrowness, is relevant in a special way that is important always

3 to have in mind; and there is a body of linguistic problems and

§ data that will be left without theoretical insight, if linguistic
: theory is left with such a narrow definition.

% First, as to the special relevance of the view of linguistic
; theory cited above. Its representative anecdote (to use Kenneth

? Burke's term), the image it puts before our eyes, is that of a

- child, born with the ability to master any language with almost

; miraculous ease and speed; a child who is no mere passive object of
» conditioning and reinforcement, but who actively applies a truly
cognitive skill to the unconscious theoretical interpretation of
the speech that comes its way, so that in a few years and with a

i finite experience, it is master of an infinite ability, that of
producing and understanding in principle any and all grammatical
~ sentences of its language. When the image of the unfolding,

mastering, fluent child is set beside the real children in many of
our schools, the theoretical basis of the image is seen for what
it is, not a doctrine of irrelevance, but a doctrine of poignancy.
Such theory is based on the essential equality and potential of
each child in his or her capacity simply as human being. It is
noble in that it can inspire one with the belief that even the
most dispiriting conditions can be transformed; amnd it is an in-
dispensable weapon against views which would explain the communi-
cative difficulties of groups of children as inherent, perhaps
racial.

E Second, as to the narrowness for our needs of the theoretical
standpoint just described. IV is, if I may say so, rather an

i Adam cad Eve, a Garden of Eden standpoint. I do not think that
the restriction of theory to an ideal speaker-listener is merely
a simplifying assumption of the sort all scientific theories must

g nmake. If that were the case, then some explicit place for social
complexities might be left, and no such place is defined. In
particular, the concepts of linguistic competence and linguistic
performance, as discussed in the work from which the quotation is

B taken, 4o not provide the theoretical scope that is required.
Linguistic competence is understood as exactly concerned with
idealized knowledge of language structure--semantics, syntax,

n phonology. Linguistic performance is understood as concerned
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with the modifications introduced by the processes that have often
been termed encoding and decoding. =Some aspects of performance
have & constructive role to play, e.g., cycling rules that help
assign stress properly; but if the passage quoted above is recalled,
and if the examples oi performance phenomena in the chapter quoted
are reviewed, it will be noticed that the note struck is one of
limitation. I do nrot think this note of limitation to be accidental.
Rather, I take the motivational core of the theoretical sbtance to
be one which sees linguistic competence as an idealized Garden of
Eden sort of power, and the exigencies of performance as rather
like the eating of the apple of the Tree of Knowledge, thrusting
the one perfect speaker-hearer out into a fallen world. But of
this fallen world, where meanings must be won by the sweat of the
brow, and recreated in labor, almost nothing at all is said. The
image is of an abstract and isolated individual, not, except con-
tingently, of a person in a social world.

I take such limitations to disclose an ideological aspect
to the theoretical standpoint in question. The theoretical stance
of any group should always be examined in terms of the interests
and needs unconsciously served. Now a major characteristic of
modern linguistic theory has been that it takes structure as pri-
mary end in itself, and tends to depreciate use, while not relin-
quishing any of its claim to the great significance that is at-
tached to language. (Contrast classical antiquity, where struc-
ture was a means to use, and the grammarian subordinate to the
rhetor). The result can sometimes seem a very happy one. On the
one hand, by narrowing concern to independently and readily struc-
turable data, one can enjoy the prestige of an advanced science;
on the other hand, despite ignoring the social dimensions of use,
gne re{g%ns the prestige of dealing with something fundamental to
uman life.

In this light Chomsky is quite correct when he writes that
his ~onception of the concern of linguistic theory seems to have
been also the position of the founders of modern general linguis-
tics. Certainly if modern structural linguistics is meant, then
a major thrust of it has been to define the subject matter of
linguistic theory in terms of what it is not. In de Saussure's
linguistics, as generally interpreted, la langue was the privileged

round of structure gnd la parole the residual realm of variation

among other ﬁhiDSSS- Chomsky associates his conceptions of com~
petence and performance with the Saussuring conceptions of langue
and parole, but sees his own conceptions as superior, going be-
yond the conception of language as a systematic inventory of items
to renewal of the Humboldtian conception of underlying processes.
The Chomsky conception is superior, not only in this respect, but
alsc in the very terminology it introduces to mark the difference.
"Competence" and "performance" much more readily suggest concrete
persons, situations, and actions. Indeed, from the standpoint of
the classical tradition in structural linguistics, Chomsky's
theoretical standpoint is at once its revitalization and its
culmination. It carries to its perfection the desire to deal in
practice only with what is internal to language, yet to find in
that internality what in theory is of the widest, or deepest,
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human significance. No modern linguistic theory has spoken more
profoundly of either the internal structure or the intrinsic
human significance.

This revitalization flowers while around it emerge the sprouts
of a conce tion that before the end of the century mav succeed it.
If such a succession occurs, it will be because, just as the trans-
formational theory could absorb its predecessors and handle struc-
tural relationships beyond their grasp, so new relationships, re-
lationships with an ineradicable social component, will become
salient that will require a broader theory to absorb and handle
them. I shall return to this historical conjecture at the end of
ny talk. Let me now develop some of the particular sorts of data
which motivate development of a broader theory. And let me do
gh%s by first putting forward some alternative representative anec-

otes.

As against the ideal speaker-listener, consider Bloomfield's
account of one Menomini he knew:?

"White~Thunder, a man around forty, speaks less English than
Menomini, and that is a strong indictment, for his Menomini is
atrocious. His vocabulary is small; his inflections are often bar-
barous; he constructs sentences of a few threadbare models. He
nay be said to speak no language tolerably. His case is not un-
common among younger men, even when they speak but little English'.

Bloomfield goes on to suggest of the commonness of the case
that "Perhaps it is due, in some indirect way, to the impact of
the conquering language." Social factors are suggested to have
entered here not merely into outward performance, but into the
inner competence itself. And the one thing that is clear in studies
of subcultural differences in language development is put by Courtney
Cazden in her excellent review article as follows:#

"The findings can be quickly summarized: on all the measures,
in all the studies, the upper socio-economic status children, how-
ever defined, are more advanced than the lower socio-economic
status children."

The point of course is not that social factors enter only to
interfere. The differences just summarized involve positive social
factors on the one side as much as negative ones on the other. It
may indeed be the case that some or many lower socio-economic status
children excel in aspects of verbal skill not observed or measured
in the te. .s reported.

The generic role of social factors has bheen stressed by Labov,
reporting on information as to ability to perceive phonological
contrasts:>

"The contention that native speakers can hear phonemic dis-
tinctions much better than nonphonemic distinctions was not borne
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out by the evidence. Instead, one might say that the ability
to perceive distinctions is determined largely by the social sig-
nificance of the distinction to the listener."

Here are recurrently found differences within one and the same
speech~comnunity, entering again into the inner competence itself.
It seems clear that work with disadvantaged children needs a theory
of coupetence that can take account of socially conditioned differ-
ences in a natural and revealing way.

What would such a theory te like? No one knows better than
those here today that very little of the content of such a theory
can now be specified. Permit me, however, to take up again the
representative anecdote of the child in order to sketch briefly
what a broad (as distinct from a narrow), or perhaps a strong (as
distinct from a weak) theory of linguistic competence would entail.
Recall that in terms of the narrow theory one is concerned to ex-
plain how a child can come to produce and understand (in principle)
any and all grammatical sentences. Consider a child with just
that ability; it would be disadvantaged in a severe sense. Some-
one who went about producing any and every sentence without con-
cern for anything else might be quickly institutionalized. Ve
have then to account for the fact that a normal child acquires a
knowledge both of proper sentences and of their appropriate use.

He or she develops abilities to judge when to speak, when not, and
what to talk about with whom, in what way, and when and where.

It is especially important not to confuse an account of such
abilities with an account of performance. The broad theory, like
the narrow theory, has both competence and performance aspects.
Indeed, one of the chief dangers of leaving the field of linguistic
theory to the narrow view is that it may encourage one to relegate
all questions of use to the category of performance. As has been
noted above, performance here amounts essentially to the exigencies
of realization and interpretation in encoding and decoding. The
abilities with which a broad theory of competence is concerned are
in the first instance equally matters of underlying intuitive
knowledge, of "mentalistic" competence, just as much as are the
abilities with which grammer and semantics are concerned.® More-
over, although the notion of rules of use carries with it an in-
dication of restraints, such rules are not to be taken Jjust as
limitations on an otherwise infinite capacity. First of all, such
rules are not a late grafting. Daia from very early in life, the
first ycars of acquisition of grammar, show children to develop
rules for the use of different forms in different situations
(Susan Ervin-Tripp, personal communication). Competency for use
is part of the same developmental matrix as competency for grammar.

Second, like competency for grammar, competency for use has
a dimension of productivity. Within the developmental matrix in
which children acquire the knowledge in principle of the set of
sentences of a language they also acquire the knowledge in prin-
ciple of a set of ways in which sentences are used; and they in-
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ternalize attitudes toward a language and it uses, and indeed,
toward language itself (including, e.g., attentiveness to it) or
its place in a pattern of mental abilities.

The words "in principle" in the last sentence should no doubt
have been in quotes. No child has knowledge of all sentences, no
more than he or she has knowledge of all applications of rules of
use. The matrix formed in childhood continues to develop and change
throughout life in both respects. Either or both may indeed be
supplanted. Competency in either respect is not a matter_of child-
hood slone, but of the succeéding stages of life as well.8 Per-
haps here one should contrast a "long" and a "short" range view of
competency, the short range view being interested primariiy in
innate capacities as unfolded during the first years of life, and
the long range view being necessarily concerned with the continuing
socialization and shifting competence of lives through adulthood.
In any case, here is one important respect in which a theory of
competency must go beyond a narrow one, if it is to be of wvalue
to work with disadvantaged children. For when one is dealing with
recurrently found differences, social in part or whole, with intent
to change, one is presupposing the very possibility that competency
that has "unfolded" in the "natural" way can be altered, perhaps
drastically so, by environmental factors. One is assuming from the
outset a confrontation of different systems of competency within
the same community, and focusing on the way in which one affects
or can be made to affect the other. In short, one's theoretical
perspective can be limited neither to young children of pre-school
age nor to homogeneous communities. One encounters linguistic
phenomena that pertain not only to the structures of languages, but
also to what has come to be called imterference between them:
problems of perception, understanding, and acquisition of habits
-due to the perception of the manifestations of one system in terms
of the structures of another.

Since the interference one confronts involves language features
and features of use together, it would be well to adopt the phrase
introduced by Alfred Hayes into the Yeshiva conference last October,
and to speak of sociolinguistic interference.

When a child from one developmental matrix enters a situation
in which the communicative expectations are defined in terms of
another, misperception and misanalysis may occur at every level.

As is well known, words may be misunderstood because of dqifferences
in phonological systems; sentences may be misunderstood because

of differences in grammatical systems; intents, too, and innate
abilities, may be misevaluated because of differences of systeus
for the use of language and for the import of its use (as against
other modalities).

With reéard to education, I put the matter some Years ago in
these words: "eeonew speech habits and verbal training must be
introduced, necessarily by particular sources to particular
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receivers, using a particular code with messages of particular
forms via particular channels, about particular topics and in par-
ticular settings~~and all this from and to people for whom there
already exist definite patternings of linguistic routines, of per-
sonality exprecsion via speech, of uses of speech in social situ-
ations, of attitudes and conceptions toward speech. It seems rea-
sonable that success in such an educational venture will be enhanced
by an understanding of this existing structure, because the inno-
vators' efforts will be perceived and Jjudged in terms of it, and
innovations which mesh with it will have greater success than
those which cross its grain'.

The netion of sociolinguistic interference is of the greatest
importance for the relationship between theory and practice. Firsi
of all, notice that a theory of sceciolinguistic interference must
begin with heterogeneous situations, whose dimensions are social
as well as linguistic, /situations of a sort from which the narrow
theory seems in principle to cubt itself off. (The fruits of such
theory in the understanding of language systems can of course be

utilized in dealing with sociolinguistic interference.)/

Second, notice that the notion of sociolinguistic interference
helps one see how to draw on a variety of researches for practical
purposes, researches that might otherwise be overlooked or set
aside. zIn saying "set aside", I have in mind the issues raised
by treating the practical problems of education as problems in
"second~language learning.") Now, one main virtue of the notion
of sociolinguistic interference is that it fits into a conception
of an integrated theory of sociolinguistic description. 4nd such
a theory cf description does not begin with the notion of a language,
or of counting numbere of languages, but with notions which have
to do with codes and numbers of codes. In particular, such a theory
of description recognizes that the historically derived status of
codes as separate languages, related dialects, alternate styles,
or whatever, is entirely secondary from the standpoint of their
use in actual human relationships. From the functional standpoint
that a sociolinguistic description must take, quite different means
can be employed in equivalent ways for equivalent ends. A striking
example from another area, that of modes of address, is that the
function served by shift of second person pronoun in French, tu ¢
vous, may be served by shift of entire language in some situations
in Paraguay (Guarani : Spanish). In short, we have to break with
the entire a language : a culture tradition of thought, a fixation
that has dominated linguistic thought for generations and indeed
centuries. In order to deal with the practical problems faced
among disadvantaged children, theory must begin with the conception
of the speech habits of a population. Within those speech habits,
it msy find one language, three languages; dialects widely diver-
gent or divergent by a hair; styles almost mutually incomprehensible
or barely detectible as different to the outsider; but these ob-
jective differences in terms of linguistic structure are secondary
and do not tell the story. What must be known is the attitude to-
ward the differences, the functional slot assig..ed them, the use
nade of the verieties so distinguished. Only on the basis of such
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a functional description can comparable cases be established and
valid theory developed.

Now with regard to sociolinguistic interference among school
children, much relevant information and theoretical insight can
come from the sorts of cases variously labelled "bilingualism",
"linguistic acculturation," "dialectology", "creolization," what-
ever. The value of an integrated theory of sociolinguistic des-
cription to the practical work would be that (1) it would attempt
to place studies, diversely labelled, within a common analytical
framework; and (2), by placing such information within a common
framework, where one can talk about relations among codes, and
types of code-switching, and types of interference as between
codes, one can make use of the theory while perhaps avoiding con-
notations that attach to such labels as "second-language learning."
(I say "perhaps" hecause of course it is very difficult to avoid
unpleasant connotations for any terms used to designate situations
that are themselves intrinsically sensitive and objectionable).

William Stewart's suggestion that some code relationships in
the United States might be better understood if seen as part of a
continuum of cases ranging to the Caribbean and Africa, ng example,
seems to me from a theoretical standpoint very promising. It is
not that most code relationships in the United States are to be
taken as involving different languages, but that they do involve
relationships among different codes, and that the full series il-
luminates the part. Stewart has seen through the different labels
of dialect, creole, pidgin, language, vilingualism, to a common
sociolinguistic dimension. Getting through different labels to
the underlying sociolinguistic dimensions is a task in which theoxry
and practice meet.

{ Let me now single out three interrelated concepts, important

: to a theory of sociolinguistic description, which have the same

| property of enabling us to cut across diverse cases and modes of

reporting, and to get to basic relationships. One such concept is

that of verbal repertoire, which John Gumperz has done much to

0 develop.Il The heterogeneity of speech communities, and the pri-

l ority of social relationships, is assumed, and the question to be
investigated is that of the set of varieties, codes, or subcodes,

commanded by an individual, together with the types of switching

l that occur among them.

i R

. The second concept is that of domains of language behavior,

13 which Joshua Fishman has dealt with insightfulig in his impressive
l work on Language Loyalty in the United States. Again, the conm-
plexity and patterning of use is assumed, and the focus is upon
"the most parsimonious and fruitful designation of the occasions

on which one language (variant, dialect, style, etc.) is habitually
employed rather than (or in addition to) another."
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The third concept is that of linguistic routines, sequential
organizations beyond the sentence, either as activities of one
person, or as the interaction of two or more. ILiterary genres
provide obvious examples; the organization of other kinds of texts,
and of conversation, is getting fresh attention by sociologists,
such as Harvey Sacks, and sociologically oriented linguists, such
as William Labov. One special importance of linguistic routines
is that they may have the property that the late English philoso-
pher Austin dubbed performative. That is, the saying does not
simply stand for, refer to, some other thing; it itself is the
thing in question. To say "I solemnly vow" is to solemnly vow;
it does not name something else that is the act of vowing sol-
emnly. Indeed, in the circumstances no other way to vow sol-
emnly is provided other than to do so by saying that one does so.
From this standpoint, then, disability and ability with regard to
language involve questions that are not about the relation between
language and something else that language might stand for or in-
fluence; sometimes such questions are about things that are done
linguistically or not at all.

These three concepts do not exhaust those that are relevant
to the sort of theory that is needed, and a number of scholars
are developing related conceptual approaches, such as Bernstein,
who has been mentioned, Harvey Sarles, who will speak later in
the conference, and others. But the three concepts do point up
major dimensions: +the capacities of persons, the appropriateness

of situations, and the organization of verbal means for socially
defined purposes.

In the ‘context of interference, let me take up another as-
pect of communication relevant to work with disadvantaged chil-
dren. I have so far not justified the scope implied by the word
"communicative" in wy title, and in fact I shall continue to
focus on language, since it is the center of our interest here.
But let me introduce one principle with regard to interference

that does call for the larger perspective of communication in
general.

Phenomena of intonation, tone of voice, expressive phonetic
features, and other parts of paralinguistics; phenomena of body
style, gesture, and other parts of kinesics; all that Edward Hall
designates as the "silent language" and the "hidden dimension";
these things need only be mentioned to be recognized. Yet it is
remarkable how easy it is for us to forget them. In Dr. Cazden's
review article, she makes an important critical point, namely,
that a common finding may easily be given two quite different
interpretations. The example cited may be evidence of the point
I wish to make now. Bernstein has interpreted a greater use of
"I think" among higher-status subjects in terms of egocentricity-
sociocentricity contrasting with "ain't it". whereas Loban has
taken & like result as evidence of cognitive flexibility (grouping
it with "I'm not exactly sure"). The question arises: did Bern-

stein's English subjects saj "I think" (egocentric) and Loban's
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California school children "I think" (cognitive flexibility)? 3
Clearly the import of data can not be assessed apart from the
co-occurring set of intonational and expressive signals.

The question of communicative interference poses itself here
L5 in two ways. There is first the problem of interference between ?
differing sets of expressive signals. Of this there are many
examples in education and the transmission of information, e.g.,
Steven Polgar reported some years ago that Mesquaki Fox children
near Tama, Iowa, interpreted the normal loudness of voice gnd
directness of teachers as "mean"-ness and as getting mad . -

Second, there is the problem of interference with regard to 3
relations between co~occurring codes within a single message. ;
The principle of concern here can be put as an instruction: "Find ?
out where the information is." A child is making use of a set
of modalities, as he or she communicates, and interprets communi-
cation, and only one of them is discursive language. One of the
essential features of Bernstein's model for restricted and elabor-
ated types of codes is that the grammatical and lexical restric--
tiveness of the first type is accompanied by intensified percep-
tual activity with regard to other cues of subjective intent, such
as the paralinguistic. (I may mention that I have found Bernstein's
model very useful cross-culturally). In such a case the two parties
to a communicative exchange may be putting their main information
in different places, and likewise looking for that of the other
in different places. The situation is further complicated by what
the late Dutch linguist de Groot called "the law of the two strata",
namely, that when the discursive and the expressive import of a
message conflict, the latter signals the real intent. Quite pos- ,
sibly some teachers are not reading their students at all, and *
some children are reading their teachers all too well. In any
case, a theory of competence that is to be of much help in asses-
sing an array of signals and & battery of functions, such that
what is signalled lexically in one case may be signalled with
expressive intonation in another, and so on. The theory of com-
petence can not be limited to the referential use of language.

oy WO e

Here indeed is the point at which the sort of theory of com-
pgtence one needs must depart most decisively from the orienta-
tion of the sort of theory first discussed. When one takes into i

acccunt the full set of functions served in speech in relation to

the means diversely organized to serve them, one's starting point

and orientation shift. A linguistic theory in the narrow sense, :
in so far as it deals with use, looks out from language; structure b
precedes, functions of use follow. A theory in the broad sense ;
looks in at language in the contexts of its use; functions guide, ]
structures follow. ~

Such a broad theory of competence is essentially sociolin-~
guistic. As such, it makes three assumptions:

Q -
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(1) each social relationship entails the selection and/or
creavion of communicative means considered specific and appro-
priate to it by its participants;

(2) the organization of communicative means in terms of social
relationships confers a structure that is not disclosed in the
analysis of the means separately;

(3) the communicative means available in a relationship con-
dition its nature and outcome.

These three assuuptions are rather simple and obvious, but
to take them seriously is to define an area of linguistic investi-
gation almost wholly unsystematized and theoretically little under~
stood. To take the first assumption: a social relationship gives
rise to a use of communicative means that distinguishes it. Now
it is probably a sociolinguistic universal that the speech of men
and women can be distinguished in every society. Yet articles on
men's and women's speech are few; they are also very revealing.
They deal with men's and women's speech when markers of the dis-
tinction intrude themselves into the ordinary analysis of the
language. For the vast majority of societies where the markers
have not so intruded, we are largely ignorant.

The fact is evidence of the second assumption: the way com-
nunicative means are organized in terms of a social relationship
is unlikely to appear unless one begins with the social relation-
ship, then looks for the me-ns.

The third assumption is perhaps the sir_.lest, the most obvious,
and for some reason, the most resisted by some linguists. Put
colloquially, it says with reference to language that what people
have to work with affects what they can do. In it. lies the heart
of the element of truth in what is often called the Whorfian

hypothesis. FPartly the question is one of performance, as brougl
out by Cazden:

"When we shift...to the difference between ths speech of a
middle-class child and a lower-class child, however, we are look-
ing not at the total available in the language as a system of sym-
bols, but at what is actually used by particular persons at the
moment of constructing an utterance." In important part the ques-
tion is also one of competence, a competence which is in part an
individual matter (cf. Sapir, "every individual's language is a
distinct psychological entity in itself")1*, and in part a matter
of social group. Zach child in a classroom has a competence de-
finable in terms of what is normally and habitually available to
it for utterance and comprehension, a competence partially unique
to it, largely shared and predictable in terms of its social ori-
gins and experience, and never identical with that of a dictionary,
a grammar, or an ideally fluent speaker-listener.
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With regard to disadvantaged children, the goal of an in-
tegrated theory of sociolinguistic description would be to guide
accounts of the range of settings, function, and means, and their
interrelationships, acquired by the children. Of these tre scheol
setting would be one, but not the only one; and major purpose would
be to place the school setting in the context of other settings,
so as to delineate the true communicative abilities of the children
and to show the extent to which the performance in school settings
was not a direct disclosure of their abilities, but a product of
interference tetween the system that they bring and the system that
confronts them; or a setting simply largely irrelevant to the
direction their abilities and competence otherwise took. In part.
the problem is one of conflict of values and of perceived interests.
Indeed, since the beginnings of stratified society and the use of
writing, it has been characteristic of much of mankind that a de-
sired or required linguistic competence has stood over against men,
as an alien thing, imposed by a power not within their control.
Even in the simplest case, of course, sociolinguistic competence
is achieved along specific lines, not merely released. In the
complex circumstances of our own society it is hard to see how
children can be expected to master a second system, complementing
or replacing their own, if the process is not perceived as intrin-
sically relevant, or enjoyable (preferably both).

Much more needs to be said and done with regard to the con-
ceptual content of sociolinguistic description, regarding inter-
ference, competence, etc. In other writings I have outlined
schemes for "the ethnography of speaking", or "ethnography of
communication", together with some notes and queries about chil-
dren'f6acquisition of language; I shall not go further into that
here. Rather let me sketch what might illustrate a practical
framework for the use of a sociolinguistic description.

As Dr. Gordon reminded us at the earlier conference, it is
hardly our task to say what the goals of the disadvantaged should
be. If one prime consideration is to be chosen, probably it is
Jobs. From this standpoint, a rough scale can be defined in terns
of the concepts of repertoire, domain, and routine. For each one
asks how many and what kind, moving from the minimal to the maxi-
mal requirements for use of a more~or-less standard set of speech
habits. For purposes of the scale, the single concept of fluent
speaker is replaced by a rough division into fixed, flexible, and

Repertoires Domains Routines
FMixed
Flexible
Facile
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The minimal competence (lowest rung of fixed) could be
characterized as use of a single routine in a single domain
without need to switch within one's repertoire. Additional con-
siderations might be that the channel be writing, thus permitting
revision and correction somewhat at leisure, and that the demands
on the one part of the repertoire be of the transactional or re-
stricted code sort. Jobs of this sort are probably today mostly
taken care of by form letters, or, in the vocal sphere, by re-
cordings, to be sure. Perhaps the need only to receive not to send,
might be added to define the minimal rung.

The maximal competence (facile) could be characterized as use
of multiple routines in manydomains with facility at switching
between parts of cne's verbal repertoire, both sending and receiving.

Medial competence (flexible) could be defined in terms -of the
empirical situation, if some intermediate set of needs and abilities
with regard 50 routines, domains, and repertoires can usefully be
recognized.1

Some such scale could be used to conceptualize and analyze
the requirements of situations, such as types of jobs; the capa-
cities of persons; the aims and levels of a program of training.

What sorts of interference may occur, what sorts of learning
and change may be required, camnot of course be postulated in ad-
vance. Sometimes the question will. be one simply of dialect mar-
kers, of the social rather than the referential or expressive in-
formation called for in the situation. (My own gquite unrealistic
preference would be to leave dialect alone, insofar as markers are
all that is involved). Sometimes the question will be one of
added skills in the use of syntax or narration; and so on.

(Ultimately I should hope that concern for language use might
get to the aesthetic and clarifying and truth-telling roles it
plays in our lives, and that we might someday have a conference
on the ways in which middle-class and verbally fluent individuals
are disadvantaged. A critique of the use of language among the
disadvantaged would indeed not be hard to mount, and there are
even some who argue that a withdrawal from the ordinary uses of
language altogether is under way in rebellion. But no government
is about to spend much money to get the government to use language
in a more satisfying, beautiful, clarifying, or truthful way.

Let me conclude by summarizing the way in which concern with
language use among disadvantaged children fits into the present
stage of linguistic theory.

First, it is of course not mandatory that the term "linguistic
theory" be used in one particular way. If one wishes to reserve
"linguistic theory" for the narrower sort of competence, then
"sociolinguistic theory" will do for the broader sort of competence.
What is essential is that conceptsof the nature of language and
its use not be preempted in the name of "linguistic theory" by a
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narrow view. The understanding of language use involves attention
not only to participants, settings, and other extra-linguistic fac-
tors, but also attention to purely linguistic phenomena, and the
discovery and statement of new features, organization, and rela-~
tionships in the data of language itself, when viewed from the moxre
general perspective of social relationships. What is essential is
that conceptions of speakers, listeners, and competency. take into
account as quite normal in the world the situations of diversity
of codes; see the child as acquiring and indeed, achieving, nar-
rowly linguistic and broadly sociolinguistic competence together.

In this regard a sociolinguistic theory is not a departure
from past linguistic insight. The narrow theory earlier discussed
has known how to reculer pour misux sauter. It has found in von
Humboldt, and more recently in Jespersen and Sapir, instances of
fresh insight into the structuring of language which it wishes to
renew and to capitalize. Sociolinguistic theory is in an analogous
position. In von Humboldt it finds not only a generative conception
of rules, but also a concern with the individual worlds created in
and through language; a concern not only with universals, but con-
cern also with the particulars in which they are embodied; a con-
cern with the infinite capacity of man that implies also the deter-
minate form such capacity requires for realization in each person;
an understanding of human nature, the human essence, as not so much
a state of being, as in each case a unique existential achievemernt.18

In Jespersen it finds a grammarian who devoted himself to universals,
productivity, and to understanding mankind, nation and individual
from a linguistic point of view. In Sapir it finds a pioneer of
structuralism, the autononmy of linguistic form, and proper insight
into phonology, who also urged that:1

"It is peculiarly important that linguists, who are cften ac-
cused, and accused Jjustly, of failure to look beyond the pretty
patterns of their subject matter, should become aware of what
their science may mean for the interpretation of human conduct in
general. Whether they like it or not, they must become increasingly
concerned with the many anthropological, scciological, and psycho-
logical problems which invade the field of language."

There is under way now, I think, a shift in emphasis in lin-
guistics, one that is partially completed, and which the work with
disadvantaged children may help to complete. The emphases can be
shown in terms of two dimensions: one distinguishes language
structure and function, and one distinguishes the study of a single
language or community from comparative perspective.

Single case Comparative

Structure

Function
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The earlier set of emphases can be said to have been (from
left to right, and first top, then bottom), with regard to the
structure of a single language, find the invariance; with regard
o structures comparatively, find diversity; with regard to
functional aspects in a single case, assume diversity, and the
variation of parole (and assign anything that interteres with
the invariance and system of structure to this category); with
regard to functions comparatively, assume invariance (the func-

tions)of language are universal; all languages are functionally
equal).

The emerging set of emphases can be said to be, with regard
To the structure of a single language, find the variation with
regard to structures comparatively, find the invariance. The re-
lationships of emphasis in other words are reVersed. Both these
enphases are well established now in the new interest in social
dialect, linguistic varieties, styles and levels, on the one hand,
and the different approaches to universals of language on the other.
The rest of the new set of emphases, réversing the former set, is
only coming to be realized: with regard to functional aspects of
a single case, find the invariance (the sociolinguistic system);
with regard to functions comwparatively, find the diversity (take
the functions of language, or of a language, as problematic for
any given group).

It is precisely with regard to these last two sectors that
the problems of the study of disadvantaged children and the needs
of theory converge. The understanding of sociolinguistic systems
as a basis for handling interference between them, and the non-
1dentity_of the functioning of language in different social groups
are problems cowmmon to them both. Perhaps this common interest can
help to end the division between linguistic theory aund the concrete,:
existential human world, the world of actual human relationships,
that has dogged the study of language for so long.
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19Eqwara Sapir, "The status of linguistics as a silence,” Lanzuage
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Cazden's Commentary on Hymes Paper

Since I am not a linguist I am not going to discuss questions
of linguistics. Fortunately the group here includes linguists of
various theoretical points of view, Wayne O'Neill amd Bill Stewart
to name two, and so I know that issues of linguistics itself will
get picked up and talked about by people more competent than I. As
a person who has been concerned with disadvantaged children, I com-
Dletely agree with Dell's feeling that linguists have not been par-
ticularly helpful so far to people like myself in defining the re-
lationship between the language of disadvantaged kids and the prob-
lems-~ cognitive, communicative, and so forth-- that they have in
school. Linguistic descriptions of, let's say, dialect differences,
do seem to be largely irrelevant to the problems that kids have in
school. Comnsequently, I was very struck by Dell's use of the term
"a doctrine of poignancy." I come from Cambridge where the trans-
formational view of linguistics is very prominent, and it has been
ny feeling in trying to bring together the insights that the trans-
formational point of view has given us with the hard facts of dis-
advantaged kids and their problems, that this does become a doctrine
of poignancy. We have here an enormous human potential which for
reasons that we don't yet understand is not realized in ways that
enable the child to cope with what faces him in school. First,
what is the nature of the difficulties; second, how do they come
about; and third, what do you do about them, are still with us as
majo: problems--~ "what happens in the fallen world", as Dell said.

And I was also very struck by the general thrust of his paper,
that the attempt itself to describe more completely the language

abilities of these children, and the problems they face in school,
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may have a very salutary effect on linguistic theory as a whole-~~

§ this is something that I really hadn't thought about. Let me just
here confess a misconception which I had. In the first place there's
a difference between competence and performance, but I must admit

g that I had all along thought that if you put grammar over on the
competence side, then use was over in the performance category. In
, other words, if the child's knowledge of what is a grammatical sen-
! tence and his ability to produce and understand novel grammatical
sentences is one of the things we mean when we talk of linguistic
competence, then my misunderstanding was that questions of language
use fell on the performance side. However, I understand what Dell
was saying this morning to mean that we have to consider questions
of usage as part of linguistic competence along with matters of
phonology and grammar. That as a part of his linguistic competence

ahchii'l;d learns "what is appropriate to say when and to whom and about
what.

)

" ~
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Now we have talked for a long time about the kinds of interference
that may be present between the grammar that the child has learned,
the particular rules of his dialect, and the grammar-- the rules of
the language-~ in his school books, or that his teacher uses, or
that the children in his peer group use. We have assumed that there
may be a kind of linguistic interference here that makes it difficult
for him to learn to read the books or learn to understand what his
teacher says. We've talked for a long time about this kind of in-
terference on a phonological level or on a syntactical level; and
controversies rage as to how significant that interference is, and
vhat it means for the preparation of beginning reading materials.

But what Dell added this morning, at least added to me, was that we
also have to talk about what he calls socio-linguistic interference
operating at the competence level-- that what the child has learned
in his natural speech community, his home, his peer group, his
neighborhood, about what is appropriate to say to whom and under what
conditions, is as much a part of his competence as his grammar, and

, that there may be interference in this area between what he brings

@ and what the school demands as well as in the areas of grammar and
phonology and other things that I think we are more used to thinking
of in this way. Now, how you go about finding out what it is he
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g brings, and what it is the school demands and the degree of match

g or mismatch between them, this it seems to me is the critical ques-
tion and I'm still left wondering how to do it. And I hope that

a some of the discussion during this conference will get at the "how

| to do it", and will suggest the kinds of studies we should be doing
y to get at this question.

Discussion following Cazden's commentary

Stewart: I just wanted to clarify something. I don't think you can
separate grammar or structure, particularly linguistic structure

and use, because what you're dealing with is competence and perfor-
nance in linguistic structure and in the use of that linguistic
structure, and many questions of use involve changes in linguistic
structure. Now if you separate out grammar and use then it appears
that dialect differences are less important for classroom problems.
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However, many of the problems in the school involve problems of the
necessity to shift various kinds of phonological, syntactic and lex-
ical behavior with respect to the language domain and if you look

at language use as the use of alternative linguistic structures, then
linguistic differences within a single dizlect again become crucial.
So I don't think it's helpful to separate grammar and to leave use

as some sort of separate level.

Gumperz: Like Bill Stewart I want to emphasize the fact that in
shifting from the study of linguistic structure to the study of socio-
linguistic systems we should not disregard some of the important
advances that have been made in syntax and in linguistic structure.

In other words, if the use of code resources within the repertoire

1s determined by socio-linguistic factors, it seems to me the important
question is what are these socio-linguistic factors... And I think

we could specify some of the types of research that are needed. If

a repertoire is a set of styles, dialects, languages, there must be

a set of rules which determine the use of these dialects, styles or
languages, and this requires a social theory as well as a linguistic
theory. Now one such type of social theory Dell has alluded tc. He
says that "social relationships determine the selection of commuii-
cative resources." What are these social relationships? Ward Good-
enough has recently published an article "Role and Status Re-examined"
in which he develops an abstract language of roles and statuses and
the beginnings o a syntax of roles and statuses. He asks such ques-
tions as "if a physician and patient interact, what kinds of social
identities are brought into play?” He says the relationship physi-
cian-patient is valid in the case of somebody going to a physician's
office, but when this same physician interacts with his wi.fe, the
relationship physician-wife is not grammatical in our culture-- what
we have is a husband-wife relationship. In other words, what we will
have to develop is a language-- an abstract set of concepts of anal-
ysis of roles and statuses, and it seems to me that this can be
handled by the same kinds of methods by which linguistic analysis is
now handled and can be related to grammar in the same way that we
relate morphology to syntax. We use concepts such as representation
or realization. We say that grammatical rules are realized phono-
logically. Now it seems to me that the crucial thing in socio-

linguistic investigation is to find out how social rules are realized
linguistically.

I think the actual linguistic situation or the repertoire is
crucial in this sense because the structure or the code variety
within the repertoire determines how these social rules are realized.
If, for example, the distincticn between solidarity and distance in
Paraguay is expressed by the shift from Guarani to Spanish, in France
it is expressed by the shift from tu to vous. Furthermore, shifting
can be of two kinds. It can be strictly p—edictable on the basis of
social situation as is the case, for exampl:c. in military terminology
where it is predictable when a private will sw, "Sir" and when he
will use first name. There is a strict code of statuses which he
has to learn. Now this is predictable shifting. Then there is a
flexible kind of shifting that exists, let's say, at a party where
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we have a certain kind of leeway. So there is variation within

the same culture as to whether there are strict selection rules or
whether the individual is left with choices. In other words, there
are differences in the degree of socio~linguistic choice, the degree
of socio-linguistic flexibility left to an individual. One of the
things that seems to me characteristic of educated speech is that

it has a maximum of socio-linguistic flexibility: whereas I have the
feeling that people who are less a part of the educated world are fre-
quently more rigid and inflexible. In other words possibly what we
should be teaching is flexibility~- at least it's something we have
to find out. What we need then is not less linguistic work, not less
work on syntax-- but ethnographic work as well. We have to develop

a theory of social relationships which is much more explicit than
whatever theory we have right now.

Hymes: I'm glad John brought up this point. In stressing the socio-
linguistic aspect I certainly was not saying you don't need to worry
about linguistics. Bringing in the social approach just makes life
more difficult, not easier, and any advance in linguistics may be
crucial for understanding what's going on. One other point. We
always tend to think of the lower class person as the handicapped one
and of course it's just not true. There are a lot of people who
speak a beautiful form of English from the point of view of dialect
markers, but who have severe problems of rigidity in their use of

language-~ these functional categories cut across the overt markers
of social group.

Sapon: I have a brief question, Dell, Can you give a thumbnail

definition of competence as contrasted with a thumbnail definition
of performance?

Hymes: Basically, in this context, the idea is that performance is
what is overtly observable, manifested in outward behavior. It
includes such things as what's said on some actual occasion or series
of occasions. As T understand the imporv, the thrust of the dis=-
tinction is to say that one cannot restrict oneself to the performance,
that beyond and behind the finite observable data that the speaker
may manifest, there is an underlying ability which is more general
and more powerful, that goes beyond any particular set of things that
may actually get said. It is a capacity that goes beyond the sort

of existential actualities of finite speech of circumstances and
includes a potential, part of which may never be realized. It's

an anti-behaviorist argument, of course, that competence is mental-
istic as opposed to behavior. . .

Sapon: That's the question I have to ask-~ doesn't it make you feel
uncomfortable as a scientist? I gather from what you say that per-
formance relates to what people 4o and competence relates to what
they can do, and the way we determine what they can do is by what
they &o. I have a very strong feeling of urgency for the purpose

of this assembly and my concern here has to do with the empirical
testing of our intervention procedures. It may make for a very very
happy world to say that an organism performs in a certain way only
because he must have internal in his nervous system certain patterns--
that is, the only way I can satisfactorily explain his behavior is
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to impute this back into the organism. But putting it back into the
organism takes it out of the realm of empirical tests, out of our
experimental world. My concern here is with the issue of where we
intervene. !Much has been said about intervention in the direction
of competence so that we are aiming at something that has been hy-
pothesized, logically arrived at, and put back inside the nervous
system of the organism where it is totally beyond reach.

Hymes: There might be many uses of the notion of competence which
rightly would deserve a behaviorist critique, the ground being that
they are imputing competence on too little evidence. That would be
a question of the particular case, not of the notion. But we do
have good evidence in fact to impute to an individual some such
ability on the basis of what we've actually observed, and though one
can be worried about doing this too readily, I don't feel able to
do without tihe notion by just this sort of 2d hominem argument.
When Dr. Bailey invited me I guess she had some idea there was some
sort of underlying competence, something beyond actual performance,
since she's never heard me talk so far as I Xnow.

Sapon: Perhaps you are introducing a new definition of competence
which might make some people feel less uncomfortable-- i.e. that
competence has to do with the ability to predict the behavior of
individuals with whom we are concerned. Clearly Dr. Bailey had
some underlying notion of competence, but I suggest that what this
meant was that she was able to predict some things about the kind
of pe§formance you would display, and such predictability is mea-
surable.

Hymes: I can go along with that since from the point of view of the
kind of anthropological thought with which I associate myself, the
notion of predictability is the criterion for imputing an unCerlying
regularity or potential.

Sarles: I want to switch the grounds of this argument. If Professor
Hymes had walked in known only by reputation and not by sight, un-
shaven and wearing o0ld clothes, I would guess that the credibility

of his performance would be very different. Competence in fact is
not only in the performance itself, but in the mind of the audience
and the person that's talking.

Shulman: One of the distinctions that is apparently still working
here is the behavioristic-mentalistic one. Psychologists have begun
to stop using it because about a generation ago they found that they
couldn't really account for differences in rerformance now which did
not accurately predict differences in performance later without
beginning to talk about something called mediators. The Kendlers
have generated a paradigm to study concept levels by using a transfer
design in which you identify apparent similarity of performance now,
but predict difference in performance later on the basis that the
subject is using different mediators to produce the same performance,
I think linguists may need more transfer designs-- they need to
think of their study as change rather than in terms of the specific
thing that's going on right now.
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Gumperz: I want to point out one important consequence of putting
the study of use in the theory of competence. What this really
means is that we have to collect two kinds of data. What has
happened in linguistics with the emphasis on competence, is that we
are beginning to develop new kinds of data collecting. We're not
simply listening to what people say-- we're not simply taking down
text, but we're asking people to perform certain tasks, we're using E
problem solving techniques in addition to observational techniques. ]
I think the implication is clear that if we put the study of use
into this category of competence, we will need not only to observe
what people do, but to have other techniques-- batteries of tests,
problem solving, possibly the study of social norms and attitudes--
for getting at competence. We can't simply continue to observe.

Stewart: I want a terminological clarification. Not to change the
established terminology, but just to make it easier for people to
understand this dichotomy between competence and performance and
what is called grammar and use. If we substitute language structure
for what's called grammar, you can think of the total inventory of
language structures available as competence and the generation of
specific utterances as performance. Then you can think of the total
inventory of knowledge about how you use these linguistic structures
(and notice that you can't separate language use from language form)
that are available as competence and the application of thi< know-
ledge of use to the particular social situation as performance. If
you think of it that way you get a better idea of how language
structure and use on the competence side relate to actual application
or generation on the performance side.
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One thing I'd like to point out is that we've got to be very
careful in the assumptions we make about what language competence
is for a given social group, a given community, and especially a
given individual, on the basis of observations of the performance
type in other individuals and in other social groups, no matter how ;
much these may appear to be related. There's been a lot in the ]
literature lately which makes the assumption that children in large
metropolitan areas because they come into contact with standard
speakers have within their competence repertoire, knowledge of the
standard linguistic structure, and that really the matter of non-
standard speech is a question of performance constraints, or con-
ventions of use. I think this is highly questionable as a generali-
zation, There are many ways that people can interact and understand
other people without having competence in the standard structure.

He may understand phonological distinctions which he cannot use be-
cause he is using other criteria for understanding, eg. contextual
criteria. The fact that a non-standard speaker understands the
standard speaker does not mean necessarily that he's got built in

at some area of coupetence a recognition of these phonological dis-
tinctions. The one danger in this business of going from observations
of performance to theocretical assumptions about competence is that

we've got to be very careful not to transfer our assunptions about
competence to other individuals.

Sapon: That was the point I was making when I said that two people
who had by one set of analyses the same performance, did not indeed
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have the same performance by a more sophisticated set of analyses.
If you'll forgive the behavioral terminology for a moment, you're
saying that two different pieces of behavior identified as sames
that occur under two different sets of control stimuli are not in-
deed sames. 1ou may very will need two different sets of analytical
descriptions to talk about the person's receptive language and to
talk about his productive language. We get into serious involvement.
here by talking about language as if it were a unitary thing.

How To Learn a First Language
David McNeill

My title suggests that I have some worthwhile advice to give ;
to two-year o0ld children who are attempting to acquire their native :
tongue. In fact, howzver, the content of my talk moves in precisely
the opposite direction. Rather than present advice to two-year-olds,
I hope to discover what it is that allows them to acquire language
as rapidly and as successfuly as they do. My concern, indeed, is
with those aspects of language acquisition that never require advice,
guidance, or assistance.

The argument will be that children are biologically endowed
with a specific capacity to acquire language, and that this capacity,
combined with the speech that children receive from their parents,
automatically results in the acquisition of syntax. 1In short, the
argument claims that children cannot avoid acquiring a language.

I will not attempt to develop the implication of this view
for the linguistic development of disadvantaged children, except to
state at the outset that the notion of a capacity for language is
taken seriously. Which is to say that disadvantaged children and
advantaged children alike are presumed to be endowed with the same
capacity for language, and that both presumably acquire language
in the same way. It seems important to characterize this capacity
in discussing the linguistic development of underprivileged young-
sters, and this for two reasons. One is the possibility that reme-
dies can be devised to exploit the capacity for languagz of under-
privileged children. The other is the possibility that the precise
nature of the disadvantage suffered by underprivileged children can
be better specified by describing what they are not deficient in,
ramely, their inborn capacities.

The view argued here is certainlz not new. It was taken
for granted in the 19% century (Hale, 1887 ), and it has long been
part of the rationalist theory of mind (see Chomsky, 1966). However,
the hypothesis that there is an "instinct for language-making", as
Hale called it, is not particularly interesting. It merely restates
the observation that man is alone among all creatures in possessing -
language, and it omits mention of what the specific characteristics
of this capacity might be. On this point, however, some fairly def-
inite, though unfortunately limited, suggestions can be made.

Let us consider for the moment, not children, but an ab-
stract Language Axquisition Device (Chomsky, 1965). I shall call
it LAD (or if you prefer, a Language Acquisition System-~LAS--the
feminine form).
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LAD receives a corpus of speech--some set of utterances.
The corpus is large, but It is not unlimited in size. Let us say
that it contains the total number of utterances ordinarily+.overhead
by a two-year old child. On receipt of this corpus LAD formulates a
grammatical system of some kind. The grammatical system, in turn, can
be regarded as LAD's theory about the regularities that appear in
the corpus of speech. It is, in fact, LAD's grammatical competence ,
in the narrow sense--his grammatical knowledge (ef., Hymes contribution |
to this conference). j

LAD constructs a theory by passing the evidence contained
in the corpus of speech through some kind of internal structure.
The sequence of events therefore is as follows:

CORPUS —| LAD |- GRAMMATICAL SYSTEM (Competence)

o TR et e v ——

If we understood LAD's internal structure, we would then understand
how LAD constructs a grammar. Our problem is much like those exer-
cises given to engineering students where they must infer the internal
wiring of a black box from its various input-output relations. In

our case, LAD is the black box; like an engineering student, we have
to develop a theory about its internal structure.

One clue to LAD's internal structure arises from the fact
that it must be able to acquire any language. LAD should not find
Bantu, say, easier than English, or Japanese, or Russian. Whatever
makes up the internal structure of LAD must, therefore, be universally
applicable. Which is to say tlatLAD may contain information relating
to those linguistic features that are universal, but must contain no
information relating to those features that are linguistically unique.

Those of you familiar with recent work in transformational
grammar will recognize that LAD's internal structure can be described
by the so-called theory of grammar. The theory of grammar deals with
the general form of human language--with the features that appear
in natural languages everywhere, regardless of physical or social
setting. If LAD were endowed with knowledge of universal linguistic
theory, 1t could then restrict its attention when developing a gram—
matical system to acquiring those features that are not universal.
Thus we have one hypothesis about LAD: its internal structure cai
be described, in part, by the universal theory of grammar, and the
outcome of LAD's activity is the grammar of some particular language.

Conceiving of LAD in this manner will help clarify the
acquisition of language by real children as well as by abstract ones.
The two pose exactly the same problem. Like LAD, children are exposed
to a corpus of speech, and like LAD, they develop grammatical compe-
tence on the basis of this corpus. Moreover, in the case of both
LAD and children, some kind of internal structure converts the corpus
of speech into grammatical conpetence.

Since the same corpus is input and the same grammatical
system is output, LAD and children have the same internal shruchure.
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To conclude otherwise would merely be perverse. In short, LAD!s ‘
internal structure corresponds to children's capacity for language, and :
the theory of grammar, being a hypothesis about LAD, is also a hypo-
thesis about children's innate capacltles. Languages possess the
universal properties contained in the theory of grammar just because
all languages are acquired. The renewed formulation of grammar by
each generation of children automatically imposes features on lan-
guage that correspond to children's capacities. Such features
therefore appear universally, and the theory of grammar is possible.

Although the theory of grammar is logically sufficient to
describe children's capacity for language, the theory is far from
being completely formulated. However, it is advanced far enough to
reveal what some of the universal characteristics of language must be.
Of these, I will take time to mention only one--the existence of the
so-called basic grammatical relations.

The basic grammatical relations are the concepts of the

subject and predicate of a sentence, the main verb and object of a
verb phrase, and the modifier and head of a noun.phrase. he gram-
matical relations can be very simply defined in linguistic theory
(Chomsky, 1965), which is to say that they are held “to be part of the
0enera1 form of human language, and so, are held to be part of child-
ren's innate capacities. The definitions apply to the underlying
structure of sentences, before any transformations have been applied,
which means that they are not presented to the children in parental
speech. The basic grammatical relations are defined in the underlying
structure for the reason that they can be systematically applied there
and nowhere else. To take one of the standard examples, the two
sentences, John is easy to please and John is eager to Blease, both
have the word John as the initial noun pArase. s 1s true of their
surface, or manifest, structure. However, it is obvious that the
word John plays different gramnatical roles in the two sentences. It
is the obggct of the verb in the first, and the subject of the sentence !
in the second, two facts obscured by the identity of surface structure. .
The underlying structures of these sentences, on the other hand,
%lfferllb Just the right way for the deflnltlons of subject and object
O apply. ;

The point for language acquisition is that there is no way
for a child to infer the basic grammatical relations from Eresented
parental speech. Parental speech must mislead a child on TAiS PoOint.
But since these definitions are part of the theory of grammer, they
reflect an aspect of children's capacity for language. We should
therefore expect to find them honored in children's earliest efforts
to produce grammatical speech, even though there is no possibility
that a child could infer these xelations from the corpus his parents
provide. Our problem now is to see if such evidence exists.
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Let me first take up the case of a child acquiring English.
The child is one of Roger Brown's subaects, a little boy whom he has
been calling Adam. At the time Adam's speech was first recorded, at
27 months, his vocabulary appeared to be organized into three gram-
watical classes~--verbs, nouns, and a so~called pivot class. The evi-
dence for these classes was distributional. Words, which in English
would be classified as verbs, had privileges of occurrence in Adam's
speech different from words, which in English would be classified as
nouns. The pivot class had a third privilege of occurrence, but it
was grammatically heterogeneous from the point of view of adult Eng-
lish, It contained articles, demonstrative pronouns, possessive pro-
nouns, adjectives, and such words as other, and another.

An adult listening to Adam's speech at this time would re-
ceive the strong impression that the basic grammatical relations were
honored. Sentences like change diaper, want milk, and truck hit ap-
pear to have subjects, predlcates, or objects. However, this impres-
sion could be entlrely wrong, for it is at least possible that adults
do not always understand what children intend to say, in which case
it would be incorrect to impute the basic grammatical relaticns to
their speech. Some other method of analysis must be used in order
to avoid this logical circularity.

One approach is through the following arithmetic. w1th

three grammatical classes, nouns, verbs, and pivots, therg are (3)

= 9 different possible combinations of two words, and (3)° = 27 dif-
ferent possible combinations of three words. However, not all these
9 and 27 different combinations are direct manifestations of the
basic grammatical relations; that is, not all are sequences of classes
that result directly from the definitions of the basic grammatical
relations contained in linguistic theory.

In fact, only four of the 9 possible two-word combinations
meet this condition. The remaining 5 are "inadmissible". An ex-~
ample of an admissible combination is N+ V (Adam run) whlch cor=-
responds to the subject-predicate relation. ZAn inadmissible combine-
ation is V + V ( come eatg Among the three-word combinations, only
8 of the 27 possibilities are direct manifestations of ons or another
grammatical relation and the remalnlng 19 are inadmissible. An ex-
ample of an admissible combination is V + N + N (change Adam dia er),
whereas an inadmissible combination is V + V + N (come eat Eabium5.
For details, see McNeill (1966).

The first three samples of Adam's speech contained examples
of every admissible combination, but ao examples of inadmissible com-
binations. All 400 sentences comprising Adam's corpus were of the
admissible type. Thus, although change Adam diaper might have oc-
curred, come eat pablum did not.

This outcome is not obvious, on either a priori or empiri-
cal grounds, and one might have expected matters To have been dif-
ferent. The surface structures of adult sentences present many ex-
amples of inadmissible combinations of Adam's grammatical classes. For
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example, the sentence type represented by come and eat this pablum is
surely common in the speech directed to children. 7o judge from some
experiments with artificial languages by Braine (1963), adults find
it difficult to avoid learning patterns to which they are exposed,
even if told that the yatterns are not examples of what they are to
acquire. Assuming that the same sensitivity holds true of young
children, then some explanation must be offered for the fact that
Adam did not say come eat pablum after hearing exsmples like come and
eat this pablum. ©The explanation that suggests itself is that Adam
was attempting to express the basic grammatical relations, but he

did not yet have the transformations in English that allow them to

be expressedin other than a direct way. A sentence like come and eat
this pablum did not serve as a model because it does not directly
nanifest the basic grammatical relations. Instead, it is an example
of a sentence in which the definitions of the basic grammatical
relations are violated in the surface structure, although maintained
in the deep structure.

To summarize, the basic grammatical relations are apparently
observed in the earliest grammatical constructions of one child ac-
quiring English. I want next to present evidence bearing on the
basic grammatical relations taken from children acquiring a language
other than English., If the basic grammatical relations reflect an
aspect of children's capacity for language, then all children-~-regard-
less of their linguistic surroundings--should reveal the basic gram-
natical relatioms in their earliest speech.

This past year I have been collecting samples of speech from
two children, both girls, who live in Tokyo, Japan. Each child is
visited at home, twice a month, at which time everything spoken is
tape recorded. The results to be described below are based on the
corpus of one of these children, she was, at the times in question, ;
27 to 28 months old. In the interest of maintaining Brown and Bellugi's .
(1964) tradition for naming subjects in these studies, I call her 1

Izanami, after the goddess in Japanese mythology who helped create
the world. '

In contrast to English, Japanese is a postpositional rather
than a prepositinnal language. Among the Japanese postpositions are
two, wa and ga, that mark, in the surface structure of sentences, the
subject noun phrase. The presence of these postpositions is oblig-
atory; they have tue same distribution in the surface structure; how-
ever, they do not have the same significance--a matter to which I
return later.

Wa and ga are both introduced into the surface structure of

Japanese sentences by transformations (Kuroda, 1965). However, the
two transformations do not operate on the same configuration in the
deep structure of sentences. Only one, the ga-transformation, is
related to the structure that defines the grammatical subject of a
sentence. The wa-transformation has a different history altogether.
Japanese thus presents a natural experiment: since wa and ga have
the same superficial distribution but different underiying distribu-
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tions, we can pit these two aspects of sentence structure against one
another by determining if one postposition is acquired before the
other, or if both postpositions are acquired at the same time. Because
a transformation is a relation between the deep and surface structure
of a sentence, acquisition of a transformation signifies that a child
bhas knowledge of both sides of the relation. The hypothesis, that the
grammatical relation of subject reflects an aspect of children's
innate capacities, therefore predicts that ga will appear in Izanami's
speech before wa, since in the first case but not in the seeond, a
child has prior information about the deep-structure half of the rela-
tion, and so need discover only the surface-structure half in order

to relate the two.

The facts are as follows. In the first 8 hours of recorded
speech, Izanami used the postposition ga 75 times. It was never
incorrectly used, and it was almost always present when called for,
given the conbtent of what was said. Wa, in contrast, was used only
© times, and, in all except one of these occurrences, appeared with
the same word. There were many, many contexts calling for wa into
which Izanami placed nothing at all.

It seems clear that Izanami understands the use of ga but
does not understand the use of wa. We could conclude at this point
that she has available the grammatical relation of subject, except
for one puzzling fact. The distributional identity of wa and ga in
the surface structure of Japanese sentences, which made this natural
experiment possible, should alsc have confused Izanami. Why did
she not formulate two transformations--one for wa and one for ga,
relating both postpositions to the underlying subject of sentences?
The puzzle only deepens when we take into account the fact that wa
was used twice as frequently as was ga in the speech of Izanami's
mother, a difference that should have misled the child-~causing her
erroneously to choose wa as the postposition to be related to the
grammatical subject. However, Izanami was not misled, and understand-
ing why provides further insight into theé-capacities of children for
language. Wa and ga, although distributionally identical, are used
by adults under different semantic circumstances, and Izanami, by
virtue of her linguistic capacities, was sensitive to only one of these. :
By distinguishing the situations appropriate to wa and ga, therefore,
we can refine our conception of what these capacities are.

In what follows, I first try to provide some feeling for
the distinction between wa and ga through the use of English examples,
and then, following Kuroda (1965), try to characterize the distincticn
more explicitly.

1l I am indebted to my wife, Nobuko B. McNeill, for her
absolutely invaluable assistance at this point.
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A man-ga is standing on the corner.

The man-wa is standing on the corner.

Man-wa is mortal.

Cats-wa eat goldfish,

The cat-ga is eating the goldfish.

Children-wa make t50 much noise.

lzanami-ga makes too much noise.

This-wa is a digital computer.

According to Kuroda (1965), the subjects of sentences that
state general truths, subjects that have attributes given to them by
their predicates, subjects that function like the logical premises of
Jjudgments, and words like this and that when they are used in defini-
tions, all take wa. Kuroda calls this usage predicational Judgement.
Quite often, it can be translated into English with the help of the

expression as for.... Thus, the examples given above can all be
rendered:

As for that man, he is standine on the corner.

As for man, he is mortal.

As for cats, they eat fish.

As for this, it is a digital computer.

In each case, an attribute--standing on the corner, mortality, ;
fish-eating, computerhood--is judged applicable to the subject of the 3
sentence, and so the subject takes wa.

The postposition ga, in contrast, is used for any linkage
between subject and predicate that does not involve attribution.
Rather than the predicate of a sentence being a property attributed
to the subject, the subject and predicate stand in an equal relation
to one another, in which the predicate is not construed as an inHerent
property of the subject, as it is in wa. There is no standard English
translotion for ga, although the progressive aspect of verbs, --ing,
comes fairly close. One can say, for example, some man is standing

on the corner, or the cat is eatine the gold fish, for mosst Japanese
sentences with ga.

The fact, therefore, that Izanami acquired the transform-
ation for ga and failed to acquire the transformation for wa indicates
that she is grammatically sensitive only to those conditions that
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prevail under non-attributive description, and not to those that pre-
vail under attribution. The same may be true for children acquiring
English--progressive aspect was the first verb-inflection learned by
the children studied by Bellugi (1964). This result is interesting
for several reasons.

One of the examples of wa glven above was a definition:
this-wa is a digital computer. Izanami's mother uses wa in this way
‘often: this is a crane, that is a tape recorder. Another example of
wa involved the establishment of a general relation: man~ga is mortal,
and Izanami's mother uses wa in this way, too: grandmother lives in

E Kyoto, daddy is big. We can be absolutely certaln'tnat_Thanaml attends

E To these statements. They are the only way in which she obtains new

vocabulary and new information about the world, and there is little
doubt that she acquires both. She knows what a tzpe recorder is, she
knows that her grandmother lives in Kyoto, and she understands that
her father is large.

Such observations are relevant to a theory of language dev-
elopment favored by certain behaviorists, which runs something like
the following. Children begin to learn the names of objects, events,
qualities, etc., at around 1 year of age. They continue uttering
such isolated names for 6 to 8 months, adding new words all the while,
but never uttering two or more names at once. Eventually, however,
children reach a point where they know the names of certain objects,
events, or qualities that appear together in stable relations within
the environment around them. Children then combine two old names to
make a new name, and sentences like doggie bite and baby sleep are
' the result. This is one view of the origin of grammar in children,
and Izanami's evidence refutes it.

If children do anything like what this theory claims, Izanami's:
) postposition would have to have been wa and not ga. In parental speech, !
only wa is used to refer to such stable relations. Thus, Izanaml,
does,preC1sely the opposite from what the theory, that grammar arises
from naming, would predict. There is a further implication. &Since
Izanami, like all children, does name things and events a great deal,
we must conclude from the absence of wa and the presence of ga that
the cognitive achievements in support of naming and those in support
of grammatical developmant are completely separate in children. ZEven
when a language provides a grammatical form associated with naming,
children ignore it in their early sentences.

ey 7 et

The basic grammatical relation of subject corresponds to
the concept of momentary linkage. One would say that the reascn all
languages have grammatical subjects and predicates is because ail
children attempt--from the outset-~to combine word meanings in a
very definite way. Only those combinations that are temporary and
non-attributional are grammatically significant. Others belong in
a different domain, in the domain of names. Perhaps there is some
biological advantage to this arrangement. If attributional relations
had grammatical significance, grammar could develop only in propor-
tion to a c¢hild' s accunmulation of general knowledge. Or, if not
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that, then every combination a child willy-nilly produced would

have to be stored in memory as permanent information about the world.
But neither of these is the case. Instead, a child treats permanent
information and the ways of combining such information separately.

Japanese and English are radically different languages.
Tet, children exposed to them do the same things at points where
linguistic theory claims they should. To Izanami and Adam, I can
add a third child whose mother tongue was Russian (Slobin, 1966),
and here, too, the basic grammatical relations were honored in
earliest speech. Similar observations have been made of children
exposed to French, German, Serbian and Bulgarian. So the hypothesis
with which we began, that the theory of grammar reflects children's
capacity for grammar, gains a measure of empirical support.

I would like to return briefly to the question of disad-
vantaged children and their linguistic development. I speak as a
novice, totally unacquainted with the problems of teaching under-
privileged children, and with no idea, aside from casual observation,
of what their language is truly like. Such caveats not withstanding,
I would like to suggest the possibility that the differences in dialect
associated with differences in socio-economic status are, cogni-
tively speaking, marginal and slight. One grammar is as good as. -
another, and one grammar is as demanding as another when being learned.
This is true across languages. It would be remarkable indeed if
it were not true within languages. Problems of prejudice (such as
dialect rejection) aside, it is at least possible that there are
not important cognitive deficits associated with the language of
disadvantaged children. The step of examining their Tanguage may

be, in this case, a step in the wrong direction, for the deficit may
exist elsewhere.
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John's commentary on McNeill's paper

I would like to start my discussion by asking what the
biological justification for the differential universality of
linguistic proficiency vs. cognitive proficiency might be? If you
postulate that there is a linguistic proficiency which is universal,
but a cognitive proficiency which is not, are we returning, I wonder,
to the questionable implication that all people can talk, but cer-
tain individuals might not be able to think. I am exaggerating
Dr. McNeill's position, of course, in order to emphasize the dangers
inherent in differentiating linguistic competence from cognitive
competence, when that particular distinction is pushed to the

extreme. In doing so, I am not assuming that either Dr. McNeill
or Dr. Chomsky ever so pushes it.

It appears plausible that the most rudimentary forms of
language (at the phonemic, morphemic and svntactical levels) appear
in highly similar fashions in the repertoires of young children.
This uniformity might, as Lenneberg and Chomsky and McNeill have
argued, be the result of "an innately mapped program for behavior."
In the first year of life there are indeed, certain occurrences of
sounds which are not specifically within the hearing environment of
the child at the time that he is learning to speak; but around the
age of one, a phonetic shift toward the phonemes of the particular
language which is dominant in the child's environment takes Place.
Similarly we might postulate processes at other linguistic levels
where rudimentary communality in forms does appear early in lan-
guage acquisition, but where enormous variations in the range and
adequacy of language forms appéar in the children's verbal reper-
toire soon after the rudimentary forms have been mastered.

. The sharp divergencies which have been noted--whether by
Irwin in phonemic production at the age of 18 months between middle
class and lower class children, or by McCarthy between only children
and twins--can be traced only to certain antecedent environmental
conditions. If children hear and use language in highly restricted
learning situations, whether imposed by poverty or other confining
circumstances, then their subsequent language skills will reveal
a slower rate of acquisition. This is where our evidence lies,
as well as, (and more significantly) in the limitation in diversity
of lamguage use, as Dr. Hymes has discussed so eloquently this
morning. Such a poverty in functional diversity may be expressed
by a limited ability to convey or control emotions verbally, to
plan play or activities by means of words, or even, in certain
instances ( and this is equally prevalent in lower class and middle

glags environments) to engage effectively in interpersonal commun-
ication.

‘ Tpig kind of language utilization must be distinguished
from the utilization of that language which has occurred with very
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high frequency in the child's hearing environment and is really
overlearned--these are the forms which occur frequently in the
child's life. That is, it is quite likely that children will be
exposed to certain uniformly occurring rudimentary syntacical forms
in any social class. But the very broad hypothesis that I am
putting forth is that significant variations between children
raised in different environmental conditions, are more likely to

be revealed in the acquisition of language beyond the rudimentary
mastery of phonetic and syntactic forms.

The whole question of a lesser variation between social
classes at the grammatical level and a greater variation at the
functional level and in terms of rate make an enormous amount of
sense. One of the problems in a confrontation between the biolo-
gical and envirommental positions is that our data come from differ-
ent age raniese Most of the data of the Chomsky school come from
ages 1 to 2)e. Most of the data from the more envirommentally
oriented school of those involved with disadvantaged children, come
from ages 22 to 7 or 10. Among these older children the signi-
ficant point is that there are variations in syntactic forms between
lower class and middle class children, and the variations are great-
est in the syntactic forms normally acquired later in age. It is )
in the use of adverbial phrases, for instance, that we find signi- T
ficant differences between middle class and lower class children, k-
much more so than in nour phrases.

To sum up then, one of the areas in which we do have sig-
nificant differences between middle class and lower class children
is in rate of language acquisition. A second area in vhich signi-
ficant differences occur is in certain syntactical patterns, but
not the simplest ones. Now I'm not here speaking about certain
recurring features of the dialect, tense forms, and so on, but rather
of areas of difference which may be more related to a grammatical
theory. And thirdly, and most importantly I think, those differences
which are of major concern to us, differences in the utilization of
language, and in communicative competsnce relating to cognition
(often confused with that communicative competence which relates to
social effectiveness). I think it is important not to confuse these,
because of we really accept a theory of the kind that Hymes puts
forth about use being in t'.e competence column, then we might well
be able to look more systematically at differences if we do not
try to combine communicative competence into a simgle unique uni- _
versal which we measure hy the mastery of certain syntactical patterns. :
It is this particular point of the McNeill presentation that I am 7
most unhappy about. '

§

You cannot put everything relating to language compe-
tence under the heading of a sin. e language universal, evidenced
by the stringing of certain words into a pattern at the age of
two and then argue that language is biologically the property of
all individuals if you then argue that you now have to divide
language and cognition, because here we have evidence that language
is biologically aveilable and there we have evidence of cognitive
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differences and hence they must come from two different areas. I
nyself am deeply convinced that language and cognition are inter-
locking processes where language is a significant tool for the
development of concepts and where concepts coantribute to the more
effective utilization of language. They can only be seen as coming
from two different areas if we use the evidence related to rudi-
menbtary symbtactical patterns as our major argument concernming all

the different things that we usually mean when we speak of children's
capacity to utilize words, sentences and longer passages. These
cannot in any sense, be analyzed only in terms of grammatical uni~
versals. Moreover, in terms of empirical evidence, we khnow thus

far only about grammatical universals at very, very early ages.

Of course one can't really blame the people whose empirical work

is restricted to this age level, because the moment that the child
engages in a more complete and more effective communicative pattersn,
the types of analysis, the searches for universals become increas-
ingly difficult if not impossible. This is why we have to, in our
empirical work, both develop and follow through on a much more
carefully differentiated analytical model which will allow us to

make specific statements concerning differences between classes,
and differences between different individuals raised under varying
social conditions as related to levels of linguistic analysis,
levels of analysis of communicative coumpetence, and levels of anal-
ysis in terms of social role and status. If we do not follow that

kind of an analytical model, I think we will get into senseless
arguments.

Discussion following John's Commentary on McNeill's paper

Sarles: Part of my confusion regarding the LAD model is that it
seems to present a notion of a very passive individual existing
all by himself on whom we put a whole bunch of rubber stamps. I
don't think children are like that. Part of the earlier struc-
tural models they may have to have is something that makes them go
back to the environment and actually elicit information from their
parents and other people. The child at two can get away with an
awful lot of things that the child at four cannot get away with
because his parents perceive him as a different kind of object

and the child himself perceives himself as different. To conceive
of a passive individugl going through life becoming more and more
rational and more apd more correct seems like a great oversimpli-
fication of all the-irrational things that are going on which make
him become a grown-up human being.

McNeill: I cra't imagine how you got the impression that LAD is
passive--it's obviously just the opposite kind of theory. The
theory of language acquisition here is one of hypothesis formulation
and testing. If you interpret literally what I've said this morning
there's a clear absurdity. .It would be consistent with what I've
said so far to predict that exposure to English leads to compe-
tence in Japanese~-and vice versa, on some random basis--which
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clearly is not true. What I've omitted entirely from mentioning
is how children go about acquiring transformations which will
yield the distinctions among the two langurages. I omitted that
a) because I didn't have enough time, and t) because no one
really knows anywaye.

Sapon: I'd like to ask a pointed question. I'm perfectly willing
to accept the fact that you account for the acquisition of language
by children simply because they happen to be of the homo sapiens
variety. But how do you account for those children who do not
acquire language? My concern here is that your basic position

1s that all that is requisite for a child to become an appro-
priately functioning member of a linguistic community is that he’
be a) a human being, and b) that he be exposed to language with

no further specification as to the nature of exposure. And the
issue here is how do we go about modifying patterns where children
do notindeed demonstrate this supposed natural behavior. I'd like
to pick up Dr. John's suggestion to the effect that there is a very
solid implication to the effect that those children who do not
learn to speak either accurately or appropriately are somehow less

than human and our intervention procedures must then concentrate
on humanizing then.

McNeill: I was shocked by the comment because it seems to me it
impiies a latent assumption that the only language worth acquiring
is middle class English.

John: I did not say that. What I said was that the assumption
that linguistic competence is universal and biologically pre-
determined, and that cognitive competence is not biologically
pre-determined is questionable. It brings up all kinds of very
serious questions as to how cognitive competence is acquired as
contrasted with linguistic competence which is inherited.

McNeill: Well, linguistic competence clearly in not inherited.

What is inherited is a capacity to acquire language. ILinguistic
competence is the result of an interaction between environment

and that capacity. I would like to clarify my point of view because
1t seems to me there may be some difference in research strategy
lurking around here. We can only gain by being analytic in attempt-
ing to understand problems of cognitive development~-it does not
increase our understanding to systematically obscure distinctions
that can defensibly be drawn. It seems to me it wouli be helpful

to know that all children, regardless of their social backgrounds
have an inborn capacity to acquire any linguistic system that con-
forms to lirguistic theory and that this will happen automatically
and to a level of proficiency that is perfect and optimum. Thus
you can narrow down Shose areas of cognition where problems may
exist for which you may eventually hope to achieve some remedy.

If we define linguistic as a capacity to formulate a grammatical
system and to produce utterances consistent with that grammatical
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system, then my suggestion was that the difficulty confronted by
someone from an impoverished background may not be linguistic,

but rather may take quite different forms-~e.g., a completely non-
linguistic tendency to exploit grammar for cognitive purposes, or
a completely non-linguistic ability to communicate with a middle
class teacher in a school.

Sapon: But I want to insist that the title of your paper was "How
To Learn a First Language" and I cannot find anything in what you
said that has the effect of a "how to".

McNeill: If you accept the gist of my talk then you have learned

that the problem of acquiring a language does not exist. It seems
to me there is some advantage in formulating the issues. It seems
to me there is no merit in blurring such distinctions and calling

the whole thing linguistic.

Gumperz: May I say something to tie Mr. Hymes and Mr. McNeill's
presentations together? I think one of the implications of what
{Ir. Hymes has said is that our notion of what is linguistic needs
expanding, and that although we don't yet have the explicit tech-
niques for the study of socio-linguistic phenomena that we have

for the study of syntax, that it is possible to deal with these
phenomena in the same way. Implied in the notion of linguistic

is the idea that this is somehow unconscious behavior, patterned
behavior, behavior that connot simply be changed by telling the
person "change you habits". I think what Mr. Hymes has said is that
the same process of hypothesis formation, the same patterning holds
in the socio-linguistic realm, and that this is what we need to
look for. DNow as a linguist I've watched the notion of grammar
develop, and in the field of South Asian languages in which I've
done most of my work I have seen a radical change in the notion of,
for example, what constitutes deep structure and what constitutes
aurface structure. These notions are going to continue to change.
In other' words the concepts of surface structure and deep structure
are themselves in the process of development--why should we set
artificial bounds on what is linguistics.

MeNeill: I understood Dell Hymes to be suggesting, as you said,
that there exist large areas of linguistic activity that may pre-
sent a distinction between competence and performance, just as the
distinction has been honored within the domain of syntax. +«'m

not sure that he went so far as to say that the distinction between
socio~linguistic competence, on the one hand, and syntactic com-~
petence on the other, should be abandoned. It's possible that

bty calling both of them competerce we'll accidentally overlook the
fact that they may conceivably be quite different.

Now there's another distinction here between the kind of
processing that goes on in producing granmatical sentences or in
understanding grammatical sentences and the sort of prccessing that
goes on in deciding what sort of sentence to produce in a given
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situation. That processing may be all of .. piece, and the proper

l psychological theory may have to incorporcve information about all

m of them. That in itself, however, doesn't argue for a unified

> linguistic theory to encompass both., If Jou accept the disti.ction

% between competence and performance at all, you have left yourself

m open to the possibility that there will be describably different :
sets of competences all of which feed into one underlying perfor- '!

: mance mechanism; and also the opposite, perhaps one underlying :

E competence feeds into a variety of different performance mechanisms.

él

Gumperz: In transformational theory, the implication is that the
central core is syntax, but there is another ¥kind of theory, some-
thing which has been proposed but much less explicitly stated in
which you have a semantics, a syntax and phonology, and that the
1 relationship between these and the processing mechanism is one of
5 realization. Now I think there's difference between the notion
: of realization and the notion of transformation. Transformation
: is something which operates within this theoretical framework of
: competence, whereas realization rules somehow lead from the cognitive
% -down to the actual performance. I think they're two alternate
models and I don't believe that Chomsky j.s committed to the trans-
formational model. So I think that it's premature to define lin-
guistics in terms of this model, and by doing so I think we're
committing ourselves to a theoretical position which precludes our
: getting data. By talking in terms of a realization model, we're
a not as explicit as we are in stating the transformation model,

but I think we can incorporate much of the work that's been done
into this kind of a framework.

] McNeill: A theory of language acquisition is logically secondary
to a theory of linguistics, since you can ~nly raise the question

' of language acquisition if you are able to define the linguistic

; system to be acquired. So one properly should speak of a theory

; for the acquisition of a stratificational grammar, and another

' theory for the acquisition of a transformational grammar, acd so

forth--and what I've been concerned with is the acquisition of
a transformational grammar.

osapon: I would like to ask what may seem like an absurd and essen-
tially redundant question. What's the definition of "linguistic"
controlling the discussion going on here this afternoon? You are
apparently operating with a definition of "linguistic," and
: apparently there are some of the members of the audience operating
E on the basis of the same sort of definition, but I think there are
| number of members of the audience who are not in phase with the
B definition that seems to be involved.

NeNeill: A language is defined in the theory of grammar--this is
the definition I've been using~-an? to describe to you then what
I mean by linguistic I would have to be able to describe %o you
the theory of grammar as it now exists--which I'm not about to do.

But it would include such things as a specification that all lan-
I guages are transformational.
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Sapon: I'm scrry to carp, but that seems to me to be very circular.
s Now you have made a clear cut dichotomy between linguistic concerns
and cognitive concerns. &Since we get insight and access to cognitive
" processes by verbal means, we now have the interesting problem of..
dividing what is linguistic from what is cognitive. I really think

I must press for a clarification of what is excluded from the de-
finition of linguistic. You said earlier in reference to the

‘ problem we are concerned with that it was not a linguistic problem

: but another kind of problem. There's a very narrow definition of
linguistic going on here.

McNeill: That's right. It seems to me that z scientific defin-
ition should be made as narrow as possible; and all I can Hell you
is that the definition of language that is embodied in linguistic
theory is a) under development, and b) can be modified in various
vaysS. A certain constraint involved in linguistic theory such as
"all grammars must be transformational" can be rejected by showing
that a transformational solution for the structure of some language
1s inadequate on various grounds--so then that aspect of the defin-
ition of lauguage could be rejected.

Sapon: Where, for example, do communicative processes whereby
human beings interact socially, such as kinesic behaviors, fit
into the definition of linguistic?

MelNeill: Are we defining linguistics or language?

Sapon: Both, I presume.

MclNeill: I suppose that's a mistake.

Sapon: Could you rectify the mistake?

McNeill: Well, one is a science, and one is a particular, hopefully
well-defined subject matter. ILinguistics might be engaged with all
sorts of things, among them kinesics, paralinguistics, syntax,

phonology, etc. I don't think it!s as crucial to define linguistics
as it 1s to define language.

Sapon: I think it's crucial to define both since the problems we
confront in this session have to do w th tabbing what concerns us
as linguistic or .on-linguistic and I have the feeling I'm trying
to catch a greased marchmallow. We've got the problem here seen
as partly linguistic and partly non-linguistic and I'd like the
audience to get some notion as to where the boundaries are.

MleNeill: VWhen I say the problems of disadvantaged children are

not linguistic, that statement is based exactly on the definition

of language embodied in linguistic theory. That is, what I asserted
is that children of every socio-economic class possess a trans-
formational grammar by the time they're five years of age and that
they have the capacity to use this grammar with equal efficiency.
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And within the context of linguistic theory, supplemented by an as
yet strictly promissary psycho-linguistic theory that would cover
the performance aspect of language, that is to assert that there are
no real psycho-linguistic differences. Now obviously I've defined
implicitly a certain subject matter, and so long as the definition
is borne in mind, it seems to me that nothing is lost and a great
deal is gained in that we can now define another subject matter,
namely, disadvantaged children. Whereas before two subject maters
were lumped together and a critical distinction was lost, leading
us to believe that there must be some differences within the lin-
guistic psycho-linguistic system, as well as differences elsewhere.
It seems to me it's relevant to know whether or not this is true.
That's the reason I would like to formulate the question in this
waye.

Cazden: I would like to ask you where you think the differences

do reside, to specify what you think they might be and what areas
you think they might be in. You've said where yYou think they don't
reside.

McNeill: I really haven't the faintest idea. The one thing I
suggested was that Brunnerian symbolic representation may be acquired
through certain special kinds of social interactions peculiar to

the middle class. Let's pretend along with Brunner that symbolic
representation is a handy thing to know how to do, so that the
tendency to use language for ratiocinative purposes may be a non-
linguistic attribute of advantaged children. It seems to me you

can conceive of this being done with any kind of linguistic systen,
since it depends not on the linguistic system, but rather on certain
kinds of preliminary social conditions not ordinarily met in the
lives of disadvantaged children. This is what I was imagining and
it assumes a great deal--it assumes, for example, that symbolic
representation doesn't involve an actual linguistic process so much
as something that's done with a linguistic orocess.

John: I think that the major problem here is what we are defining
as language, and I think that all of our differences relate to

that question. The fact is that there are differences in language
behavior between social classes, and these differences appear as
soon as vhe most rudimentary forms of phonology and syntax have
been mastered (actually this too is an assumption because we really
don't yet have adequate longitudinal data showing at what point
significant differences emerge). We know that at the age of six
there are differences, and some of us call them significant and
others call them irrelevant, cognitive or surface structure differ-
ences. Now it seems to me that unless we develop some kind of a
working definition of what we mean by language, first, and then
disadvantaged children, second, we will go on having somewhat
pointless arguments. If we speak of language as that body of
conventionalized sounds which have a shared meaning from speaker to
recepient of language as this develops during growth, which might
be one way of looking at it from a very simple psychological point
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of view, this would be just as inadequate a definition as to speak
of language in terms of grammatical theory only, leaving out the
social relationships and the social context in which language is
learned and developed.

McNeill: Can I say just one thing. You can have the word "language"
1f you like, so long as we can agree that there is something that
Noam Chomsky characterizes as syntax, something that he might char-
acterize as phonology and semantics and in addition some as yet
unknown and unformulated theory of psycho-linguistic performance
that goes along wigh this; and then if you want to call all this
Plus some other things language, that's all right--we'll think up
another term for what I just described, though in the context of
generative grammar what I just described would be considered lan-
guage plus a performance model, so the term language is even more
restricted. All we really have to do is keep straight what we're
talking about.

Osser: 1I'd like to comment on an earlier point you made about the
equality of children from various socio-economic groups in terms
of their linguistic performance. The implication of what you said
is fhat if we as psychololists could devise a sufficient number

of ingenious situations In which we could elicit speech from so-
called disadvantaged childiren, we would find that the performance
of these disadvantaged children is identical to that of advantaged
children. You see I'm wondering at what point you can say there are
significant differences in performance between advantaged and dis-
advantgged children--what kinds of evidence would you yourself
accept?

McNeill: Well, I had in mind a fairly restricted set of phenomena
and I can't define them very well, but it seems to me that such
things as fluency of speech--the ability to produce words without
significant interruption from other parts of his own linguistic
system--might be equal. I say this because it is my impression
that children appear to speak fluently from the point at which
they are producing any sort of patterned speech whatsoever~--~there
don't seem to be unusual latencies involved in producing two-word
utterances in an 18-month 0ld child. There don't seem to be an
unusual number of interruptions and false starts; so even at the
point where the grammatical system is extremely primitive and
undeveloped, the performance systsm seems to be working at full
efficiency. And if that's the case--if this performance system is
largely automatic and efficient even at that stage, then it would
seem to be incredible to assert that it must be just the opposite
of this in the case of a disadvantaged child 3 or 4 years later.

It's difficult to be terribly explicit on this pointh
because there isn't a theory of linguistic performance, so nobody
has the foggiest idea what the parameters of that theory should be,
hence it's a little difficult to know exactly what sorts of behav-— ;
ioral tests might be semsitive to this kind of linguistic performance. }

John: But I think we should note that fluency and linguistic per-
formance are the least significant differences between difierent

social classes, so that we might be in agreement here, though I 3
think the notion that we even have fluent speech at 1% is questionablej
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A Theory of Linguistic Performance
Wayne O'Neil

I come to this problem of language disadvantage with very little
actual work in the field. Perhaps I differ from Mr. McNeill though,
in that I am beginning to move into the field, so I cone for advice
as much as to tell you what I think. In the fall of 1966 a number
of us at Harvard-~ referred to loosely as the school language group--
will begin work in Roxbury om a long range project: we will stnd~ the
language of the disadvantaged, of their homes and of their . ho..s.
We want to characterize that in language they do and can do, what they
hear and understand and what they can hear and understand-- with an
emphasis on the can. Then on the basis of what we learn about their
deprivation, we will want to develop and recommend two curricula: a
school-wide, school-long language-based curriculum, on the one hand;
and a teacher-training curriculum-- language study for all teachers--
on the other. DPerhaps what we finally accomplish will have relevance
only to the problems of urban America of the mid-20th cantury; yet
I would like to believe that we are in fact addressing ourselves
to a version of a quite general and universal problem that is some-
where in the middle of an aggravation scale. For ours is a good
deal less overwhelming than the problem of, say, black Africa as
it attempts to dislocate its people into English or Freanch and into
contact with technology and the 20th century. Yet certainly our
problem is a great deal more aggravated than those of a self-satis-
fied middle~-class white America. For we all lie far from full con-
trol of our language, and, thus, far from full understanding of our-
selves and our world. The relevance of language study to education
is in the help it gives toward reducing that distance first for those
who need it most, and first for them because the aggravation of the
situation allows us to see more clearly what is wrong.

In many ways our proposed study is an acting out of a good
nunber of the points pursued at the First Working Conference on
Language Development in Disadvantaged Children. I was struck by this
as I read the summary of the proceedings a week or so ago, But was
also struck (since we consider it crucial to pursue and emphasize
linguistic theory) by the fact that "the majority view was expressed
by Dr. Hymes who held that while we still need to work at formally
characterizing the sentences and sequential patterns of languages,
we must not get carried away with the ever-increasing precision of
linguistic research technology." Mr. Stewart evidently demurred,
and sn do I. And in a recent article by one of Mr. Bernstein's
associates-- Denis Lawton ( who incidentally writes with the same
deprived, passive, faceless style as Bernstein-- "it is hoped, it is
thought, it is suggested"), he concludes: "In fubture work it is
hoped that it will be possible to take advantage of the modern
methgdsngf linguistic analysis which are now being developed in this
country
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For before we set a martini with its sophisticated and super-
sensitive olive before our audience, we should have somewhat sophis-
ticated theories of language and language use to set before our audi-

. ence, theories that inform our data gathering, that give substance to

‘ our hunches. Vewvy little can be accomplished otherwise though much is
] left undone even with the insights of theory, for our theories of

| language are not nearly so sophisticated as language. The dangers of
the theory are then not in its being precise ani technical, but in

the limitation of its precision. It simply does not deal with all that
is relevant to what we will speak about and that must be recognized.

But where it is relevant and informing, we cannot hesitate to
be guided by the best of linguistic theory. TFor example, any theory.
of language forces us to distinguish sharply between two things often
confused, between dialect and what we_can call, following Bernstein<,
code-~ or to use the terms of Ch.omsky5 in their technical sense,
between competence and performance, which are akin to Saussure's
langue and parole. (It should be admitted, however, that these terms
are not genuinely in such as easy one-one relationship, that Bernstein's
code is a much larger term than Chomsky's performance, in fact includes
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