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Preface

Ever since the editor of this research bulletin became involved with Reading

* for the Disadvantaged: Problems of Linguistically Different Learners (Harcourt,

Brace & World, Inc., 1870),"a book sponsored by the International Reading As-

. sociation, he has })b(n continuously indebted to many colleagues who share a

high interest in the myriad implications of oral language dcvclopmcnt Early in
1964, when the USOE first-grade studies were just g.ttmg off the ground, threc
of the project directors—John Manning, then, at Fresno State College, Roy
McCanne, then a staff member of the Colorade Stafe Department of Education,

and the writer=met together to pool resources gnd share common prob]ems

concerning linguistically different learners. Insighfs gained from these contacts
and cxperience gained through the three projedts mvolvmg Spanish-speaking
pupil populations were invaluable preludes to the prepimation of the IRA book.

As it beeame clear that much of the ineffective leaanng experiences being
provided linguistically different populations stempmed fr(;zn a lack of valid quality
instruction in oral language, contacts made through mectings of Tcachers of
English to Speakers of Other Languages (T/ES()L) led te a two-day mecting
in May 1968 at the Center for Applied Linguistics in Washington, D.C. A. Hood

" Roberts, dircetor of the Center for Applied /Linguistics, wis largely responsible

for making this meeting possible. Credit foy identifying and clarifying cleven of
the twelve issues discussed in this research monograph should go to the following
participants of that meeting: Bruce Gagrder, Roger Clark, Walter Wolfram,

-Doris Gunderson, Alfred Hayes, A. Iloo(y Roberts, Dorothy Pedtke, Roger Shuy,

William Stewart, Adam Wovn.1 Altu/ Anderson, Sophic Aramburo, Frieda
Denenmark, and Roy A. Kress. : ’ /

Following the \Vdshm[_,ton m((tmg_,, Bernard O'Donnell of the National
Council of Teachers of English and A. Tlood Roberts joined forces with me to
propose to the Exccutive Board of the National Conference on Rescarch,in En-
glish that NCRE- authorize the preparation of a research bulletin fotused on
these issues. Sugsport of the 1968-69 NCRE committec for producing the buletin
is acknowledged as follows: NCRE President Albert J. Harris, Walter T. Petty,

William Eller, Helen Huns, Helen K. Smith, Delores Durkin, and Roy A. Kress.

s an cditor, I have been delighted with those authors cooperating in the
prisc. I particularly appreciate the, willingness and ability of John Bordie
Mark Seng, who replaced two of the original authors on short-term notice.
stance of Davxd P. Butts in defining and Llanfymg the twelfth issue in
ag_,( auytnsxtmn —the mt(rr(l.momhlps between content, teachers, and

cr— vii
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This js the tenth collection of articles to be planned by a committee of NCRE
for original publication in one of the official journals of the National Council of .
Teachers of English. The continued cooperation of the NCTE Executive Com-,
mittee and individual journal cditofs has made possible the wide dissemination
of one aspect of the work of NCRE. For this puhlication Rpdney Smiith, editor
of Elementary English, "has provided consistent professional support and helpful
advice. Likewise, so has Eugene ‘C. Ross, director of publications for NCTE; to
him goes a special citation for making possible the publication of this bulletin
simultaneously with the May 1971 issue of Elementary Engl’ish which contained
the remaining articles of the serics. .

Special words of appreciation arc always due the ladies who always seem
indispensable to alinost any enterprise. Appreciation is freely given with absolute-
ly no pressure from the Women'’s Liberation Movement, to my wife, Grace, keeper -
of the home front; and to Jeannie Darling and Reeda Lee Anderson, who have -
now survived the manpscript and cditorial vagaries of two overlapping major
publication productions.

~e

.

. Austin. Texas . T.D.H,
April 1971 .
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Subjecting theoretical models of_ oral language learning to adequate pragmatic
testing and cevaluation has accurred relatively recently and with limited effect.
This fact has not, however, intim_idut(-d cducational or linguistic protagoriists of
one theory or another from engaging in thv(:k-by-jowl combat on a verbal basis.
_The purpose of this oral language bulletin is to provide a qualitative analysis of
the data in the various Educational Resources Information Centers ( ERIC) per-
tafning to the issues identified so that continuing cheek-by-jowl activitics have
more bases in fact than in reflecting opinion or “in my own heart” feclings.! One

* phenomenon that stands out above all others as these research reviews are read

is that adequate rescarch data supporting or refuting one view or another are
limited indeed. Coe .

The bewilderment and frustration encountered by WASP teachers undertaking
language arts programs for linguistically different Jearners pinpoint the failure -
of teacher education programs to make adequate provisions to give teachers an
understanding of: (1) the nature of language other than their own idioleet; (2)
language - acquisition; and (3) the development of realistic, positive at.titu es
toward differing dialects. Significant studies recently completed by Williams
(1969, 1970, 1971) concerning teachers' attitudes about a child's being “disad-
vantaged” are particularly pertinent for suggesting changes in teacher education
programs. The point that widespread confusion and ignorance exist pn the part
of teachers in dealing with linguistically different learners is reitefatgd over and
over again by.the authors 6 this bulletin. As Venezky points out in thg last article
of the scries, major rescarch and training cforts should be focused upon teachers
to enable them to understand just what is natural language for any child and why
learning a new dialect should not be confused with learning to read.| ,

The interference phenomena of standard English learning are reviewed in LFVL

IMany items in the twelve bibliographies in this book are identificd by an ERIC Document
Number (e.g., ED 025 761). Documents with ED numbers are abstracted in Research in
Education, a monthly USOE catalog of dotuments filed in ERIC. Most ERIC documents are-
available on mictofiche or in pa ('r%'mck pamphlets from the ERIC Documents RepraNyction
Service, Leasco Information Products, Ipc, 4827 Righy Avenue, Bethesda, Maryland 20014.
See Research in Education for price and order information. : o
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section by Sawville. Wolframs chapter further explores vuri(m;posili()ns on
how nonstandard dialects are viewed and what the nature Of them s,

M’t’hou[.,h the lack of validity amd/or reliability in most currently cxisting oral
language tests is underscored in Bordie's chapter on l(lrlg_,lugv tests for linguistical-
ly different fearners, the misuse of standardized 1.Q. and achievement tests has
led one test specialist to deseribe LQ. and grade-cquivalency scores as “monstros-
ities”™ (Dyer, 1971). However, the beginning of a major breakthrough in oral
language assessment has just been seported by Natalicio and Williams (1971).

The impact of peer language and the language of the home on linguistically
different learners is well known. However, preservice and inservice teacher educa-
tion programs have, for th ggost part, only recently concerned themscelves with
out-of-school environments. Some parental groups have become involved by their
own deguand, as in the case of New York City. Nevertheless, Harmer's review of
the literature underlines the widespead inattention to the potentials of home
involvement with school language programs.

Although educators have become more knowledgeable, concerning the goals
And methodological differences inherent in bilingual, bidialectal, FLES, and
English as a second language programs, more rigorously designed experimenta-
tion is recommended explicitly or implicitly in the reviews of Bordic, Past and

Gilson, Carter, Pearson, and Feigenbaum. Of particular importance is Seng's®

chapter which pursues the little explored issuce of the extent to which language

.programs should address themselves to the development of cognitive skills,

s any edue ational innovator or experimenter has learned through expe rience,

the teacher variable is pmlmbly the most difficult one to control. 'Languug(' pro-_

grams have started up withi loud and beautiful fanfare, only to disappear very
shortly after the initial program protagonists have moved on to other activities.
The very tricky interactions between content and teachers in orul language Ac-
quisition are reviewe «d'in the Butts chapter.

If this bulletin helps make quality oral language available to popu[anons now
largely failing and dropping out of school because of mapproprmt(, instruction,
it will have achieved its primary purpose. . ..
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of nonstandard.- dialcets from a number ok

diffcrent vantage points. Various aspects of)

nonstandard dialects and théir relation to
standard dialects have now been investi-

gated. With the increasing number of per- )

spectives on' a theme, it has become cor-
respondingly morc difficult to keep abreast

of all the devclopments in the field. The'

various approaches to the problem may
<cep one rightly perplexed, for the con-
clusions drawn from similar data may differ

" dramatically. With_ the-prolifcration of pa-
' pers on a gencral theme, it also has, be-
come increasingly difficult to select a sub-
topic from a larger area which may be of
concern to the potential reader. Finally,
the limited and delayed availability of pa-
pers through the normal channels of publi-

. cation may kcep ouc in a constant state
of frustration. ( Because of this problem, the
réader should keep in mind that this de-
scription only includes ERIC documents
which were processed prior to the fall of
.1969.)

The development of ERIC has certain-
ly helped alleviate the problem of limited
and delayed availability, but the relevance
of various papers to a specific issue and the
relative merit of these papers is outside
the scope of ERIC. Yet, it is apparent that
such evaluative judgments might be of
great service to the reader who has neither

¢
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Research Associate
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the time nor imterest to survey'the many
divergent aspects of nonstandard "dialects -
for himself.

The primary purpose of this paper is

% therefore evaluative, It s designed to in-

/

Westigate a specific issue in the area of non,
Nandard dialects and to evaluate ERIC
Wwcuments dealing -with this issue. Ob-
vidusly, not all of the articles will be of

h article. In addition, special nota-
Il .bc made of cmcjal articles in

pgraphy. ,

The isjuc reviewed here is the.manner
in which
standard
answers ardy explored concerning the ‘ques-
tion of how Mpnstandard dialects diﬂ;ﬁ!r from

standard dial¥cts.

onstandard dialects differ from

. Deﬁciecy versus Difference
Although it Yfpay seem somewhat over-
sigplified, the & rrent viewpoints on how
nonstandard. dia

iy

kcts differ from standard
"dialects can be subsumed under two theo-
retical f)ositions:\ ither nonstandard dia-
s a deficient form of
standard English or' they are viewed as a
different but equal\f nguage system. In a -
defizit model, speech differences are
viewed and described with reference to
Engtish 47:3 (March

* Reprinted, from Elementa
1970) 739-748.
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a norm and deviation from that norm. The
control group for describing deviation s
middle-class speech behavior. From  this
pi-rspvctiw', non('()nf()rmity to the norm is

scen as an indication of retarded language

acquisition “or under-developtd language
capacity. Nonstandard pronunciation and
grammatical’ patt‘rns  are  sometimes
vitwed as inaccurate and unworthy ap-
proximations of standard ’English. Non-
standard dialects are considered as “the
pathologv of non- orgamc speech deficien-
cies,” and the patterns of these dialects are
labeled with such terms as. “misarticula-
tions,” “deviations,” “replacements,” “fayl-
ty pronunciations,” and the like.

On the other hand, the difference model
considers cach language varicty to be a
sclf-contained system which s -inherently
neither superior nor deficient. Nonstandard
dialects are systems in their own right, with
their own pronunciation and grammatical
rules. Althoug'h these rules may differ from
standlard English, they are no less consis-
tent or logical than the rules of the socially
~prestigious dialect, That one language vari-
ety is associated with a socially subordi-
nate group and. therefore, so(mllv« stigma-
tized has nothing to do with the actual
linguistic capacity of the system. Irom this
viewpoint, one must be very careful not to
‘confuse the social connotations ()f a lan-
guage svst( m and its lmgmstl( (.11).1( ll\ as
a communicative code.

Although the deficit perspective has en-
joved considerable popularity in a number
of disciplines, it conflicts with some basic

assumptions about the nature of language '

(Wolfram, 1969). In the first phco, em-
pirical ‘evidence suggests that all languages
are capable of conceptualization and ex-
pressing loglcal operations. It is therefore

assumed that different surface forms for ex-

pression have nothing to do with the under-
lving logic of a sentence, since there s

o - 10
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nothing inherent in a givenlanguage variety.,
which will interfere with the development \
of conceptualization. This is not to sdy, that
differences be tween the handling of logical
operations m.w never correlate with social
class. However, social class categoriés can-
not be explained by language differences -
alone, since all language varicties provide
for the expression of syllogistic reasoning.
A sccond linguistic premise is that all
languages and dialects are adequate as
communicative systems. It has been estab-
lished that ldnguage i$ a human phenom-.
enon  which  characterizes  cdvery social
group, and that all language systems are
perfeetly adequate for communication by
the members of the social group. The social

acee ptability of a p.lrtlcular language or dia-

lect. considered non-standard because of its
association with a subordinate social group,

“is tota]lv unrclated to its adequacy for

communication. The question for the lin-
guist is not Eh(- what but the how of
communication. )

Another linguistic premise relating to the
adequacy of all language systems is that
languages  are  svstemitic and  ordered.
Technically speaking, there is no such thing
# a “primitive” language or dialect. All
Janguages and dialects are. highly devel-
oped and complex systems in their internal:
organization, Furthermore, affinitics  be-
tween the pronunciatiop and grammatical
patterns-of related dialects are consistent
;1.n(l regular, not haphazard and random.

Finally, language is learmed* in the con-
text of the community. All lirfgui‘stic eyi;
dence points to the conclusion that children
have acquired a fairly complete language
system by the.age of five or six, with minor
adjystments in.language competence some-
times occurring until “eighit or nine. This
system is acquired from contact with in.
dividuals in the immediate environment.
Whether the source for this acquisi‘tﬂion is
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parental, sibling, or peer group interaction
is only incidental from a linguistic view-
pomt What is more 1mportant is the fact
that the rate of language dvvclopm(\nt is
approximately parallel agross cultures and
sub-cultures. That is, lower-class children
lvuri\nonstpndurd dialects at approximately
¢ rate as middle-class children learn
English.

Nonstandlard Dialects as Deficient >

Although thc\g\nguistic i)r(emises concern-
ing the nature ofNManguage have been basic
to the discipline ok linguisties for-decades
now, when the speesh patterns of the so-
called dlqdavant.lgo ecame an area of

Aigh pnonty for cducatoxs in the carly si- -~

ties, it was the deficit madel which pro-
vided .a framework for this Mdi
this basis, programs were de
scribe ‘and change. the speech
these children. One of the ear ms
d(slgncd to deal with the speech of ese
children was the Institute for Develop-
mental Studies, founded and directed by
Martin Deutsch, © .
Deutsch and his staff (1964) describe a
“languagé intervention” program, an  at-
tempt to intervene with the dovelopment
of speeeh patterns at a preschool period in
order to prepare and equip“the child with
the linguistic capacity for success in school.
In other words, the program is set up to
re medy the- presumed deficits of these chil-

dren before (nt(nng, school. Three major

premises are enumnerated as the theoretical
basis fot this program: (1) the intellectual
deficit caused by carly cultural deprivation
cannot be made up for by putting children
in o middle-class school; they need more
direct: emphasis on cognition; (2) to over-
come deficiencics, there must be a carefully
planned match between specific deficits
and remedial measures; and (3) to alleviate

the language handicap of disadvantaged
children, thcy must be motivated to learn
a standard pattern

- The Deutsch model for interventlon is
based on the theory that environment plays
a major role in the development of cognitive
skills, and that language skills and cog-
nitive skills go hand in hand. Because of a
“noisy environment” and the inaccessibility
of adults in the home, the language and
cognitive s,kx]lq of these children are:de-
ficient. N

The theoretical basis of Deutschs posi-
tion suggests that behavioral characteristics
different_from middle-class nérms are in-
herently lacking in culture. Such ethno-
centric norms for"comparison are, of course,
at variance with basic understandings of the
nature of culture. That ghetto culture is
diffe rént is not dlsputed here, but a de facto
inte rprctatlon that this difference is equiv-
alent to deficiency is difficult to justify.
When the implicit criteria for viewing dif-

ferences as deficiencies-are looked at closoly )

the main criterion which emerges’ is con-
formity to rhiddle-class ‘patterns, as if there
were some inherent “correctness’. ip. this
way of doing things. Attributing speech de-

ficiencies to the uxlzlilai]al)i]fty'of adults for -

interaction, for example, takes into account
only one model for language acquisition—
parent-child interaction. Sibling or peer
- group interaction, which may be ciuite ex-
tensive at a relatively young age for ghetto
children, is not considered
Furthermore, the relationship of ]an-
guage development and cognitive deve]op-
ment has often been misunderstood. That

“language is integral to the cognitive devel-

opment of an individual is not at issue here,
but empirical linguistic evidence demon-

strates  that all languages and dialects pro-

vide for syllogistic reasoning. Every bit of
{inguistic ‘data points to the fact that any
lo;_'lcal ~ope ration posslblo in a standard

PRI




© LANGUAGE InsTRUCTION
dialeet is also possible {n a nonstandarc y ‘come ‘under consideration. Further-
dialect. The linguistic expression of l();_,u.ll ore, claims about the non-verbalness of,
operations may be different frgm dialect to slym homes are not based on formal re-
dialect, but the unde tlving logic is quite  seaxeh evidence, As mehtioned above, the
intact. For cxample, both standard English  ghetyy Homes mayv well be the predomi-
and nonstandard F n;ﬁllsh rovide for mak- nant Nource for verbal interaction in this
ing “identity stitcements” such as The box cultura setting, -
is blue. but in the dialect spok( n by miny _ Cynthja-Deutsch (1964) measured the
lower-class Negrdo children, &hls construc- auditory\ discrimination abilitiés of lower-
- tion is The hox blue That the V)pwrm class bladk children on the premise that “a
. be is not found in thlmstan(('@as no cf: particulatt minimum level of auditory dis-
fect on the a])l]lt\"fu forin an identjty-state-  crimination skill is necessary for ‘the ac--
ment. Rather, this dialect, like hnguq_,(' quisft.ion of rcading and * generdl Ver})a]
such as Russian; Thai, and Hungurian, may  ¢kills.” A basic assumption was that lower-
not have dny copuliin certain types of con- class.children are deficient in the develop-,
structions. This is not=. mattersof dcficken- ment of - .ul(hmr\' “Attentiveness' and  dis-
cv but a difference in linguistic expre ssion. crimination because of an excessively noisy,
In "TFhe l)lsa(l\.mt aged Child and--the- overcrowded environment.
Learning Proc oap,” © (1963) Deutsch s

soinewhat more detailed in his discussion

-

The basis for measurifg perception was
the Wepman Auditory Diserimination Test,
. of thewenvironmental angl psvehological fac- ne of the standard tests for discrimination
:_ “tors which . contribute to the presumed development. Several ixlll)drt;ixlt limitations
verbal deficieney. Factors such as the lack of the Wepinarr Test must be identified., In
of tovs and books, an unsml)](' familv life, e first place, the Wepman Test™is cgn- ,
and subst: indard housing may Yeave a \Chl]d structed without reference to legitimmate dia-
deficient in pe T((Pt“ﬂl (]l*(‘l“”"n"tmﬂ at-  leet differences. Thus, the failure o dis-
tentional, e (h.nmsms, cxpectation of re- crninate between wreath and reef or lave

wards, and the abilitv to use gdults as  nd lathe by voung black childrey is inter-
sotrces of information. All of these tasks preted as indic: ative of underdeveloped au-
are skills required for learning in schools, ditory diserimination. Actually, such pairs
- at lcast those of the sixtics. Duce to the “non-  are the result of a svstemiatic pattern in-

verbal™ slum Kome, the child mayv fail to  which th in wreath and f in-réef are both
acquire a lmlgung('-(s()nu‘pt 'stt(-m which prbnoun(v(l as [ at the end of a \V()‘l’dz and

8 fits the school's instructional patterns. thin lathe and v in lave are both pronouneed
As we have suggested above, odrrela- as o in fhe dialect spoken by many blacks« 2]
tions between [earning ability and the lan- children.in the ghetto. This, however, is not -,

gua;,(' of these children are misld fding.  the result of retagded speech development, ™
What is cohsidered to be a lack of svatac- but the result of a legitimlt(’- dialect differ-
) tic organization and inadequate perceptual — erfiee which may be maintaified by adults as ‘

ability may ecmerge only because of theexs  well as chlldr( 'n, In essence, this lmnmphony

‘ ternal norims of acquisition, the white mid- (¢, the pronunciation of two different

dle-class behavior, which serves as a ea-  words.alike) is no different from that of the .

sure of “normaley.” Dialect-fair ‘and cul-  New England iniddle-class child who does

ture-fair méasurements of perceptual abil-  not discriminate between caught, the past

ity and syntactic organization have only.re- tense ‘of catch, and cot, th(@ob]( ct for rest-
bl > .
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ing, or taught, f}u-, past tense of. teach, and
_ torte, the pastry. The learning of standard

Englhh mncaspred by “the Wepman » Test

is not differe nhatcd from the languagc de- .
leopm( nt of a different dlalcct Wlthout

. taking such dialget differences ‘nto dCCOuht
onc< can only arcive at crrone ous con-
clusions. - _
Even if a dialoet- fair te st indienged that
some of these children dnd rcvea?}c\« lop-

" mental  retardation,  asse rhng’ that
m\lght bmattnbut( d to the n01sy home en-
vnronm( nt of the child se¢ cms to.be a sim-
pllstu explanation. The Sdeial dynamies of
the ghetto home, a\though much mentioned,
arc just be g,mnmg to be researched from
an f1nbhropolo;_;’i'mlly valid” pcrspcctnvc ;

" ,In “The Role- of Social Class ih IL.an-
guag_,( De vclopm( nt and (“ogmtlon Mar-
tin Dcutseh (:1966) attcmpts to . ldcnhfy

. b'ukgjodnd patterns at two ‘(,k%clopmcntal
stagcs and relate th( 'm to.specifie cognitive
“and lmguxsm pdtt( rns. Hlx
ar¢ based on a four year vg}rbal survey”
of 292 Nc ;jro and white, children - in the
lower _and middle  sociocconomic groups.
The data.indicate that being lower-class
}p(l/or Negro contributes to lower language
scores. On the basis of these data.Deutsch
su“’bsts that there is sa “cumulative lan-
- gnage deficit.s  That - g, language
cits become ‘marked s the child
progresses ‘through schogh showing the in-
creaging, dlspdnt\ be tW((n the -school ex-
p((tdtl()ns and pe ‘rformance of -these chil-
drene with_respeet to the preseribed mold.

more

defie

this

‘

The ﬁn(lm;ﬁ tlmt the language deficits be~'

come more marked as the child progresses
lthrough school is sngmﬁcant the assump-
tions aml interpretations as to th¢ cause of
these diffcrence 5. however, heare closbr ex-
llammﬁlhon "o

" able explanation for their dlﬁﬁcultles with.

«Labov and Robins (1969) for cxample,-

: Tug Nature or NONsSTANDARD DLA.LECI‘ DTVERGE_NCE N

.u- l”‘

a

v

_reading

twun p(Lr group mvolw me nt~ :

achicvement. On this ‘Rasis, it mnght more .
- reasonably be suggbsted that as‘the child .

becomes older, the valucs of the peer group,

-in direct conflict with the school-imposed

X

value syst( m, are })asnmlly tesponsible for

-the increasing alicnation of ghetto children

in middle-class oricnted clagsrooms.

John (i964) has set forth the- early
stages of language acqulsltlon as they relate
to social cnvironment in “The Social Con-
text of Languag( Acquistion.” She sug-
_gests | that achild, surrounded by a sea of

. words, scleetively and scquentlally acquires

conclusnons .

the names of objects and actions. The learn-
‘ing, of new: responses is “facnlmtated by “the’

relativg invariance of the cnvirohiment
where the social context of learning as well

as the stability of the bond betvyeem word .

+and® referent, s 1)(1ﬁg aulumd

Dif-
ferences- in thc ratc and breadth of ae-
qumtlon can be mﬂuenccd ‘by. the nature
of verbal tute r..lcholn with th()s( garing for
tligwg;hll(l Uking the P dl)O']\' Picture Vocab-
ulalﬁ%@-% a basis for measurement it
is found that three elusters of words ‘are
difficult for low-incomc childreén: words res
.w‘mg to xuural hvmg, words. whose referents
arc rarerin low-income homés, and achon
words, pnrtncularlv those de -aling with
‘werundives  (e.g., Tying, running). That

‘these children have difficulty with the first
s is not surpfising to John, because

two tyg
of sub-cultural diffcrences; however, she
syggests that the relatively. little opportun-
ity these children have to engage in active
dmloguc must be considered as a reason-

action words. The children did not have

difficulty in (xpcncnco with the referent,-
but had trouble ﬁttmg the label to the

varying forms of the action.
The assumptions and methods of John

®

-

L

m their study of’Hdrlw(m teenagers, have follow those of Dentsch: th(nf_(m the }
shown thdt t}u reis a direet relation be- hnnta(tu)wns ascribed  carlier  to Deutsch |
. R . ' |
\); L " ! . a ; |
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pertain also to John: (1) the assumptions
concerning the social environment of these
chilren are not fesearch based; and (2"
- the investigators fail to récognize legitimate
‘form differences between dialects in dis-

. cussing linguistic capacity. Nowhere, for

.. example, is -the possibility cxplored that
“difficultics with standard English gerun-
dives might be attributed to. form differ-
_ences -in the linguistic structure of the dia-
Tects investigated.

In all fairness to ]ohn and other mem-
bers of -the Institute for - Developmental
Studxc-s »we must mention that all the above
“articles were written before ” the iscuc of -
differéhee versus  deficiency was clearly
“~articulated. Charactcnshcal]y, thesé art-

- cles did not even recognize the existence of
the dlffervnce alternative, However, w1th,h

- the more recent. cxplieation of this issuc,
current literature dealing with this topic
must bear the full re sponsx}nhty for consid-

. ering and examining alternatives to the de i

- cit view of language differences in the low-

er class child’in its assumptions, .interpreta-
_tons, and applications»

A slightly  different ‘appfoach to. the

» speech of the (;coanxcally 1mpovenshed

is offcred in Osser’s “The Syntactic Struc-

tures of 5-Yeat- Old Culturally Deprived

. Children™ (1966). Osser has compared  the

syn‘tactu structures of middle-class childre T

discover how much enviropmental stimula-
‘tion is necéssary for language development.
Using the total number of sentences- the
children used inythe experimental session,
the total number of different syntactic struc-
tures, and the average “complexity score,”
a_difference favoripg the middle-class group
is found. Ossersalso observes that the lower-
class group does mot show homogencous
speech behavior, a fact he interprets to sup-
port the position that vnvxronmontal differ-
ences may not only account for large differ-

)
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ences between dive rgent groups, but large

differences: within groups. :

Although™, Osser s treated hc-rc alor;
with ather studies of nonstandard dialects
from a deficit- model, he shows condider-

ably more respeet for the legmmacy of

nonstandard specech as a hrigunstxc system
than other approaches from this pezspec-

tive. It is for this reason that he recognizes

the concept of functional equwalence in
syntacnc structures. This refers to “the fact
that quuvnu's of words in one dialect may
be qpmvthmg different in the other dialect,
‘yet the two sequences arc syntactically

funcnondlly cquivalent, c.g., his sister hat -
“in the nonstandard dialect is functionally
oquxval( nt to' his sister’s hat in the standard ~

dialect.” ¢ : .
Despite  the cautlon found in Osser’s

conclusions, several exceptions to his inter- .

pretations must be taken. We ‘have al-
ready scen the need to justify statements

about the mwﬂuvn((‘ of verbal environment.

on speech by correlational studies, so we
nced not claborate this criticism again. The

conclusioris about the syntax of these chil<

dren must also be viewed suspiciously, as
Osser himselt ‘has cautioned: The total num-
‘ber of se ntencts usvd in an experimental
situation may ‘ndt have any dircct relation-

ship to the communicative adeemacy of

. speech in a natural speech situation. Fur-
‘and black ghetto children in an atte mpt to .

thermgre, the number of sentences used
is significantly intercorrelated with the di-
versity and complexity of structures, Is,
for exartiple, the absence of relatives among
the lower-class' children representative of
the actual linguistic capacity or a function
of the' failyre to elicit a sufficient speech

sample? Unfortunately, the legitimacy of -
cultural -differences affectmg the experi-

mental situation has not been recogmzed

~
[

Nonstandard Dliawlects as Different
‘One .of the fifst important attempts to
. , ,
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study of nonstandard speech was Cazden’s
“Subcultural Differences in  Child
guage:  An  Interdisciplinary  Review”
(1968). Although' this article" reflects the
fact that it was written at the inception of
much of the current research on nonstan-
dard speech, it is still quite useful. Dis-
ciplines included in Cazden’s rivwa are
linguistics, cxperimental psychology, an-
thropology, and sdciology. Three main areas
of inter- dlsc'lplmdry convergence  are re-
viewed: (1) nonstandard versus standard
English; (2) stag(s in the developmental
continuum; and  (3) “different modes- of
communication. -

\In her discussion of fhe, relation of stan-.
dapd tos nonstandard dialects, Cazden de-
its scveral s of describing  dif-
ferdnces; including frequency of errors,
contrastive analysis, and transformational
grammar. The first method, describing, er-
rors, is associated with the deficit view of
language described above. Cazden is right-
ly skeptical of studies which assess the
_status of nonstandard dialects ‘as a’ cogni-
tive liability, although not as polemical
as most linguists dealing with this issue

might b«_\n'l’he other two methods, con-

. explicate “the different approaches t<§‘the

met

trastive.aralysis and transformational gram-
mar, assutne a -difference view of non-
standard lapguages. Cazden’s distinction of
contrastive "analysi
grammar, however, is
these two approaches are not ‘wutually
cxclusive. Contrastive analyses can, and
often do, employ the methods of trans-
formational . analysis. Furthermore, trans-
formational grammar is only one linguistic
model which might be used in the de-
scription of a language or dialect. What is
more important than the particular. lin-
guistic model is the general linguistic per-
spective which recognizes the structure of
different languages and dialects as sys-.
>

¢
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tems in their own right, with both similar-
ities and differences to related varieties.

With reference to the stages of the de-
ve Iopmvntal continuum, Cazden summar-
izes work in this area by noting that chil-
dren of upper socioeconomic status are gen-
erally evaluated as more advanced than
those of lower socioeconomic status. But
she correctly points out that studies are
only valid if evaluated in terms of the
norms of a child’s own speech community.
In this regard, she anticipates the signif-
icance of. constructmg dialect-fair tests.

The final area, the *different modes of
communication, reviews research on both
the intra- and inteMindividual aspects of
communication. Essentially, this concerns
the importance of what, to whom, how, and
in what situation we are speaking. She
concludes that we know very little about
differences in language function.

As a-review of the literature up to 1965
on the subcultural differences in the lan-
-guage, of children, this can be recom-
mcnded as a thorough reference. It is less
‘evaluative than might be hoped for with
respect to the crucial issue of difference
versus deﬁcxt but the penod in which it
was wntton may have called for a more
cautlonaljy evaluation. :

The most explicit sources on the dif-
fcrcncc/dcﬁmt issuc_are several papers by
Joan C. Baratz. In “A Bi-Dialectal Task for
Determining Language Proficiency in
Economically Disadvantaged Negro Chil-
dren” (1968a), the major dispute about
this issuc in the literature is outlined, and
' experimental evidence for her own con-
clusion is offered. .

‘Baratz suggests that there are three main
viewpoints concerning the linguistic sys-
tem of low-income Negro children. First
is the view that such children are verbally
destitute, not having yet developed a func- .

tionally adequate or- structurally syste-

kd
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matic language code. This viewpoint is
rejected by Baratz because of the biased
testing procedures, e.g., the use of middle-
class testing situations such as the class-
room, v

The second viewpoint considers these
children to have systematic' but underde-
veloped language behavior, their under-
developed system leading to cognitive de-
ficits. Again the viewpoint is considered
invalid because of the use of middle-class
oriented tasks and norms which serve as
a standard of normalcy.

The third viewpoint is that these chil-
dren have a fully developed but dif-
ferent system from standard English. In
support of this viewpoint, Baratz has con-
ducted a bidialectal test in which she as-

" sesses the proficiency of black ghetto chil-

dren and middle-class white children in re-
peating st':mdard English and nonstandard
Negro English. The black children were
significantly more proficient in repeating the
nomstandard Negro dialect sentences than
the white children, but when they repeated

the standard English ‘sentences there ware -

predictable differences in their Hl;{wtlflons
0

based on interference from the nongtandard

dialect. When the same test was given to the.

white children, the standard English sen-
tencks were repeated quite adoqimtcly, but
predictable differences in their repetitions
of the nonstandard sentences, based on in-
terference from the standard English sys-
tem, were obscerved. The results of this
study show that: (1) there are two dialccts
involved in the educational complex of
black children; (2) neither white nor black
children arc bidialectal; and (3), there is
interference from their dialect when blagk
children attempt to use standard English.
This type of evidence, Baratz points out,
indicates the bias of testing which uses
standard Enghsh as a yardstick of lan-
guage development.

UAGE INSTRU

he concluslons that Bam{g reaches on
the basis of her. study are 1mpbrtant sup-
port for the viewpoint whlch maintains
that we are dealing with l;i"ﬁrent but equal
systems. Furthermore, the/concise discus- -
sion of the .deficit/difference controversy
makes this one of the.most essential articles
for anyone interested, in the issue.

A slightly different émphasis on this issue
is given in Baratz’s article "L‘anguage and
Cognitivc,Assvssmen‘t of Negro Children:
Assumptions and Rescarch Needs” (1968b).
In this article Baratz examines the speech
of lower-class children in relation to cogni-
tive ability. Scveral of the problems con-
frontmg a primparily psychological approach
to the languagr,?ixsscssm(-m of black children
arc pointed,out: (1) the assumption that
language duelopm( nt is synonyinous with
the acquisition of standard English; (2) the
tendency to equate Logmtlo_n with rational«
ity, i.c., the tacit acceptance of external
norms resulting in the description of cogni-
tive abilities of black children in terms of a
developmental lag; and (3) the conclusion
thyt some environments are inhere ntly more
adequate than others for stimulating gen-
eral language a cogmtlve growth. The
foregoing probltgs scem to have evolved
from mlsconcep ns of what language is
and how it functions.

Like the  previous  article by Buratz
(1968a), the explication of the different
vicwpoints in approaching the speech of
low-income children makes this aP invalu-
able contribution to the ficld. "Without'
taking issuc with the essential contribution
of this articTe, it is necessary to point out
one example in which the position of Engle-
mann and Bereiter is mxsreprcscnted

One of the prime illustrations in her re-
futation of the Berciter-Englemann po-
sition of language deficits is the treatment
of the if-then construction; they claim that
children are unable to handle this construc-
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tion in deductive reasoning, c.g., If this
block is Big, then the ofher is small.
Baratz und('rs‘tgmds this use of-it to be the
as the “que stion™ if in a sentence
such as He asked John if he could come.
Becanse black children mav not use if in
the sccond type of construction <(He asked
John could he come being appropriate in
the dialect of these children), she assumes
that Bereiter and Englemann have inter-
preted a legitimate dialmﬁifh'r(-nvv as a
cognitive liability. But.on¢ cannot argue
the case of if-then dedugtions on the basis
of question if since the two uses of if have
quite different syntactical functions. Al-
though Baratz’s general eriticism of the rea-
soning of Bereiter and Englemann is quite
defensible, the particular example chosen
to refute their position is, in this case, un-
fortunate.

In “Grammatical Constructions in the
Language of the Negro Preschool Child”
(19680), Baratz and Povich compare the
language development of a group of Head
Start children with the results obtained
for middle-class preschoolers, using Lec’s
Developmental Sentenee Type model
(1968). This article chronologically preced-
ed the papers discussed above, but prob-
ably has been pre-empted by them in terms
of relevance to the deficieneyv/difference
issue. It is, nevertheless, important because
the analytical method used by Baratz and
Povich is different from that deseribed in
the articles of Baratz which were d“lscusscd

same

_in the above paragraphs.

-

RIC .

The majority of utterances by thg lower- -

trans-
formational levels of Lee's developmental
modecl, according to the investigators. Al-
though the language of c¢conomicaily im-
poverished Negro children indicates  that
their language contains a number of struc-
tures which would be considered as “re-
stricted forms” when  they arg compared

class children are on the kernel anc

Q
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with standard English, they conclude that
these forms are not only acceptable in
lower-class dialect, but also indicate a level
of svntactic development where transfor-
mations are being used approptiately. In-
asmuch as the lowcl-class Negro child is
using the same forms as the lower-class
Negro adult, Baratz and Povich conclude
that he has adequately acquired the forms
of his linguistic environment.

Although the vast majority of the con-
troversy over the difference/deficit model.
in describing speech differences coneerps
the speech of ghetto Negro children, Vin-
cent P. Skinner looks at the speech of Jow-

_income families in Appalachla from this

Aren’t Ke ally
the paucity of

- the article
bt that it is

perspective in “Mountain
Iliterate™ (1967). Becausg (}?
material on Appalachian

is mentioned here, despite §

‘jacking in detail. Skinner/ 2% owever,
note that thiv dialcet is a s%bl‘iw"dated lan-
guage which is quite cffective for the com-

municative purposes of the community. The
dialect spoken by these mountaineers terids
to preserve a morg archaic form of English,
due to the geographical and social isolation
of this group from mainstrcam Ameri-
can culture. Unfortunately, this article is
much togybricf and sketchy to be uscful
as-more than an itlustration of the status of
white nonstandard Appalachian speech as
a different but equal system
1
Summary

W¢ have seen that there is considerable
difference in how, nonstandard dialects are
vuw;d as represented in ERIC documents.
It 'should be apparent that onc’s view of
this divergence is crucial for our cduca-
tional system. For one, the view of a child’s
dialect will have a direct bearing on teach-
ers’ attitudes toward the dialect with which
the .chjld comes to school. The attitudinal

"
Y
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Interferénce Phenomena in Language Teaching:
Their Nature, Extent, and Significance
in the Acquisition of Standard English*

Fewer than half of the English speakers
in the world learmned English as a native
language. Those who did somchow- inter-
naliz¢:d its sound system and most of its
grammatical structures before they came to
schaol—-without any h(-lp from specialized
English teachers. Each - ycar, however,
thousands of students first encounter ‘En-
ghsh as a forcign language when they en--
roll in school, even within the United States.
Thousands more learn English as a native
language in their preschool years but.find
it is a varicty which is unaceeptable to their
teachers from the first grade on.

These  are our  linguistically  different
learners, often our disadvantaged. Because
of an apparently high correlation between
linguistic divergence from standard English
and low achievement in our schools, con-
siderable rescarch on this population has
been conducted by educators and linguists.
The increasing imglementation of bilingual

v

It is time for those of us in education to
carcfully assess the questions and answers
which the social scienees have directed to
the problems of teaching En'g'liMThis re-
port will foctus on the identification of inter-
ference phenomena: the factors in a stu-
dent’s personality or culture which may get
in the way of his acquisition of standard
English. )

- . Linguistic Interference
A common manifestation of interference

-is the switching of linguistic codes. These

codes have usually been t"hough‘t of as dis-
tinct languages, but they may be variants
of a single language, or dialects. Hymes
(1967) maintains that no speaker is limited
to a single linguistic code, and that all
switch to a code appropriate for signaling
social intimacy or distance. If such switch-
ing is to be understood, emphasis must be
placed on the interaction of language and

programs  has interested psvchologists, wats social contexts. Gaarder comments on |

anthropologists, and sociologists as well,

¢ with some resultant gains in our under-
standing of first- and sccond-language ac-
quisition, cultural differences jin styles of
lcarning and motivation, and additional
speculation  about the  relationship  of
thought and language.

 Reprinted from Flementary English 48:3 (March
1971) 396-405. .

ERIC !

the significance of intralingual interference:

The interference between two closely
related  dialects—such as a nonstandard
dialect and standard English—is far great-
er than between two completely dif-
ferent languages, and the socially signifi-
cant differences between the standard and
nonstandard forms may be overshadowed.
by the similarities and fail to present a
real challenge to the students. (1985, 20)
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The nature of the lingui'.stic interference
phenomena is provided by structural analy-

scs of nonstandard Negro speech and stan- .

dard English, These  contrastive studies
provide the same predictive and ('xplépa-

tory functions for arcas of interference in -

monolingual English speakers as contras-

“tive studies of two languages do for bi-

linguals. - ,

Probably the most valuable resource for
cducational use is Labov's "The Study of
Non-Standard English (1970). He discusses
the nature of the language and makes
dircet application of the deseription to the
classtoom teacher. His cmphasis is on pre-
paring teachers to recognize points of lin-
guistic interference and to adapt methods
and materials to the actual problems of
students. : :

Labov and others (1968a) produced a
more technical study of the structural dif-
ferences between the nonstandard Negro

_English of the northern ghetto arcas and
standard English. They explain such inter-

ference phenomena as the following as dif:

ferences in low-level rules which affect sur-

face structure,

1. Simplification of cogsonant gelusters,
somotimes causing the deletion of the

_ past -ed suffix (e.gZ walk for walked).
2 The negative eéneord rule, distribut-
ing the underlying negative particles

to a wide range of environments (c.g.,
Don't say nothing, for Don’t say any-

thing),
3. Th(-{aan(-n(-(- of third person singular
-s amd the possessive suffix (e.g, He

¢ go, for He goes).

Many of the speakers they tested ecould
understand both nonstandard and standard
fo‘rms‘ but produced only the nonstandard.

tFor these native English speakers, inter-

ference between linguistic codes is oceur-
ring for the most part only at the produc-
tive level. While English-as-a-sccond-lan-

Fl
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guage techniques mgy be applicable jto
teaching standard English as a second dfgﬁ;
lect, this study shows us that the nature a
scope of the students” interference is prob-
ably different enough to make standard
KSL material inappropriate. . »

Labov and Cohen (1967) prepared still
another contrasfive analysis of phonology
and gramnmar iucluding verb tenses, noun
forms, negatives, pronouns, embedded ques-
tions, and’count and mass nouns. They de-
scribe important ip‘t(-rf(-r('ncv areas in terms
of general\ndles 'which differentiate non-
standard and standard forms.

The only extensive analysis of southern
Negro speech surveyed is Williamson's
(f968) study of high school students in
Memphis, Tennessee. She provides no sug-
gestions for language teachers, but her list-
ing of structures would be helpful in pre-,
paring instrictional materials for students
in the southeast. Southern Negro speech is
also the primary source of data for Sthith

(1969) ig~ his discussion of cross-code
:unbig\ri’%}s a form of grammatical inter-
ference. This is/a plausible reason for the
persistence of some  nonstandard  forms,
and onc which emphasizes the importance
of teacher understanding of students’ lan-
guage,

Smith and Trubsw (1968) treat the igter-
ference of nonstandard English with _the
acquisition of reading skills, specifically the
sound-svinbol correspondence. They con-
clude that this interference can be mini-
mized if the teacher either teaches this cor-
respondence in termns of the students” dia-
leet or-teaches the standard dialect prior
to reading. ' :

Rystrom (1968) «also cxplores the idea
of the nonstandard Negro dialeet as a source
of interference in acquiring reading skills.
He hypothesizes that Negro children could
be taught to use specified clements of stan-
dard English in cight weeks, and that this
would have a significant positive influence

El{ .4V
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on their word reading score when the re-
lationship between letters and sounds was
controlled. Pre- afid posttesting in two first ,
grade classrogms cause lh( se hypotheses to
be rejected.
interesting but needs to be replicated with
a larger sample and with more attention
given to teaching methods usedy Since the
first hvpjothesis is rejected (the chiddren did
not lean to use the elements of standard

Ihl Cxpel riment is potentially

. Eoglish]? the rejeetion or affirmation of the

influenck
seemns icaningless,

We ohn clearly see that contrastive analy-
sis is sl considered a useful tool in iden-
tifving Jand explaining points of linguistic
interferpnee. Ttis quite obviously not suf-
ficient, fhowever, to explain all of the per-
formange errors made by speakers learning
Fnglish
Fnglist
trastive
by the

of these elements on Te adlng

as a second language or standard
as a sccond dialect. While the con-
linguistic model may be improved
application of _current theorctical

principfes and techniques, there \\Ql” be a°
continging *deniand  for se nsitive teachers”
And valuable as it mavs speaker of English (for example, fatigue,

in cacl classroom.
he, the
been applied to the construction of instrue-
tional fnatcerial, nor would it be sufficient in
As Rivers (1968) re-

1s. arcas of contrast are p()‘inls where

determiining content.
mines
we mfst combat native l;mguug(' interfers
ence, Hut the contrasting clement should be
taught
tem—not just at the point of contrast.

Psychological Interference
The| psychologist’s specialized  definition
of intgrference does not coineide exactly

contrastive approach Thas seldom

as it functions in the language svs-

way of second-language acquisition and are,
therefore, of central interest to the lan-
guage teacher. Interferenee can occur at the
cognitive level (in selection among possible
responses ), or at the psychomotor level
(resulting in a “forcign accent™), or it may
result from “unguided imitative behavior.”
Factors affecting degree of interference in-
clude aptitude and intelligence, motivation,
age (voung children are less subject to in-
terference then older learners), and teach-
ing methods and materials.

Ervin-Tripp  (1968) provides another
general discussion of the psyvehological fac-
tors in bilingualism. She discusses prob-
able differences in language learning due to
the age of the student and suggests looking
at performance ¢rrors as a distinet type of
interference which requires analysis of the
lcarner’s linguistic system as well as a con-
trastive analysis of the languages involved.
*Manv of the factors which interfere with
the linguistic performance of a speaker
learning English as a sccond language are
the same as those affecting a monolingual
stress, “sentence length, and  grammatical
complexity), but some are due to the more
complex - linguistic and sociolinguistic rules
which the bilingual must learn to control.
This suggestion is reinforeed by Nemser
(1969).

Dicbold (1966) fhakes the distinction
hetwedn “coordinate” and “compound” bi-
linguals and describes relevant rescarch by

‘.unb( rt and others. He uses this distine-
tion in describing different tvpes of rela-
ll()nslups between word-pairs in the speak-
er's language systems and their referents.

with the linguist's but is limited to phenoing  This model should show arcas and degrees

coain
langudge habits m()(h(v the learning of a
sccong. ’ :

Carfoll (1968) reviews theories of psy-
chological interference and reports many

psyehplogical factors which may get in the

’

RIC™ | LTl

forgetting and inhibition when first-/” of semantic interference beyond those avail-

able - through contrastive linguistic tech-
niques. '

Dichold also discusses  the  possibility
that cognitive conflict may accompany se-
mantic interference in bilinguals. This fol-

i .
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lows from the hvpothesis that languages
differ from cach other in their selection of
cnlu.ll semantic features and in their exi-
cid L,mnpmp or The
ture of this conflict has bheen explored
the
but its extent and significance to language
teaching have received little objective at-
tention. One controlled study is Sisson’s
(1868) yse of the Stroop Word Test in a
‘bilingual context to measure degrees of in-
terference. S :
(1968) applics more exten-
sive tests to lh(' influce ‘nee. whl(h the first
language has on peree plmn tlnnl\m;ﬁ. and
second  language  learning.  Interference
ph('nmn(-nu in translation to the second lan-
guage are partiallv accountable in terms of
the cognitive friunework.related to the first
language. The cognitive framework asso-
ciated with a plrlunl ir language and cul-
turce

categorization.

discussions of “Whorfian  hypothesis™

Nivekawa

. has adjstment and survival value in
that it enables us to economize our effort
in perceiving only relevant material and
organizing this material in a0 colturally
meanmgful wav. (1968, 4)
This also suggests an interference factor for
students learning a second language which
mav be impervious to any of our teaching
techuiques, ‘
Cognitive factors are also cxplored by
Spolsky (1968), who restates some ques-
thans regarding the possible differences in
conceptualization in speakers off different
languages and the possible cffgets of bi-
slingualism on language development. While
tentative in his conclusions, he suggests a
possible loss in linguistic ability when two
languages are learned. One type of inter-
ference which may operate in second lan-
guage_lcarning (according to the “balance
theory™) is that only a certain amount of
language learning-ability may be available
to any “onc individual. If this is divided

na-

) : ' .
between two languages, - then cach will be
weaker,

The discussion of the “coordinate-com-
pound” distinction is renewed by Mac-
namara ( 1967) as it relates to the language
learning  contexts. may be
taught to students bv parents or teachers,
.1llh<mgh cffective teaching climinates as
much of it as possible. One way interfer-
ence can be minimized is to keep the lan-
gnilg(- of instruction  predictable—once
started in a language, gontinue to follow -
the rules of that language.

The interference potential from negative
attitudes and motivation has been widely
Tecognized. Cowan  (1968) reports  that
Japanese students who have high integra-
tive motivation (who tend to he somewhat
“Amcricanized”) learn English better. Low
integrative mdétivation interferes with lan-
guage learning, Taylor and others (1969)
support the hyvpothesis that the ability-to
pronounce a se cond language is re Jated to
“empathetic (-.1p wity” or senisitivity to inter-
persomal cues. Others to 'stress the impor-
tance of attitude and mativation include
Gardner (1968) «and Zintz (1969). -

Dugas (1967) reptaws somg, of the find-
ings reported abowe states the implfCﬂ-
tions these have forflanguage teaching, Be-
cause integrative motivation lessens inter-
ference, for instanfee, the teacher should
look for clements/in the English-speaking
community with/which the students might

want to relate an¥ make positive refe TeRCC:
to bilingual speakers:

Interference  phenoynena  in language
learning have been of ¢onsiderable jnterest
to psvchologists in recent years, ‘and we-
ports of their findings arc available in such
sources as the Journal of Verbal Learmn'g
and Verbal Behavior. Considering its rel-
cvance  to | instructional materials and
methodology, it seems unfortunate that so
little in this arca is rcadily available to
cducators in a less technical form.

Interference

22




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INTFRFERENCE PHENOMENA IN LLANGUAGE Tl'ZACHI‘NG :

Cultural Interference

Langfage is essentially a social phenom-
cnon, I(-;lrnv(l in a social context, and used
to conmmunicate with others in a society.
Some social factors also interfere with lan-
guage learning or, at least, inhibit the use
of standard English. Labov and Cohen
(1967) define the conflict ])(‘_lwv('n dialects
of Linglish as ’
.

. the problems that follow from the dif-
ferent uses of language and attitudes to-
ward language that are characteristic of
these two forms of English.”

They may prove to be even more im.porl\unt
to the acquisition of standard -English in
wome contexts than linguistic interference
factors discussed above. -
Dichold (1966) lists as potential inter-
ferenee phenomena the language  loyalty
sentiments of the speaker, the acculturation
pressures being applied, the dominant or
more prestigious status of English, socio-
cconomic conditions, and the ambivalent
sentiment in the United  States  toward
bilingualism. Christian (1963) accuses the
Anglos of a lack of respect for human
valnes and lists this and their impatience
with different cultures as causes of inter-
Anglo unpopularity.  Zintz

ference  and

(1969 stresses the importance of teachers ™

pereciving differences in values and custom
as well as in the languages of their stu-
dents. e includes examples from Mexican
American, Navajo, Alaskan  Indian, and
Zuni cultures and a useful bibliography of
minority group studies.

Ervin-Tripp (1968) lists possible arcas
of interference as beliefs about the appro-
priateness o case of hecoming bilingual
and feelings of social identity. She reports
Laliov's observation that working class hoys
in New York mav have trouble leaming the
speech features o‘f' their .women teachers
heeause of this last factor.

Bilingual students may not speak En-

23"
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glish. acceptable for classroom use b(-dpusc
thev contact only the bilingual commupity
vand have no model or social support for
standard English. The type of linguistic
interference manifested in switching be-
tween linguistic codes may be normal lan-
guage usage in the community, with the
switching itself carrying social mecaning,
This phenomenon s convincingly docu-
mented by Lance ( 1969). .

If a speaker has mastered the appro-
priate code-switching rules, the interference
phenomena deterring the use of standard
English are not so much linguistic (the
use of native-language fprms in place of '
English) as social (identity with the bi-
lingual rather than monolingual commu-
nity ). If the choice of codes includes stan--
dard English for use when that-is appro-
priate (as in school), the term interference
may no longer accurately  deseribe code-
switching.

Laboy and others (1968h) deal with the
functional differences of nonstandard Negro
Fnglish and standard forms. They deseribe
the relationship of school performance and
reading to the vernacular culture, overt at-
titudes toward language, and other social
factors. They find the cultural conflict be-
tween the vialue systems of the two groups a
greater contributor, to reading failure than
the structural conflict between the linguistic
svstems. Tt is also noteworthy that Labov
finds nuch greater verbal capacities in
ghetto children than do other studies.

Dugas (1967) argues  that language
functions need to he taken into account in
preparing teaching material, hut his sugges-
tions may he called into question using the
same criteria, Dugas claims language ma-
terial should be on a more informal level'to
permit social mobility. This will be true if
the purpose of language instruction is com-
plete aceulturation to a monolingual socicty;
-but, if the student lives in a bilingual com-
munity, he needs the more formal English’
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of teachers and .books. He may not need

or want to usc the style of English appro-

priate only with family or friends (Troike,
N\ 1971).

Many have recognized the importance
of collecting and disseminating more infor-
mation about social factors affecting lan-
guage learning, and some specific proce-
dures have _been suggested. . Rudnyckyj
(1967) suggests a model for comparing
“cultures in contact” similar to a linguistic
model for contrastive analysis. He identi-
fics the interference from conflicting cul-
tural patt(-\ms as “cultural accents.” .

The  conference report on  Styles  of
Learning Among American Indians (1969 )
provides a basic resource for teachers of
culturally diverse students, although pre-

- senting many more guestions than answers.
It points -out how little we know about
different  learning styles  and conflicting
value systems and social structures. The

. primary value of this document to edu-
cators may be in pointing out that there
are such’basie differences which are poten-
tial points of interference in learning. The
recommendations for. background studics,
related rescarch projects, direct #8dics and
rescarch, ~and  pilot projects should also
provide an outline for rescarch with other
cthnic minorities. '

Unfortunately, reports of rescarch fol-
lowing these guidelines are cither past due
or not vet réadily aceessible through such
channels as ERIC. ’

»

‘ Educational Interference

There are several fattors in  schools
themselves which get in the way of stu-
dents learning English. Whére these exist,
they include unsuitable instructional ma-
terial, bad teaching methods, cducational
segregation of minority groups, and nega-
tive attitudes on the part of schwol per-
sonnel. . )

Some of these negative attitudes toward

ERIC ;
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.linguistically and culturally diverse  stu-

dents are also recorded in ERIC docu-
ments: '

.. . that surdonic chicano sense of humor . . .
... the touchy pride of the chicano . . .
.. . the chicano herd instinet . . .

We find an’educator rej'(-cting the stu-
dents’ native language:

H (the student) elects to speak English
in a school where the ntajority use Span-
ish, it takes a strength of will few possess.

Under normal circumstances the “bifin-
gual teather or coach who speaks Spanish
to the student and encourages the student

» 40 speak Spanish in return is likely doing
the student a disfavor since. it does nothing
to ,Huromote his linguistic ability and can
easily copfuse him in his attitudes.

Professors, too, sémetimes make value
jmlgvﬁu-nls on students’ language:

He speaks Spanish with his playmates.
But it is an {inpoverished Spanish, a lan-
guage which has been culturally “behead-
ed” by its forced separation from its own
literary heritage. - '

The fact that the, pupils home lan-
guage is a colloquial Spanish may be only
one additional handicap, no more important
than other eultural handicaps, - -

Gaarder (1985) states that the greatest
barrier to the Mexican-American child’s
success in school is that those schools want
him to grow up as aaothcr Anglo.

This he cannot do except by, denying
himself and his family and his forbears, a

form of masochism which no society should
demand of its children. (1965, 20)

" The extent of such interference phenom-
“ena cannot be determined by a survey of
the literature, but s partial remedies are
available. In a collection of reports, Gaar-
der (19685) and Lado (1965) make con-
crete suggestions about how such educa-

. tional interfercnce may be overcome.

1. Do not I‘Cgislat(! against using the

44
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native language; this builds hostility
toward English. .

Establish bilingual programs, in which
Emglish is taught as a second lan-
guage. . _

Understand dialect Sariations in En-
glish and the students ]unguugv, in-
cluding their functions in society.

Teach dialect switching, not rephace-
with “correet.”

2.

ment of Vincorrect”

. . | ‘
The understanding of dialects is also
important in the development of instruc-
tional material. Gumperz (1967) points out
the hazards of relving solely on contrastive

analyses of standard languages spoken by,

“idcal speakers living in a homogencous

community” (m{umsk){)_ 1965, 51). Ma- .

terial prepared in English or .the first lan-

-guage of the student needs to take into

account "tha r(‘g}"(‘)nul ‘and  social  dialect
which he speakszor still another “foreign
language” is added to his linguistic milicu,
often without being recognized as such by
cdueators. g
Heflernan-Cabrera (1969) provides an
casy to upderstand review of traditional
ESIL. methodology, suggests scope and se-
quence for content at varic _(-vg-ls of in-
struction, and includes a #¥cklist for the

evaluation of texts,

Reading methodology and materials for
spceakers of nonstandard English are: pre-
sented by Baratz and” Shuy (1969). Ma-
terials are prepared so that sounds and
words associated with written symbols will
correspond with sounds and words. in .the
students’ speech. They recommend  using
only forms. the students use and hear.
‘Labov and Cohen (1967) also provide
teaching suggestions for speakers of non-
standard Negro English, They stress keep-

—

ing in mind the systemati distinction made .

in cach dialeet, rather than the actual
sounds themsclges. Trying to correct each
“mistake”™ rather than deal with systematic

0
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A
differences is inceffective and will frustrate
students. It should be.remembered  that
this analysjs and the teaching suggestions
are directed to fhe urban northeast, The
reported merger of pin and pen, for in-
stance, cannot be trégted as a nonstanddrd
feature in parts of. Te where the segwels
arc ‘not distinguished’ in standard sp‘coch,'
©Of all arcas of possible interference
surveved, ERIC is most helpful in provid-
ing '(-xtvnsivv,bi}l&)gra‘phies of instructional
material for teaChing English as a sccond
language at every age level. More informa-
tion is neceded on teaching standard En-
glish as a second dialect, but this need has.
obviously been recognized and is being met

_through these channels by Labov, “Shuy,

and other highly competent sociolinguists.

No static body of information on inter-
ference phenomena would suffice ip this
time of ruﬂpid change in linguistic theory,
new emphasis on cultural factors in edu-
¢ation, gxperiméntal teaching models, and
umlu’y{l‘(-nt feelings toward diversity in
classrooms. The ERIC document repro-
duction service now offers the fastest and
mést complete single resource on these

“varied factors. The very bulk of ¢urrently

avaifable madterial, however, makes the
iddea of more presclection and evaluation of
documents by experts in the fields attrac-
tive to busy educators. It may soon be es-
sential if efficiency and (-E(-clivopcss are to
be maintsined.

’
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" “When Should Instruction ina o

Second Language or Dialect Begin?*

A “

The optimum®starting time for foreign or
second language instruction has been a
subject of considerable discussion for many
years. Periodically, ,articles (1; 5, 10, 27,

- 28) appear undei this title or with congid-

erable segments of their text under this
heading #nd report the nature of the au-
thor's observations and expericnces. Reports

-

are issucd which describe experiments, in -

curriculum planning for foreign ’lan‘gu:i’g‘e

in the clementary school (FLES). Other re-
ports describe the beneficial effect gf FLES
instruction on such diverse aspects of
knowledge as science, citizenship educa-
tion, and arithmetic (22) and explore the
intellectiral apd attitudinal changes (5, 12,
31) in the individual attributable to"early
forcign language, (FL) instruction (32)"

" Throughout, the assumptions are that the '

optimum age to start FL instruction is in
childhood, from six years of age or before
until puberty; that FL learning is somehow
moraperfectly and more naturally acquired

" during this age period; and that the adult,

although capable of learning a FL, must do
so at the expense of more effort than the
child for cqual. results. Should the adult
learner manage to master the FL by hard
effort, he would still indicate his late-in-life
acquisition -of language by imperfect or
foreign pronunciation.

* Reprinted_from, Elementary English 48:5 (May
1971) 551558, ,

¢

2
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Yet many of these statements and as-
sumptions are entirely unsupported by hard
evidence which would either prove or dis-
prove the validity of one or the other con-
jecture. Judged by scientific standards of
reproducibility and reference, most pub-
lished reports are inadequate so far as num-
bers of individuals studied, reasomable
plans of investigation, adequate length of
time for observation, identification of char-
acteristics and traits, and so forth. In fact,
the number of studies concerned with such
topics is extraordinarily low. .

Thirty topic titles from ERIC were ex-
amincd exhaustively for the years 1966
through 1970. These topics titles (see ac-
companying table) covered the range of
attributes usually associated with FL or
second dialect learning. Approximately .
twenty-four hundred titles were examined
in abstract.! From this number, ninety-five
were scanned and forty-four were examined
in detail. Of-the original total, only 1.9
percent were found to be relevant. An
earlier study (4), for the period 1960-1965,
found only sixteen items out of fifty thou-
sand listéd under language le?mwiwn‘g in the
Psychological Abstracts. The Annual_ He-
view of Psychology for 1966 reviewed the
period 1958-1966 and found only 328 refer-
! Approximate because of t:{Pié cross-listing; ome |

article may have been listed under several topic
headings. .
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\ N a
, Topic Titles from ERIC, 1966-1970
Topic 1966-67 1968 1969 1970 Total
Age Differences \ 2. 14 22 8 46
Bilingual Headings: Bilingual |, . ' '

Education, Bilingual Schools,

Bilingual Students, Bilingualism 1 48 245
Child Language X X 59
.FLES 1 20 58
FLES Programs X 22 42
Interference X 3 25
Language Ability ] 11 34
Language Development 9 42 181
Language Entichment 1 13 18
Language Fluency 1 13 18
Language Instruction 35 279 894
Language Learning X 18 55
Language Proficiency X 13 30
Language Skills 7 21 75
Multilingualism X 3 11
Nonstandard Dialect X 11 49
Retention 4 22 55
Second Language Learning X 107 315

. Social Dialects 9 X 9 41
TENL X 10 64
Time Factors Learning 2 26 45
Verbal Development 2 6 28
Verbal Learning 4 13 40

’ 70 724 782 862 2,428

x not listed separately

ences. The investigators at that time: com-
mented (11), “In view of the volume of
learning researchy the lack of studies of
sccond language quisition is shocking.”
This agthor must ggree. There js no more
important subject 4n loday's'schools which
has less attention paid to it than foreign or
second language or dialect learning,

The total number of -studies "dppcars
large but is quite small in - proportion to
subject importandé and, what may be more
to the point, most are reports of the unveri- .
fiable observations of individuals in .the
classroom. Controlled experiments are few
and far between. With slight exceptions,
most authors assume that their individual

observations are completely valid and their .

deductions generalizable to all situations on

Q ‘ 30

]
the basis of the scantiest of evidence. Many
of these authors assume that the learning
of a foreign or a second language follows
the same pattern as the learning. of a first

. language or dialect, that the stages of ac-

quisition are. the same for both first and
.s'(-consl language, and that the techniques
and methods of acquisition are applicable
to al] situations. Further, it is generally as-

.sumed that the child has an innate superi-

ority in foreign language learning to that
possessed by the adult: a special compe-
tence that disappears with age and is lost
to the adult learner.

There are several theories of language
learning which have,been used to explain
the apparent ease with which ‘the child
masters a second language. Of these, two of
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the more attractive are im,)riniing (19) uand
neurv-musculur plusticity (25, 26) .7

Imprinting is @ process similar tp the

physical analogue of - photography. The

child is exposed to tanguage as film iy ex-

[)(>5('(l" to

found to have acquired the ability to speak

as the film is found to have acquired a \’iSIS-

. al image. As with film, the theory goes, so

with childrey, for old film cannot produce

Hght and, on development, is

an image nor can_the older individual de-
prived of language in
speik. lmf)rintin;_‘ lms been demonstrated
A duckling immediately
on lnt(lm‘lg will attach itself to the first
lu;_,v moving object it encounters and will

carlv life learn to

in manv animals,

act toward that object as though it were its.

» mother. The same imprinting oceurs with
chicks and with “other young fowl, THow-
ever, fmprinting appears to be specifie. to
the fowls for there is litthe evidence of such
a4 Process in the other animals.
Newro-muscular - plasticity  (particalarly
of the brain) implices the general malleabili-
tv of the individual rather muach in the same
fashion that wax may be molded while
warm but becomes irm and immobile,
. taining its impressed shape, when cold. In
~this sense, the child is felt to be more pli-
able than the older adult. The theory relies
on severiabservable facts-of development.
One of the more commonly cited is the
scries of ohservations based on brain studies

re-

and the assoetated research on aphasia, In

such. studies, it was noted that the brain- -~

injured indivighial commonty suffered from
aphasia as a resuft of the injurv; age is
apparently not a factor in such cases for the
severitv of aphasia in similar injuries s
approximately the same for the voung and
the old. However, recovery is more rapic
and more complete for the child thm for

24 third which is somnetimes presented s the lan-
guage pecificity of the human species: the child
is innateh yln-(]isp(nw(l to language and achieves
hiaanness throngh it

O
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the older per on, with the turning point for
speed and completeness of recovery being
the age period ten to fourteen (18). Cou-
pled with such observations, are the well-
known facts that recovery from such mis-
Waps as a broken bone or a wound is more
rapid for tlu- younger person. Such rescarch
and observations are cited in conjunc tion
with the .observable (l('vvl()wpm('nf*"()f the
child, who must crawl before he can walk
and who must babble before he can talk.

It is also known that there are develop-
m(nml changes in the chemical makeup of
the 1)0(]\ “Irom such obscrvations, it has
been argued that as the percentage makeup
of such chemical compounds in the body
varies with age so, too, will associated
abilities derived from the presence or ab-
sence of such eBmpounds. Hence, if we
could sample the chemical makeup of the
human body and contrast it with the chemi-
cal makeup of the average normal popula-
tion, we might be able to state whether an
individual "was above or below the norm
in development. As an incidental henefit,
we would be able to properly place the
individual in a school program and could»-w
then prepard materials specifically suited ' to
his needs. This is an enticing ided. What
could be more attractive than to step into
a laboratory and emerge with a preserip-
tion curriculum (17)?
However, though many people belicve that

-«cating fish for its phosphorus-based com-
pounds is good for the brain, which has a
higher  percentage  of  phosphorus-based
compounds than any other part of the body.
there is only limite d support for this view
(3. 15). Since the compounds which are
associated with language ability develop
over time and rcach the adult plateau at
age ten, at which they remain for the great-
cr part of the individual's lifetime (through
age sixty), one must infer that langyage
learning ability becomes  greater as age
proLlr( sses to age ten.

3 e

for an academic
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It is opén to serious question whether in-
formation derived from the investigation of
the rates of recovery from accidental dam-
age to the brain is related to the ability to
acquire a sccond language, for«in the form-
er case we are concerned with the regain-
ing of a facility once possessed but now
lost, while in the latter case wé are con-
cerned with the acquisition of a|‘new fa-
cility. It is questionable whether
tion of a second langunage is at’ all similar
in its 4procvdurvs to the acquisition of the
first language. Additionally, we must also
question  whether all languages are  ac-
quired in the same way. Further, wel must
consider the implications of a theory which
suggests it is casicg to master a subject| skill
when the facultics of the individual ard
complete than when the faculties are cpm-
plete.

There are apparently two assumptigns
which are in operation here: (1) that lan-
guage skills are simple things to acquire
within a specific amount of time for the
vounger learner; and (2) that the adult is
incapable of mastering these skills at some
later stage in life. Both are seriously open
to question.

If we assume that proficicney in language
is a simple thing, we overlook the obvious,
i.c.. language training in one’s native lan-
guages tends to continue throughout one’s
life and academic-carcer. Indeed, the time
spent on native language learning is exten-
sive and continues from first grade through
college. Most colleges provide freshman
English courses which are designed to
remedy  student deficiencies  (this  after

acquisi-

twelve years of language study and use in-

the grades) and contimue this instruction in
the native language at least through the
sophomore year. This cvidence alone indi-
cates that language learning is not a simple
short-term process. To believe that young
children can learn languages easily and
without effort is to overlook the experience

of teaching anything at the Frimury stages,

“Even such relatively simple skills as the
clements of reading or the handling of
numbers have proved to be more complex
than was first thought . . . and it would be
most sugprising if foreign languages were
to present fewer problems-than the teach-
ing of particular skills in the mother
tongue.” (29:107)

It is also misleading to expect the child
to perform more adequately in language
learning than does the adult. “There is no
direct evidence that the child has a special
languagv learning competency absent in the
adult.” (2:334)

How long is it before we can say that a .
child has mastered his native language?
We do not know with any precision. . . .
Even if the speed of acquisition was known,
on what grounds would one be justified in
describing it as “astonishing™? Is it so as-
tonishing if one is convinced that for five
or more vears the child is working very
hard and for long hours on mastering lan-
guage? (14: 117) .

In many cases, there is evidence which in-
dicates that both child and adult are equal-
ly proficicnt when it is-a matter of second
language acquisition,

In a study of the ability of young Ameri- -
¢an children and American adults to iden-
ti\fy and reproduce the pharyngeal frica-
tives of Arabic, there was no evidence that
children are better than adults at this par- .
tl(‘\llldr task (34). To a certain extent, where
cogmtlve awareness was an aid, the adults
were very slightly more proficient ‘than the
youhger child. In andther study of Spanish-
speaking children who had been speaking
Lngl\ﬁh in the United States for up to eight
years after their arrival from Cuba, it was
noted that no child had achieved native
pronunciation even though he arrived in
the Uhited States prior to the age of five.
and had resided here for eight years (2!

52
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1), The assumption of native proficiency

in language acquired by children after
short exposure s ;lpp:ir('nlly misleading. It
was observed, however, that there is posi-
tive correlation hetween length of contact
with the second language and the degree of
pronunciation control, with l(m,r_{ term resi-
dents tending to be more proficient than
short term residents, regardless of age, It
may be that the child appears to be su-
perior to the adult since he tends to learn
and use his language in context, while the
adult tends to learn his language in a non-
context situation within the classroom with
little relevance to the actual place of ulti-
mate use. '

When one considers the experience de-
rived from intensive language programs
established solely for adult Lunguage in-
struction, some rather striking results are
noted. Most adults manage to perform quite
well in a second language after a short
period of study. The Peace Corps normally
sends its members overseas after 350 to 400
hours of language instruction with the ex-
pectation they will function adequately in
the performance of their assignments. The
men at the Foreign Service Institute and
the Defense Language Institutes seldom re-
ceive as many as 2000 hours of language
training, cven for the most difficult of the
languages taught, where maximum profi-
cicney in oral and written ability is re-
quixgd. When one contrasts adult and ehild
performances (keeping in mm(l however,

motivational and learning cqndmon differ-

ences ), it appears that wn adilt is far more
capable a language learner than is a child.
One regearcher states:

[1n terms of amount leamed, the adult is
five times as efficient as the child.
Adult language incapacity is probably due
more to the adverse circumstances of most
second Llnglmgc‘, learning rather than to
the later loss of an innate faculty. (7:2)

T
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“Children, in short, do not learn language>
7 (28:15)

ITrom this evidenee one lnllhl_(f()ll(‘llql(le
that where language learning is the only
item under consideration, there is no opti-
mum age for language study and second
language acquisition. Language lcarning is
possible with equal case/difficulty whether
thAstudent is young and in the first grade
or old and thinking of re tiring. This ability
to acquire a second language is maintained
throughout” childhood, vouth, and middle
age given comparable conditions for learn-
ing and study. “"Among adults of age 20-60,
age has very little to do with success in
learning a language. .. " (6:14) In old age
some changes are observable, for, although
the ability to remember is the same in vouth

and old age

with miraculous case.

‘ . gemory is not so much a
function of age asNg is of degree of learn-

that other fac

ing. The old person takes longer to learn a
set amount of material thun does his mid-
dle-aged or youthful counterpart (21). s
This conclusion would seem to contradict
the mass of experiential evidence with re-
gard to language learning, and suggestions
’grq beside those solely at-
tributable to lunguage fluency are being
evaluated.. When the literature on the sub-
ject is examined, it hecomes apparent that
most writers are equating, degree of sociali-

. zation with language skill, usually on the

P

basis of pronunciation alone. There is evi-
dence that pronunciation alone, of all the
skills associated with hnglmg_)c use, is age
related. “Pronunciation is the only part of
language learning that is chicfly imitative.”
(23:2-4) “There is solid basis for the belicf
that young children can acquire good pro-
nunciation more rapidly and easily than
adults under normal conditions.” (6:13)
When  language learning is examined
from the point of view that pronunciation
is the most significant factor for the evalua-
tion of language proficicncy, then many of
the difficulties with regard to the optimpm

3.3
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age for the introduction of a second lan-

guage disappear. The only solution is_to be-
gin the language learning process as carly
as possible. The Modern Language Asso-
ciation sponsored a conference in 1953

which was concerned  with foreign lan-

guages in the elemehtary school. With par-
ticipants such as Frances g and Werner
Lv()pi)ld_ the conferees indicated their be-
lief that “Birth is the ideal starting timeor
second language learning.” (23:2-1) Only
by starting ot such an carlv age would
proper performance in - pronuncigtion he
accomplished. !

We may whnder at the reason for such
heavy emphasis on pronunciation. There is
little reason to believe, and ample evidence
to disprove, the holding that pronunciation
is in any way an indication of speeial lan-
guage Much has

('()mp(-l('n(-('. l‘(‘S(‘ilr(‘h

‘shown that perfect communication is pos-

sible without perfeet pronunciation. The
redundancics nnplu it in language are such
that mlspr()mm(nh()n is one of the least
handic: aps to communication.

»During carly 1971, national television
presented  the heads of states of Figvpt,
Iran, South Victnam, West Gepmany, Mexi-
co, and Chile nmking statements in En-
glish and responding to news interviewers,
Not onc of these individuals failed to com-
municate adequately despite obvious tm-
perfections in English pronunciation. This

draws us to the conclusion that pronuncias

tion, per se, is unimportant nnl(ss in fact,
a partic ular varie ty of pronuncic ation is held
to be the only appropriate stand: ird. Insuch
instances of social pressure, we must make
our judgments not so much on the basis of
learning theory as we must on a social or
cultural basis (30). lmeany socicty wlfich

vitlues pronune iation as lhv (Ilsnn;,mshm;_,
mark of language capability, the optimal
age for the acquisition of this capability is
as sopn as possible m life, for social evalua;
tion begins in the crib. i

ReseancH Bases ror Onrar LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION \

A

Is it possible to teach a sccond or a for-
cign language as carly as that? Clearly the
answer depends “on parental proficiencies
and is bevond the scope of our capabilities
to provide at this time. But we can provide
language  instruction the
school years, Many countries in Asia, which
require a particular language as 4 common
means of communication for their popula-
tion, begin second language instruction in
the first or second year of primary school
(28:11-28). No difficultics are experienced
hyv the students in adjusting to the second
language at that time,

from

Satisfactory  results are reached prior to

literacy, simultancously with it, and follow-
ing it. . . . Oral command of the language
mav precede reading and writing of the
first Tanguage, although reading and writ-
ing of theesecond language should be de-

laved until reading and writing in the first

language is established. Inigally, read-
ing ‘mﬁ writing should he pusvntcd in one
language al ne. an(l that language to be
" (28:15)

ceptable in New York City in kindergarten
(13) and with prekindergarten Head Start
schools (9). These programs have reported
excellent results with no negative effects
observed in the children’s use of language
(18). Additionally, it has been shown that
the language differences are not important
barriers to* communication and cognitive
‘evelopment for preschool children (24)
and that bilingualism does not impair ver-
bal performance (27).

Perlaps the most significant aspeet of
sound language learning is not that it must

start carly in life but rather that the con-.

tact with fanguage must be contimous over
a period of years. “The time spent in foreign
language stndv is more crucial than the age
at which instruction is begun.” (33:81) This
allows the student to finish what he has

started and. with sufficient time alvuilnb‘leh‘“ .
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“instruction has been found ac-”




allows for the proper continuity for foreign

|

| WHEN SHOULD INSTRUCTION IN A SECOND LANGUAGE oR DiaLecr Becin?

Language in" the school curriculuin, Success-
ful foreign Tanguage learning must hecome
part of the total educational process (8)
rather than an \;lfl(‘rth()l'l;.’,hl or occasional
nicety to be indulged when the school dis-
trict has spare federal funds.

IFor various reasons,

«
0 o

One of the most cogent argaments for start-
ing a language in the carly stages of the
primary school s that practice can be
planned over a pe ll()(l of vears (28:15).

tions scem to be casier to introduce in the

carly school” vears.

There are fewer prob-

lems .ll)()ut'pr( viows (urn( ular offerings and
the proper placement of “the student. This
alone may justify an carly start.

Rescarch,

\

Summary .
though, scriously ]ul\mj_, in

many respects regarding the acquisition of
a second language, does provide some an-
swers to the question of the optimum point

- grade fevel for heg ginning second lan-

gaage instruction. There are three possible
answers which require situational clarifica-
tion before thet can he applied:

¢

O

E

(1) If communication in the second lan-

guage is all that is required, such
instruction may be l)()‘;t])()n('(l to the
time ol need or the period immedi-
ately preceding that time, regardless
of the age of the student. There s
discernible didference between
the clnld and the adult in language
lecauning Skills. In fact, the adult
tends to be more efficient than the
child in sueh a learning situation.

no

(2) I pronunciation skill is of consid-

crable social importance, as is usual-
lv the then hanguage  study

o 1 1 ible, Pref
must egin as carly as possible, Pref-
(rll)ly‘ such study should begin in
the kindergarten or nursery school
stage,

Case,

RIC
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(3) If school expediency is of consider-
able significance due to the unavail-
ability of teachers, funds, or similar
reason, the actual grade of language
introduction is of less importance
than the establishment of o continu- .
ous scquence of offerings which will
provide the requisite amount of ex-
posure time (at least thirty’ minutes
daily) for the appropriate period
needed to achieve the dcsxred pro-
ficiency. This period is usually held

“to be fpur to six years of academic
éxposure for such goals as social
. communication, job-associated com-
petencies, and the like.
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Listening and Response. Theory: = .
Implications for Linguistically Different Learners*

At least once in a semester the teacher

or supervisor of a group of non-English

. speakers wistfully conslders the case of the
little missionary girl in a “far country. Near-
ly everyone has heard of this little girl
carried off to a distant place Wwhere her
only playmates spoke another language.
Within six months the little girl not only
spoke the language but interpreted for

mother at the market and for father in his °

preaching. Undoubtedly adored by the
ncighbors, she charmed the rulers of the
province, fell in love with a.leading citi-
zen, and later brought peace between na-
tions because of her linguistic ability and
understanding.

Linguists and pseudo- lmgunsts ponder
such stories—which arc legion—and try to
make useful hypotheses to apply to second-
language teaching generally. Actually, if
we were to describe all the ways the re-
sulting theories have been applied and mis-
applied, we could write several volumes.

‘The “missionary-child” ph‘ilosoph)/ is fre-
quently seen in our school systems. It is
sometimes thought that to drop a child into
a given language system will, after a period
of adjustrient, result in the'¢hild’s learning
that language We have sorted children
into “A” groups and “B” groups, slow
groups and fast groups, and so forth, in an
effort to abet the process. Usua]ly the teach-
er is”left thmkmg there is less to the
missionary-child theory than meets the eye

—and the supervisor is left ‘with a large

. group of lagging children.

The truth is that there are numerous chil-

dren of both sexes and many nationalitics
and levels of intelligence with experiences
similar to that of American missionary chil-
+ dren. ThlS interchange and de vv]opment of
multilingual children is constantly recorded
in Europe, Africa, and border arcas in
America. The complexity of the langhages
concerned is not a factor with a five year

old child.

* Reprinted from [zlemenlarj English 47:8 (De-
cember 1970) 1060-1066.
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Intermediate and advanced-level schools
also t the theory, putting the teenagers
with their peers and hoping that they will
absorb English. Upward-Bound students
in the El Paso area are nearly all deficient
in English even after ten to twelve years of
work in classrooms where the only lan-
guage has been English. “Educational im-
migrants” from every country and speaking
every tongue are cnl\qring our universities
with English abilities from zero to native-
speaker level,

There are a number of queshons that
require rather immediate answers, hopeful-
ly based on valid research data. Are struc-
tured programs or informal oral-language
activities more desirable when learners bring
to the learning, environment inadequate
listening-speaking wvocabularies and im-
mature and/or nonstandard@ntence struc-
tures? Is lxstemng alone enough to over-
come language deficiencies? How pertment

-
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to school demands are the experiences or
backgroun(ls linguisticallv different learners
bring to school? Are learning experiences
in school adequate for learners with non-
standard language unless structured oral
language drill is p‘r'ovi(l(-(l: initially; and/or
subsequently?

The principal difficulty with what is
available in print in this entire arca is that
there is practically none of what we might
call hard data. Many theorics are offéred
and assertions made, but there is no factual
material to support them. What'is the ideal
age for a person to hegin second language
study? What is the ideal for

class  sizc

the’ ESL group? Undér what conditions

and to whom does the bilingual child use

each of his languages? What is the rela- .

tion, in the Southwest, l)(-twv(‘n the mun-
ber of Spamsh surnames and the number of
Spanish- sp(-ak( 1s? How long must the av-
erage ESL course be to’achieve mastery,
and how do we measure mastery? These
are all reasonable (questions, and perhaps

we all have ideas as to how they should be”

answered=lut where is -the factual proof
of the answer to any one of them?
Obviously this is the kind of evidence we
need before we can really begin coming to
grips with our problems—how can one solve
a problem without knowing what it is?—and

“it is onlv now beginning to be formulated,

To date, the literature can offer us very
little but opinions. Enlightened opinions,
to be sure, but opinions still.

The technique of submerging a child into
the school system is frequently subscribed
to by supervisors, advocated by principals,
and hesitatingly entered into by teachers.
Some results are more than satisfactory and
seme are disastrous, Literature on teaching

“English as a sccond language (ESL) .is

available but many officials are ignorant of
it, others avoid it, and it is still new cnough
so that educators” are widely suspicious.
However, the regional Educational Re-

33

scarch Inforination Cepiters (ERIC) are a
prime source of mformatlon This paper
contains basic information- from those cen-
ters pertinent to the questions raised in the
preceding paragraph.

The key to language learning could be
listening and  repetition.  The  Spanish-
speaking coniquerers of the Philippines as-
sumed for decades that the Lonqucr(‘d peo-
ple were not capable of spéakmg Spanish,
and in fact they were never included in
conversations. During the subsequent rev-
olution Spanish officials were amazed to
know the natives had been umlvrstan(hng
and reporting their conversation for years.

Some of those urging the listening-rep-
ctition technique have come from among
the missionarics. One  of the respected
scholars of our day fis Eugene Nida, Sec-
retary for Translations of the American
Bible Society. His Learning a Foreign Lan-
guage (1957) is readable and profitable
for both the layman and the linguist. Nida
advocates and catalogues listening  tech-
niques when learing a foreign language.

Chapter Three of Learning a Foreign
Language is entitled “Learning by Listen-
ing” and is in turn divided into two parts:
(1) Passive Listening and (2) Sclective
Listening. While listening selectively, the
individual is instructed to listen for intona-
tion, systematic similar sounds in ninimal
pairs, and then words, phrases, and gram-
matical forms. Nida (1957, 38) says selec-
tive listening will tend to make “ruts in our
brains.” This is a statemnent similar to those
made by pattern drill advocates in other
publications. The chapter closes with the
suggestion that the learner listen to him-
self (by tape recorder).

Sclective listening is entirely  different
from the passive mental attitude displayed
by some students when they are in a
“forced feeding” situation. The instructor
takes a part in the education of his lan-
guage student and shows him when to lis-
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ten T}n(l“\\‘l);\l to listen for in conversation
ob pattern: The instructor also gives the
adult student an understanding of and svin-
pathy with the ‘approach heing used. Sys-
tematic drill serves to establish listening
and reproduction skills ag habit. The stu-
dent can be truined to listen for certain
patterns by instruction- inl;'rmingl(-(l with
prouvti('(-. Lado's, (1964) use of the term
overlearning deseribes (the theoretical ba-
sis for such systematic drills.

Nida (1957) indicates that the “sub-
mersion technique™ s actually a listening
process. Generations of suecessful language
“learners have undoubtedly used m?lny of
the techniques desceribed by Nida.

Asher (1966) deseribes a process which
involves the student more fully than the
selective Tistening just deseribed. As the
namme suggests, more than the ear is oc-
(;npi(-(l, The tlory is summed up for our
purpose by the following (uote:

_ the data suggested some provocative
theoretical  implications. For exanple,
could the strategy of the total physical
response acconnt for the l)lg;/,/ling fact that
children living in a foreign coamtry achieve
in a short e the flneney of native speak-
ers while the parents of these children
may strugele tnsnecesstully for vears o he
flhient? -Some, theories suggest that an ex-
planation may be imprinting or neurologi-
cal diflerences. [A reference to o speech
and bram mechanisims.] However, still an-
other possibility is that children tend to
use the technique of a total physicat re-
sponse while their parents do not. Much
of chldren’s play s langoage synchronized
with  physical locomotion  of  the  entire
hody  (ie. “Come on, Tommy, lets ride
onr hikes!™) By contrast, most language
for adults mav be guite independent of
» physical action. Adults tend tor be rather
stationary and inert when they transiit or
receive langoage (e, "Hello, John, Anyv-
thing new o ? A baby girl, eh? Well,
congratulations.”™)
With the strategy of the total physical
response, adults - seemed -to understand
.complex foreign utterances in an incred-

ibly short amount of training, ¢Asher,
1966, K1) ’

Asher has much more to say on the sub-

+jeet, and unlike the presentation of many

language-learing theories, his is supported
Iy thorough “decumentation. The article
repays close study. Clearly, some of the
most effective Tanguage teaching cHorts,
especially. with young children, have al-
ways been of the sort he describes. The
skeptic can quickly be converted by watch-
ing a good primary teacher in the class-
room or on the playground, involving her
group in play activities which always have
ap “sneaky,” clearly-structured underlying
ﬁgnisli(: purpose. Incidentally, the total-
ity of the physical response is the pupil’s,
not the instructor’s. The teacher doesn’t
have to be an athlete. .

This total-physical-response’ theéry would
seem to contradict, at least to a degree, the
idea that a student learns language merely
by hearing it, which is perhaps implicit in
the idea of selective listening. Many stu-
dents, of course, do not really hear the
target language at all. Naturally, the whole
vital (uestion of motivation enters into the
picture, An unmotivated, unwilling student
can cffectivelv resist any effort to teacl him,
no nutter how well documented, seientifief

" or cffeetive the method may be in other cir-

cumstances. It is entirely possible that some
of theyeffectiveness of the total-physical-
response approach may be in helping to
supply motivation. This is of particular im-
portance it the kind of situation so common

in our Southwest, where a studemt is

dumped into a school environment of

strange langnage noises which it is assumed
he will magically” master. What happens
usually is that he instead turns on a magi-
cal wgiital flter which enables him to be
surrounded by language noise that he never
really hears.

The problem of the nonhearer hecomes
more ;?culc in arcas where two languages

3)
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exist side by side, but only one of them has
political, economic, ahd social prestige, as
sadly. enough often happens in parts of the
United States. Often then the speakerof the
“lesser” language comes to the learning of
resentments and hostilities against it. It is
frequently an act of approved deflance to
resist the new tongue. We can contrast this
with our little missionary child who is
swimming in a sea of approval. Mother and
father and playmates approve, the mission
b,ggrd applauds, the little learner’s motiva-
tion skyrockets—with perhaps an attendant
sharpening of aural p&rception.

The student who is «a foreign national
doesn’t have thc same involvement with
the same social issues which “affect the

native-bom minority groups, but hé has his.

own problems. Often kg hds heard English
very little, or has acquired nonstandard
patterns. Today, too; his dream of coming
to the United States to be saturated in an
atmosphege of English’is often frustrated,
for co]]eges\md universities now often have
such largeeglonies of foreign students that
the speaker of almost any language can_all-
too-easily. find an environment  just \Iike
home, linguistically spcaking.

Institutions bordering on“Canada or Mex-
ico or thosé¢ in the Caribbean, often have
large influxes of French- or Spanish-spcak-
ing students. In its International Science
Program, The University of Texas at El
Paso is host to more than 300 students from
its neighboring city of Juarez, Mexico alone
—all, of course, native Spanish speakers.
Though these students arc from upper
middle class Mexican society,’ with some
exposure. to English, usually about 50 per-
cent -of them fail first-semester freshman
English—in a course designed for foreign
students—and rely hcavily on the Univer-
sity’s offerings taught in Spanish in intro-
ductory physics, and so forth,

What is the listening program of such

ResearcH Bases For ORAL LANGUAGE INSIRUCTION

a }ua.r("'z student? He speaks and hears
Spanish at every opportunity. When he
leaves the classroom he immediately picks -,
up his traditional language and cultural
“habits. At the very classroom door he is
isolatdd from the professor ard the subject
matter which occupied him a few seconds
before; and when he returns home to Juarez
—some fifteen minutes away—hé is once
ggain submerged in the language patterns
“familiar since infancy. Fhe learning situa-
tion prqvidcd by the University is short-
circuited by real life.

It becomes apparent that to expect the
university student to learn as a child learns,
as some commercial language schools ad-
-vertise, 1s asking 'top’,much. To expect an
“adult to become as.a little child is possible
only in the teachings of Jesus. An adult can
never regain t}lie openness .of trust in his
teacher, the subjugation of his reasoning
powers, nor the sensitivity both of hearing
and specch mechanisms to achieve.the un-
abashed mimicry of the child. In fact, in the
adult basic education area the most frequent
failure of a teacher is treating an adult like
a child—sometimes complete with miniature
desks in classrooms borrowed from the
elementary schoolg

One advantage: the foreign student has
must be em‘p}iasized: he comes to the ]e‘dm‘-
ing of English in‘the university without
the burden of hatreds, resentments, and
angry frustrations so often bujlt into the
minority group member by his public
school experiences. '

.0 t
Rescarch continues into what lcarning as
a child learns rcally means, and occasion-

ally surfaces in scholarly and entertaining *.

bopks or articles. One such book is Lan-
guage in the Crib by Ruth Weir. In the
foreword to ‘her book, G. A. Miller states,
“After many years of reading psychological
theories about the environmentdl gvents
that strengthen ot weaken various stifnulus-
responsc associations, I was completely un-
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prepared to encounter a two-year-old boy actually “we must consider* a muinber of v -

who—all alone—corrected his own prpnun-
" ciations, drilled himself on consonant clus-
ters, and practiced substituting his small
vocabulary into fixed sentence frames.”
(Weir; 1962, 15) . ) ,
Secking more information on the multi-
.tude of experiments and experimental pro-

grams projected under.current governmént

programs encotraging ESL, the ERIC files
yielded a number of statewide and local
teports. California and the southwest states
are well represented, what with.their miany
Indian gnd Spgn’:ish-speaki:ng inhabitants.

R-o'u‘gh Bock Demonstration School in Ari--

zona (ED 015 807) 'is"directed especially
. toward Indian Educatiorial problems and is
anjeffort to #pproach “ch‘i,ldrren through par-
ental involvement.® N
Florida an%‘ other states Have extensive
reports in ERIC files. but by far the most
complete repofts are those from California,
.(See listings in Bibliography 6, 13, 14, 19,
20). -, ST
Because of' its ‘breadth: of material and
econpmy of reporting, the ,‘approawch taken
by Levenson of San Diego -State Uhiversity;
*will be presented Kere. Levenson (1969)
has taken his owp. research as* well as the
numerous California experimental programs
and has given a concise treatise on the edu-
catiohal approach with the initials TEB-'
RETSOL, The LEA. Though Levenson be-
gins by stating that he is committed to the
bilingual ‘approach- (including teachin}; the
beginning st;u}lemt to read in his own lan-
guage), he suggests programs and ideas
. reflecting still broader study. d
" Levenson hand‘les:amother factor at ,th
beginning’ of the paper: he states that

*See “Rough Rock Demonstratfon, School,”, Con-

* ference on Recreation ‘and Activities sponsored by
Southwest Cooperative Educatiggal. Laboratory,
Albuquerque, June, 1967.Also, “Undeistanding—
Santo Domingo’s RX for the Cultural Shock” %y
Lopez (1967). .~ L
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teaching situations. There must, be not dne
solution for ope prqblem but many solu-.
tions for a vafiety of re‘}awt:’ed problems.. .

.. Thus; Pbelieve in teaching’ reading in
"+ two languages. Our nation has not capita-,
lized upon the tremendous storehouse of -
langusges and cultures representéd amon
us. I don’t believe in" the “melting pot
_eoncept simply because it has produced” a

nation of monolinguals. .
.. .For years in most schdol districts in
the United SPates, we've been nonchalantly
-expecting children who don'’t speak En-
glish to arrive in English-speaking class- .
_rooms and_keep up with their English- -
speaking contemporaries. We have also as-
suffred that non-English speaking young-
_ sters are.as ready to read in English as
" their English-speaking counterparts. Both
-, of these assumptions ,are fallacious! In
fact, they have led to an approach some-
times referred to as the “osmosis approach”
where youngsters are supposed to absorb
English through their pores in some magi-
-cal way., Of course, this, approach has been
‘a complete failure in meeting the needs
of the millions &f non-English speakers in
the United States. For example, Mexican-
American and Puerto Rican youngsters, be-
come frustrated and discouraged as soon
as they arrive in school, falling farther
and farther behind with the passing of
each year. By the time they- reach 8th
grade, approximately 50% drop qut. (Leven-
son, 1969, 10) o

%

‘Levenson goes on to deyelop. a theory
which he ‘calls the “Laxpguége Experience
Approach” to reading. The system, de-
veloped in conjunction with R. Van Allen

‘and refined within the San D‘i(?gl'o County

area, “capitalizes upen the storehouse of

d‘\_}wistenwiwn»g “and spaking ;yocabuwla:ry that

youngsters either possess or develop at

" school or in the home.” A récognizable ex-

pressipn that has become popilar is “stu- -
dent pregargd materials.” Initially the child
expresses ‘his experiences in graphics, then
relates them aloud, dictating to the teacher

" 'who_inturn writes the story on the board.
N T
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teacher then broadens the children's

The

stories and uses them as a basis for demén- ,

strations, word lists, real ('xp(-richc(-s in-
terpretive choral speaking, feeling, sme Ning,
and so forth./ The examples given in the
final few pages are well worth the reading
time ( 12 pages inclyding blblmy iphy ).
(,urr('nt Problenis and Classroom Prac-
tices,” presented by \Vdrdhdugh was a]so

.on the program of the 1969 TESOL. Gon- -

vention in C hicago. Wardhaugh considers
lmgmstw psvchology, and pedagogy in
+tum, which makes for an unusually comn-
pr( hensive speech design.

LY v
*. This paper attemplts to
gap between th(- practical orientation of
teachers and the' theore tical concerns that
should anderlie practice.” Classroom prac-
tices should follow some: kind of “middle
road” in which the natural contexts of
lmgua;_,(' are used to prompt language nse,
with an awareness of the ng.,ua;.,(' strire-
! tures be mastered. A feacher cannot
rely on «uxv one single, narrow, pedagogi-
cal appmuh but must 1('sp&m(| to the
different learning patte mg)f different stu-
Ssdents, und their different wtives aud in:
clinations. This involves the use of ¢ samples,
varicty, and context-oriented work, The stu-
dent's gradual dev ¢lopment as a p( rson who
controls a second language is “more im-
portant than his apparent mastery of ((lldlll
patterns. (Wardhaugh, 19694)

In conelusion Wardhs mqh (1()6()‘1;) re-
lpl(' approacly method, and tec hnique a
dérived from Anthony (1963). .

f Many of the” most syecessful language-
teaching techniques had their origin in the
-military programs of World War II. Lan-
guage teaching under the armed services
progragn was brought to an advanced stage
of development under the pressure of im-

s

mediate pragmatic neck Actually the lin- -

guist obtainegd his -running start into lan-
guage t(*achmg at that time, and a summary
of the development is offered in Armed
Foreos' ‘Forcign Language Teaching (An-
giolillo; 1947), One point elearly illustrated

1e
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"hlitls_{'r' the |,

" the student and the t

by Angiolillo is that successful language
teachers have known and used oral-aural

l((.bnulm s-long before the armed forees’

meothods were worked out. The armed forces”
svstem s i long cry frdm the missionary

child .xppr(mch but pmbll)lv puls the h‘lpf
peniugs of this natural deve l()pm( nt into a

systematic order which can b(' the first ste P

in te .l(lmlg .

.

Conclusion .
Reconsidering the question of ‘whether
structuged program’s or informal oral-lan-
guage activitics are more desirable, we find
most of the réports are theoretical—but in
some  cases well developed and  usable.
There s a trend which deve lops and is
significant, one which can be mcorpomtcd
mto  developing  more | effective teaching
m}lh()(ls - ’
Training in llsl(nmg and response is
dlllll)lv(' at any level of leammg a lan-
”lllL‘(' When the be ginner can be moti-
vatefl to listen to and discern the pattcms
of a language, at any level of learning, he
develops skills w hich avoid later problems.
A concluslon -which includes both hope.
and wamning is that the social awarencss of
acher is extre m(ly
relevant in the cldssroom Whether the stu-

“dent s at primary or lll( v level, Lis l(ulrmng -

attitude is affecte ' by the culture which
surrounds him and its representatives who
speak the language. These either ¢ neourage
him or discourage himn i his effortg to learn
the language he is ()])llg.lt( ' to master.

Sufficient material about language teach®
ing is now available for studv, and informa-
tion about it can be given to those who de-
sigreour language programs in the schools.

Jt now appears  that another, . though
similar, (hlll(ugc is here to be m(t in our,

“school sy sloms—llm( of 1'1r1;§;uugc dcvcl‘op~

ment  progr ams for nonst: indard  English
speakers. The challe nge is at every level of

the school svstem and confronts every class-
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room teacher. No doubt a.varicty of ap-
8 proaches will be nceded, but they probably

will prove very much like those already

cxplored in second language teaching,

B
)

Bibliography  ~
Andersson, Theodore, Foretgn Languages in the
Elementary School, A Struggle Against Medioe-
rity. Aidtin. University of Texas Press, 1969
Angiollo, Panl I, Armed Forees' Foreign Lan-
guage Teaching, Critical FEcaluation and Impli-
cations. New York: S. I, Vanni Publishers, 1947,
Anthynyy  Lidwards M, “Approach, Method, and
Technigque,” Fnglish - Language Teaching, 17
(1963) G3-67. .
Arapofl. Nancy, "Discover and  Transform: A

Method of Teaching Wnting to Foreign Stu- |

dents.” Paper ‘read®at, TESOL Convention. Chi-
caga: 1969, E1) 031 693
\shier, 1. ], “The Learning Strategy of the Total
Physical Response: A Review,” Modern Laa-
guage ]uurnaS: §0, 2 (1966G) 79-84. ED 028 664.
Frickson, john, A Structural Course for Vocatignal
- Englih. Chafa Vista, Calif.: Sweetwater Union
High School, 1968, KD 020 817. ,
Lraneis, W NG “Language and Linguisties in the
English Program,” College English, 25 (October
196:4) 13-16. KD 029 907. ’ ’
Jolinson, Francis, C.,
English as a- Second Language: A Theoretical
Framework. Paper wad at Regional English
Langnage Seminar. Singapore: “fune 1969, ED
032 530, ,
Lado. v Robert, Language Teaching, A Scientific
Approaeh. New York: McGraw-1all, 1964,
Lado, Robert, "Langnage, Thonght and Memon

* in- Linguistic Performance, A Thought View."”
Paper read at TESOL  Convention. Chicagog

1969. 1D 031 704, S
Levenson, Standes, “Teaching B(-L;innkm; Reading
> to Speakers.of Other Lanuuages: The Language

Experience Approach.” Paper read at TESOL
Comvention. Chicago: 1969, E1) 032 519,
v v Lewiss B Clvn, Foreign and Sccond  Language

e - e

ER]

1 -
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

'

The Discipline of Teaching

.35

Teaching in the USSR. London: British Council,
1962, ED 019 898. .

Lopez, ]()lm. K., The Mexican-American Curricutum
Study. A Report of a Coupled Bgsic LEducation-
on-the-Job Training Program oY Monolingual
Mexican-Americans. Sacramento: California State
Department of Education, 1968. ED 028 853.

Loper, Rebecca, “Understanding—Santo D()mingq's
Rx for the gultural Shoct," New  Mexico
Sehook Review, (April 1967) 12-14, 40. ED 018
55-1. )

Mildenberger, Ko W., et al, “Foreign Languages
in Sovict Schools,”™ School Life (October 1960).
FD 017 217,

Mavher, John Sawyer, “Transformational Grammar
in Action” in-The Growing Edges of Secondary

English: Essays by the Experienced Teacher

I"t'fl‘uw\ at the University of Illingis 1966-67,
edited by Charles Suhor, et al. Champaign:
NCTE, 1968, ED 027 296. .

Maossiman, Lois Coffey, The Activity Concept. New
York: Macmillan, 1939.

Nida, Eugene A., Learning a Foreign Language.
Oklahoma: Friendship Press, 1957,

Stewart, *Blair, et al., “Experimental Refining and
Strengthening of lUndergrud‘uute Foreign - Lan-
guage Curricula.” . Associated Colleges of “the
Midwest, Chicago. NDEA-VI-73. OEC-SAE
8833. K> 003 880. ’

Fircman, L. §., A Community School in a Spanish-
Speaking Village: Nambe, New Mexico. Albu-
quereure: University of New Mexico: Press, 1948,

Wardhaugh, Ranald, “TESOL: Current Problems
and Classroom Practices.” Paper read at TESOL
Consvention. Chicago: 1969a. ED 030'847.

Wardhaugh, Ronald, Reading:” A Linguistic Per-
spective. New York: Harcourt, Brace & World,
" Ine., 19690, : o

“Weir, Ruth, Language in the Crib. The Hague:
Mouton & Co., 1962, -

Wajskop-Hianne, M. and  A. Renkin, ‘‘Semi-
Programation and Psycho-Pedagogical Control,”
International Review of Applied Linguistics in
Language Teaching, 6, 1 (1968).63-86. KD 028
669N,

\

& ¢




'

Cultural Content for Linguistically - = .

Different Learners*

This essay addresses its attention to an
area rarely systematically examined by ed-
ucators. It does not truly concern itself
with the formal study of‘.psycho- or socio-
linguistics, nor in one sense does it directly

. involve the teaching of standard English.

Rather the topic is culture, curriculum, and
cross-cultural schooling. The general ques-

tion posed is what should be the cultural -
%ontent and, thus, implicitly the objectivess

of school programs for ethnically different
populations of children. To the extent that
these subgroups of the ymmg'carry their
.cultural experience in nonstandard English
or a foreign language, this ‘i)aper involves
language and jts teaching. No S}Luﬁ;i?rls or
panaceas are offcred, rather problems and
approaches are examined. Due 'to the real
dearth of objective information, much that

is said grust be takef. as tentative and -

speculative. It is hoped that the approaches

suggested and the problems defined wil]

stimulate institutional self-analysis, experi-
b “l . . ° .
mentation, and objective evaluation. |
- 9 .

¢

Culture and the Curriculum
Culture zm(j its carrier language are the
basic ingrédients of educatiwon@in whatever
so‘cief)//. In simple societies culture is passed
fromn genérati‘on -t6 generation in‘formally

* Reprinted from Elementary Er;glish 48:2 (Feb-

ruary 1971) 162-175.
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without schools. In more complex societies
formal institutions called schools develop
to augment the function of cultural trans-
mission. Regardless of the rature of the
society, the sole ingredient of all éducation
is culture. The patterned behavior and be-
lief system, ow culture, appropriate to a
given, society is relearned with each suc-
cecding batch of young. Little formal
structuring or arranging of the multitude
of cultural items is required in the school-"
less society. More complex societies cofivert
culture into school curriculum. Curriculum
is culture as distilled, af'ranged, and pre-
sented to the young by the school.

There are three aspects of the formal
curriculum or course of study: the'conwtenwt,
the methods, and the sequence.” Or as
Phenix (1958,37) exphains it '

A complete description of the curriculum
. has at least three components: (1) what is
studied—the content or subject matter of
instruction—(2) Row the, study and teach-
ing are done—the méthod of instruction—
and (3) when the various subjects are
pPrgsented—the “order of instruction.

Oversimplifying, cach school, subject area,
or,course curriculum is derived from care-
ful examination and analy§i$ of specific
elements or categories of the school’s par:
ent tulture. Briefly, content is the knowl-
edgeafkills, values, and mores of that cpl-

’
.
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ture. Mcthod isthe how-to-teach segment,
determined by the common modes of be-
havior involved in  the  teacher-learner
(nsually parent-child) transaction. For cx-
ample, if a social group commonly teaches
its children to le: am by passivt obscrvation
or, in contrast, })v active [)ll’tl(‘l[)ltl()n then

these  respective hecome t

methods of the two groups™ school currici-
lums. Sequence likewise is determined hy:
observation of the, pe riod in lifc when
children

hehaviors

acquire  certam  information or
skills. By way of (x1mpI(- the Amcrigan
school would noet begin driver cdfncmnn in
the fourth gradierather that item would
enter the cnrriculum at the point, or just

_prior, when youug people begin to drive.

A language-arts curriculpm is composged of
the same three elements and likewise is
(lmvnl analysis  of
that aspeet of the parent society’s enlture
(ILado, 1957). In other words, curriculum
is the school's version of the culture chil-
dren are hope fn”v to learrt and re produec;
culture is the (mh/ séurce of the school cur-
In relatively  homogencous anc
statie cultures, the school curriculuym sup-

from observation and

riculum,

“pletnents and augments the ongoing en-

culturation provided by parents and other
sigmificant individuals or groups, When the
school deals with culturally diverse groups
{cross-cultural sch()()ling\ the curriculum
can be drawn from cither the culture of
the dominant socictal segment or from that
of the learner's subsociety. Oceasionally the
curriculum is drawn from hoth cultures as
15 the case bicultural schools (Forbes,
1967h). Unfortunatelv. only rarely is the
curriculum based on'a subsocic ty's culture,

The  previous paragraphs d(’l]t with
formal currichlum—as found in workbooks,
tests, studv guides, programmed  instrue-
tiorr, or what have yom Regardless of the
formal. teachers and other school personnel

_'inf(r;,'nlully prosf"nt another culture. As they

ERI
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inant culture, their aggregate behavior be-
comes the informal curriculum. These be-
haviors arc reflected .in the school’s social
utnmsf)h(;rv_ jn its dress codes, behavioral
standards, reward svstems, and trcatment
of and expectations for children. The in-
formal curri®lum manifests itself in the
socio- cultural “fecling tone” of a school. In
most sc hools the informal and formal cur-
riculums are’very snmllar American schools
almost unive rsally present an informal cur-
ricnlum based on Lhe standard- American

“or middle class culture gf their staff. Oc-

-asionaally other arrangements are encount-

ered, for example, formal_curriculum based
on middle class culture might be presented
by an aristocratic Frenchman or a black
teachier. Inversely, a black studies course
could be presented by "a member of the
KKK. Thus. the formal and i‘nformal as-
pects \u)uld be nomompllm('nt.lry or an-
tagonistic. In all three examples the cffect
on the leamer would not be 'that aptici-
pated by the formal curriculum construc-
tors; in the latter case the result nlight wall
be open animosity and perhaps violenee.
Both the formal and informal ¢urriculum
of the schoel cxert profound influence -on
the leamer in multitudinous but ill-(l(-ﬁnod
wavs. However, little negative res wction is
anticipated if the leamer group is a car-
rier of -a culture similar to the formal and
informal curriculums.

How the formal curriculum constructors
pereeive, the culture they are charged to
de weribe is another crucial consideration.
Here~two polar options are apparent; the
culture can be p‘r(-sont(-d realistically or
idealistically. The curriculum constructor’s
frame of reference influences the content
of the formal course of study. He can in-
corporate the totality; for example, the di-
versity and  conflict so  characteristic of
middle class American culture. Or he can
i'mprm'(- uporn or exchide’ from the formal”
curriculimn’ those items he “defines as bad




S

g e

or inappropriate, thus presenting an idedl-
ized picture. The United States school cur-

. ricular content is saturated with an’unreal

picture of the nat®nal culture; a* homo-
gencous, static, “patriotic,” tolerant, ethical
tradition and culture are presented (Anti-
Defamation League, lgfl). This can reach
the lamentable extreme|of presenting what

Henry (1968) refers to 4s {legitimate social
stupidity.” Other factor$ influence this sit-:

uation; textbook sales are partially. deter-
mined by regional ethnocentricism  and
bias. The textbook writer (a curriculum
constructor) is forced, for example, to dis-
tort reality to sell his product. What Texan
would permit the objective portrayal of
the Alamo? These who attempt to present
historical reality usually are confronted by

both sales resistancc and open hostility.

“The relatively objeetive cighth-grade Amer-

ican history, Th¥Gand of the Free (Frank--
lin et al, 1965), is a classic case in point,

~This is particularly true in'r('gard to the

ERI
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content of “social studies”; however, it is
true also in the natural sciences. Witness
the persistent disputes over the inclusion
of Darwin’s vvolulionary concepts, a sig-

nificant segment of our Cl]lltllr("s knowledge.

In general, the formal fcurricular content
is little nore than a highly idealized por-
traval of what gonscervative elements would
like Amercan history, culture, and lan-
guage to be. .

Language arts curriculums are unusually
fine cxamples of nonreality and idealiza-
tion. The English taught is not the real
language used. Few curriculums contain
the common and accepted use of, for in-

stance, ain't, the split infinitive, double neg-

atives, or, going to extremes, four-letter
Anglo-Saxon words. These and'many other
excluded forms are common tq the spoken
and written language and appropriate in
most segments of American society, includ-
ing the middle class. Such idealizations of
curricular content are covert attempts to

LY
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convert the new generation into the model

of what the school contends the older

generation should be: Since no child lives -

or learfis on]y‘i‘n. the school such httcmpts
are rarely, if ever, successful.

Cross-Cultural Schooling
If the formal and informal curriculums
supplement  enculturation” outside® tha
school, few,_ problams rarc encountered,

Little conflict is ‘apparen‘t; children wa‘nt.

to learn and do .‘i»ntcm‘alizc and practice
what they are’ taught in school. However,
in, the contemporary socialcontext schools
stress gvhat is important to teach whether
children *desire to learn it or not. Contin-
uing in this vein Mead (1943, 634) pro-
‘poses that: @ : ) .
There are several| striwk';'ng differences be-
tween our concept of education' toBlay and
“that. of any
society; but perhaps the most important
one is the shift from the need for dn in-
dividual to learn spmething which every-
one aFrees he would wish to_know, to the

will o some‘i‘n(livid\‘ﬁal [or group] to teach
something which

anyone has any desite to knaw.

-In com\pl‘cx socicties Sqlch as ours, -CEax‘ac-
terized by culturaL?,hc't(,rogencity. and rapid
social change, the schodl is in a real quan-
dary. The young do not Aecessarily want
to learn or see no need to know those
things educators so hongstly desire to teach.
A teacher-leamer dichot(ﬁ)my develops, con-

“tributing to the Lﬁc;éasing rates of mental
and p'hysical school drogotr\t, disruption on
campaus, and vociferous demands for cur-
ricular relevance.

When the school at«tem.pts to instill or -

teach a culture divergent from that of its
students, the above described situation is
exacerbated (Burger, 1968). Real and
grievous problems are predictable. Cultur-
ally and linguistically distinct childfén rare-
ly incorporate or practice’ the culture the

16

contemporary  primitive -

cei

%t is not agreed- that
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v school carries in its formal and informal
curriculuns, Seeing little need of the itemns
taughtMgecjng them as irrelevant or in
conflict to the home enculturation, the “for-
cign learner” profits little from the expe-
ricnee and in the process often rejects the
school, the culture it teaches, and the
(I(P\ it re presents.® ‘

The American school has historically per-
ceived its role in teaching across cultures
as one of augmenting and hastening the
process of acculturation, as remodeling, re-
tooling, and reorienting the diverse foreign,
immigrant, lower c¢lass children into
modcl middle class Americans. This™ ap-
proach is l)('.;lutifllll}‘ expressed by Brogan
(1930.°133). who viewss the school’s role
vis d uis the culturally different as teaching
Americanisim:

S0-

or

meamng not merely political and

patriotic dogma, but. the habits necessary

to Amcrican hfe ... the common langnage,

common  habits, common tolerances, a

common political and national faith. The

mwam . .. achievement of the high schools

and grammar schools is to bring together

) the voung of all classes and all origins, to

. provide, artificially, the common  back-

. mound that in old, rum] socicty is pro-
vided by tradition . ..

The vast m'ljorlrv of educators continue
the formal and
informal curriculums imply and cncourage
the almost foreeful eradication of the for-
cign or different. English teachers are par-
ticularly susceptible to this i(l‘(-()l‘(zg'\':

to firmly hold such views;

_ the teacher defines her goal in regard
to the Negro gh('tl() child as that~of
stamping out his “bad” language (which
relates to his culture and his basic Negro
identitv) and replacing the child’s lan-
guage with standard middle-class English.
( Baratz and Baratz, 1969, 402)

Unless educators change this orientation,
« school failure with culturally diverse groups
will continue.

ERI!
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Regardless of the claims of some  his-
torians and most educators, this writer sub-
gnits that the school contributed little to
the rapid acculturation of carlier diverse
groups of immigrant children. Rather an
cra of (\pmdmi_, cconomic and social op-
pnrtmut) and the force of urban living did
the job. Generally speaking, wherever large
relatively homogencous and socially isolat-
ed groups of culturally different people
(for ex mnpl(-. American Indians, rural poor
or ghettorblacks, Spahish Americans, Mexi-
can Americans, Puerto Ricans, qr “hillbill-
ies”) come into intense and sustained con-
tact with schools, the result 'is almost in-
variably low academic achicvement, high
absenteeism, “discipline pwmbloms and car-
Iy mental and physical (Iropout ( Fischer

—

and Mondale, 1970, United States Depart-

ment of Labor, 1964): This obvious failure

“is rationalized by schoolmen by recourse

to the “cultural de priv'ltiorf theory,” or what
has been - called the “vacuum uleologj of
education” (Wax ctal., 1964).

The cultural groups in question are se
to fail in school because they are depri
of the experiences and socialization as
sumed to Le common among middle-class
children. Assuming this proposition, the ed-
ucational establishment remetlies the sit-
uation with compensatory and remedial
programs. These usually entail no substan-

tial changes in the formal or informal cur- .

riculums or objectives but rather are inten-
sified and concentrated cfforts to accom-
plish what the regular prro'gram failed to do
{Gordon and Wilkerson, 1966). Traditional

.
compensatory  education doos not work.

Larger doses of the same medicine in a
new bottle do not appear capable of cur-
ing the ills of urban education. The recent
evaluations contained in the Coleman re-
port on compensatory education and the
reports of the Center for Urban Education
on the More Effective Schools confirm
these assertions. ( Baratz and Baratz, 1969,
401)

\J‘
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The cycle continues; poverty and foreign-
ness leac to school failure which leads to
foreignness and poverty. The school is not
usually successful in modifying the leamer’s
culture or language, nor in bringing the
child into more full and ¢qual participation
in Amnerican s'oc"i(-t_\'. '

Why is the school usually unsuecessful
in changing the culture or language of its
cthnically distinct . students? Gillin (1948,
546) has proposed four conditions thal'
must be met before one social group will

‘aceept cultural items (cither material or

nonmaterial) from another. While not pro-
posed as conditions related to educational

institutions, they serve beautifully for ex-

position. The school serves as an agent of
cultural transmission, carrying to the re-
ceiving group those items it wishes to have

-incorporated. The receiving socicty or sub-

ERI
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socicty will incerporate those iters:

1. if the saciety i"m question is under

drives [felt needs | which are not satis-

fied adequately by presently available

resourees; ..

it new solutions are adequately pre-

sented so that they mayv be compre-

hended and grasped ..

3.0f the practice of the new  caltural
patterns iy teachable ..,

£oaf the new items show promise of or
can be proved to deliver more reward
and satisfaction than currently avail-
able items. (Gillin, 1948, 543)

to

The mere introduction of a new cultural
iten, be it language or a contraceptive de-
vice, no matter how skillfully  presented,
docs not guarantee its &vccplun*(-,
Considering Gillin's condlitions, imaginc
that the school is attempting to change the
language used by a relatively homogencous
subsocicty of black ghetto youngsters—to
convert them from “soul” to standard En-
glish. The school’s objective is that the
children will assume and persist in the
usc of the more universal language. Instead

Researcir Bases vor OrRAL LANCGUACGE INSTRUCTION

of stressing educator willingness and skill
in teaching the item, look at the situation
from the frame of reference of the black
gh(-tlo voungster. Do his peers, parents,
neighbors, or other reference groups feel
in any way inadequate in language ability?
Do they lack ability to communicate with-
in their onvn society? Do soul speakers sce
their lunguagc as inferior: are lh(-_y under
some drive to aceept a new language? To
all questions the answer is generally no.

The lungu{lgc spoken by a social group
may have svinbolic value quite apart from
its usefulness as a tool of communication
(Labov and Robins, 1969; Rubcl, 1966).
In the case of the black movement we sce
emerging linguistic and racial pride. Not
only does the group not feel a need to
-change, but they are developing a powerful
brand of black chauvimism, Additionally,
their language is gaining wide popularity
among many segments of the dominant
socicty, especially the young. Soul as ex-
pressed in literature is becoming a gen-
erally accepted language art form. Gillin's
first condition for acceptance of a cultural
iteni may be working in fgverse: The dom-
inant linguistic group may be under a felt
need for new modes of expression; our
older “sterile” middle-class English may be

”

mappropriate or deficient in the presently -

rapidly changing cultural milicu.

The next crucial point involves reward
(condition four), as considered from the
subgroup’s point of view and in a number
of contexts. Tax and Thomas (1969, 19),
two anthropologists concerned with cross-
cultural schooling, stress the importance of
the learer group:

~An individual is most likely to improve
his speech and reading skills if his partic-
ular - social group places geal value on
these accomplishments. The crucial fac-
tor in basic education is fiot a ‘matter of
technique. Rather it is a Imatter of gain-
ing social support for the undertaking.




Q

E

R

" The degrec of satisfaction (reward) an

individual receives from the use of standard
English d('pchds on many factors. Of pri-
mary importance is the school’s traditional
intrinsic rewatd system: grades? teacher ap-
proval and praise, promotion, scholastic
awards, and so forth. High quality lan-
guage performance is sustained in the class-
room to the degree the students value these
systemic or intrinsic rewards. The tegcher,
if highly significant to ‘students, may well
help sustain Jluality p‘vrformanu-;’ however,
the degree of influence of other “significant
others” (an extrinsic reward system) must
be considered as the crucial factor. If the
learner’s peers, or other reference groups,
negatively sanction such, systemic or school
rewards it is doubtful that .quality per-
formance can be sustained even within the
limited confines of the classroom ( Epstein,
19686).

Evidence as to the paramount influence
of cthnic peer groups on school behavior
and academic performances indicates that
strong pressures are often brought to sct
low levels of achievement ( Heller, 1960,
Robles, 1961 Wax et al. 1961). Tt is
doubtful that many ghetto peer societies
support high lcvcls of classroom perfor-
mance or, much less, the sustained usce of
standard English outside institutional walls
School reward may mean peer, punishment.
For example, the reeciving of an A may be
a punishment if it involves the strong nega-
tive sanctioning by the reference group of
the voungster (his significant others).

If the practice of the school-taught cul-
turc—spcech,  manners, morals, or other
items—realistically guarantees a future re-
ward, children will lcam and practice it.
For cxample, Mexican Americans who
speak Engiish with heavy accents will learn
and practlcc unaccented speech if it is

. known of a certainty that the future posi-
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tion in socicty desired demands it and that
local sbciety permits that ethnic group to
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occupy that status. As Cloward and Jones
(1962, 2¢9 point out:

The ntajor inducement of educational
achievement in our society-is the promise
of future occupatignal reward, If, how-
ever, it is known in advance that these
rewards will be largely withheld from
_certain socio-economic and racial grou

then it is unlikely that high levels of

cational achievement can be sustamed in
such groups. Thus, academic perfor-
mance may be devalued because the
young of such groups see™ho relationship
between it and the realities of their future,

This position, relating the society to the
school and to . motivation, is rarely
examined by schoolmen but is of utmost
importance ( Epstcin, 1966; Johnson, 1969).
By implication this means that standard
English will be learned and practiced by
Juanito, who desires to be, for example,
a pharmacist, if the following conditions
are met: (1) if to be a pharmacist one must
speak standard English; (2) if Mexican
Americans are permitted to be pharmacists
by the local society (if the slot is open to
Mexican Americans); and (3) if financial
means for the education required are real-
istically available. Schoolmen usually sub-
sume all this in the term motivatiop, as-
suming simplisticn”y that if Juanito doesn’t

Jearn he does not want to learn. In reality

Juanito is acting quite rationally; there is
nothing wrong with him, rather, something
is wrong with society. Future and present
reward, as variously defined by the school,
the individual and his referencc group, and-
the general society, must be present if the
lcamer group is to assume the cultura) item
so diligently taught.

Given that the group is under drives for
the new items taudght and sees their acqui-
sition as providing future or present re-
ward, Gillin's other two conditions must
be met. In the-case of standard Eng‘hish,l
both can be met. Standard English can be
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presentecf in a comprehensible manner, can

be grasped, and can be learned. Gillin's
grasp

points two and three would be generally

_met if technically sophisticated linguistic

approaches are intelligently emploved. In
the case of the assumption of other cultural
items, for example, middle ¢lass orientation
to time, punctuality, "morality, cleanliness,
and so forth, we have not progressed very
far in a technical sense.

No discussion of the problems of Cross-
cultural schooling is complete without men-
tion of the curricular ™relevancy-irrele-
vaney” continuum. For our purposes, a cur-
ricular item is on the side of learner rele-
vancy if:

1. the content is similar or highly re-
lated to the knowledge, skills, or values
he is acquiring through nonschool so-
cialization:

2. the methods of instruétion ('()rr(‘Sp();]d
to his cultural group’s acceptable teach-
er-learner behavior; and,

+3.if the item is introduced in sequence
with similar items outside the school.

Inversely the curriculum is irrelevant when
these conditions are not met. On the ex-
treme side of irrelevaney is conflict where
the leamer sees what, when, and how- an
item is taught as being in violent contradic-
tiorr to his ongoing home socialization.
irrelevant to
even middle-class leamers; it rimy be con-
flictive to many culturally different learn-
ers.

Naturally the skillful teacher can help

bridge - the relevancey-irrelevaney gap by

developing a felationship between the two.

For (-xumpli'. the teacher could “logically™

relate the traditional, but irrelgvant, “parts
of speech™ to a relevant item, say, inproved
verbal communication, Teachers have val-
iantly played this game for vears; it often
works. However, it works best when future
or present reward is clearly evident in the
learner's mind. Students have superficially

learncd (memorized and responded at ap-
propriate stimuli) all manner of irrelevan-
cies, nonsense, and untrhiths. If the learner
wants what the school and social system
provide, he develops a high irrelevancy
threshold; he puts .up with. all manner of
unpleasantness” and nonsense. Unfortunate-

_ly the culturally different learner usually

has a low threshold in this regard since he
often neither values the present reward or
cannot get or does not want the future re-
ward. . )
Conflict is the extreme form of irrele-
vancy; here the items presented in the
formal and informal curriculums run coun-
ter to deeply ingrained behaviors and be-
liefs. While irrelevancies are merely mean-
ingless, conflict items may cause severe
personal and group. reactions.” Herskovits
(1952, 315) states rather categorically:

The conflict in directives is perhaps the
source of the most serious difficulties in
larger, less homogeneous societies, where
the total educational  process includes
schooling as well as training in the home.
Serious conflicts and” deep-seated malad-
jnstments fhay result from education re-
ceived at the hands of persons whose cul-
tural or sub-cultural framés of reference

differ.

What the formal and informal curriculums
present as a truth is scen as false; what is
taught as valuable is seen as without value;
what is taught as morally good is scen as

_ bad. In his studies of culture conflict, Rami-

rez. (1967, 7) concludes that many “tra-
ditional” Mexican Americans bring

.values with [them| to the school which

in many cases are in direct opposition to
"< those of their teachers, counselors and
principals. Not only must the bicultural
student face conflicts at school; he also
meets conflicts in the home when the
values he learns at school are opposed by
parents. He is thus continually faced with
the ominous choice of conforming or
quitting. This usually results in feelings of

20
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insecurity and eventually in negative feel-
ings toward the school which he comes to
see as the source of his frustration and
amnbivalence.

The ultimate product of culture conflict
as induced by the two curriculums is us-
ually  the rejection of “the  school-taught
items; the learner  remaining cssontiully
what his own group dictates. Towever,
caught between two sets of norms many
children react negatively; some vehement-
lv reject the “foreign’ culture” imposed, the
school, and the dominant society it repre-
sents. Others inttrmalize the conflict, thus
contributing  to the personal  adjustment
problems  (Spindler, 1955; Voget, 1956;
Wemer, 1963).

The paragraphs  bricfly
touched upon a few of the problems as-
sociated “with"cross-cultural schooling. The
majority of pr(-s'('nl' school cflorts result in
littke modification of relatively homogen-

preceding

cous cyltural groups. Most such children

persist as members of théir own culture
antd as sp'(-uk(-rs of their own forcign or
nonstandard language with only minimum
ability in standard English and only slight
knowledge of the dominant culture the
school so diligently teaches them. Present
clforts would probably result in changed
behavior if: (1) school offered both in-
trinsic and estrinsic reward in the present;
(2) perseverance in school guaranteed a
future reward acceptable and available to
the leamer subsocicty; (3) the formal and
informal curriculums  were relevant and
nonconflictive; and (4) the leamer sub-
society were under drives to accept new
cultural items as Gillin suggests. Rarely are
all these conditions met; rarely are even a
few met.

Change Demanded
Rather than seeing the school as a mis-
stonary endeavor, as an agent of accultura-
tion and cultural innovation, we should sce
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it as teaching coping. Our job should be
to help the leamer group “take advantage
of " the dominant society, its culture and
language (Allen, 1969). Efforts must be
direeted toward providing the tools useful
both in the present future. Nothing
must be done that implics to the learner
that standard English or middle class cul-
ture is superior to his own. I propose that
the objectives of standard English and all
cross-cultural schooling are to cope; the
learner to be:

1. able to use standard English when
it is appropriate -to a given social
situation and when it is to the in-
dividual's benefit.

2. knowledgeable about American middle

o, class (-uﬁure in order to successfully
function within that society if desired
or if presented with the opportunity.

Assuming acceptance and implementation
of the coping objective, two other school
related mechanisms are essential. Concom-
itant with the new approach, steps must
be taken to assist the learner: (1) to decide
in what sogial contexts cach’ language and
pattern of hehavior is appropriate; and (2)
to ameliorate whatever culture conflict is
unintentionally engendered by the presen-
tation of divergent culture. Both problems
can probably be met in carefully structured
and long termn nondirective group counsel-
ing.

Coping as an objective and an approach
is analogous to foreign language tcaching,
JFor example, the objective of French in-
struction is clearly fluency in that language
and information conceming the French cul-
ture. The teacher does not desire to con-
vert American kids into French kids. Class-
room French will be learned, at least sup-
erficially, if the leamer groups: (1) value
the intrinsic or systemic rewards provided;
(2) have the support of ‘significant others;
and (3) desire the possible future reward.
The further the school is away from France,

‘ o1
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the mare it must rely on systemic rewards.

If the school were in France, present ex-

trinsic rewards would be increased; if the

leamer knew he would move to France

next semester, future reward would be more
immediate and a more powerful induce-

ment. In teaching standard English to, for
example, black soul speakers the situation

is similar. However, soul speakers are not

learning a truly foreign language and cul-

ture, »

The future, and perhaps present, reward

far the use of standard English and knowl-
edge about the real middle class society
is greater than in the case of Americans
learning French. While the ghetto dweller
interacts principally within his own group,
he is constantly exposed to the dominant
socicty and regularly interacts with it. If
he uses.‘the skills taught in school with

intelligence in his interaction with the dom-
inant sociéty he will generally be rewarded.

In order for this reward to become a mon-
vating force for: o

. adolescents and  pre-adolescents to
learn standard English, it would be wise
{0 emphfmze its value for handling social
situations, avoiding conflict (or provok-
ing conflict when dgéﬂred) for influencing
and contralling people. {Labov, 1969, 10)

For cxample, police, teachers, store- -keep-
ers, welfare. workers, in the _present, and,
employers, supcrvwors and ‘coworkers in
the future, would react more to the in-
dividual's advantage if he speaks their lan-
guage and knows their ways. Regardless
of the increased present and future re-
wards the soul speaker usually finds the
systemlc and intrinsic rewards of school
to be minimal. The major point of coping
approaches is that leamers should reaet
more positively to them than to attémpts
t “forceful” conversion, with its inherent
derogation of the different culture.

ReseancH Bases rorR ORAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

The Real World

Regardless of suggestions for change, the
real social and school warlds have not
changed; culturally and linguistically dif-
ferent children continue to profit little from
school. The very real problems associated
with cross-cultural schooling are rarely rec-
ognized and even more rarely constructive-
ly resolved. Teachers of standard English

"can normal]y accomplish very little to eith--

er change socxety or their schools. Regard-
less, they can modify their own classes,
which brings us finally to the problem
originally posed. What should be the cur-
ricular content. of courses in standard En-
glish?

Before exammmg proposed changes, a
quxck look at the average social and school
context is essential. The majority- of cul-
turally distinct children live in areas of
high concentration of their own group and
attend neighborhood schools wherg their
group overwhelmingly predominates. Most
social interaction in both contexts is re-
stricted to members qf their own relativély
homogencous group. ile the mass media,
the school, and other social agencies in-
trude into thcir social isolation, the chil-
dren’s significait others are generally re-
stricted to their own group. These kids
live in a separate subsociety and attend
de facto segregated schools. These charac-
teristics would generally describe the ma-
jority of the”targets of standard English
instruction whether they be black Mexican
American, American Indian, or what have
you. , R

The schools these children attend differ
only slightly from thosc in the middle class
suburbs as far as staff, formal and informal
curriculum, organization, behavioral stan-
dards, and so forth are concerned. The
formal curricular content is drawn almost
exclusively from a highly idealized version
of middle class traditions, language, values,
and mores. Likewise the informal curric-

i Yy
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ulum is middle class, representing the be-
havior, world view, and uxpcctati'ons of the
generally middle class staff. Regardless of
their ethnic or racial background, teachers
tend to be super middle class (Carter,
1970, Clark, 1965). Children are confronted
by these two curriculums every hour of
the school day from their first day in school
to their last. In all grades and subjects,
children are constantly boinbarded with ef-
forts to teach them proper English and
middle-class norms. This places culturally
different children at a severe disadvantage
(Wakefield and Silvaroli, 1969). The major
difference between the average ghetto and
the suburban school is the shift from the
implicit objective of enculturation to that
of acculturgtion. In such a situation special
classes in standard English, to be cffective,
must be radically different than other as-
peets of school. Given the present deplor-
able reservation, barrio, and ghetto school

situations, how can classes in standard En-

glish be more productive?-

First, success of such classes or programs
‘must be the ability to use standard English
in the future. The suceess-failure of stan-
dard English instruction is not measured

_achicvement at the end of the academic
. year but is real -functioning proficiency at
the point of school exit. Tnstruments of any
kind to assess yearly or short term success-
failure must be used as diagnostic ineasures
to improve instruction. Scecondly, the ob-
jectives of the instructional sequence must
b(“‘mmg_, as carlier defined. The instructor

must in no manngr d('rogdt( de precate, or

deny cither the language or the culture of.

the learner group. The program objective is
to add new skills, not modify the cultural
orientation. Third, modern linguistically
oriented instructional techniques must be
judiciously employed.

Given the acceptance of thesc thrée pro-
v1sos what of the content. sequence, and
instruction in standard English?
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Recognizing that other aspects of the learn-
er group’s totd]l school experience are gen-
crally negative leads one to suggest some
rather radical approaches. Standard En-
glish activitics must become positive ex-
periences. To make such classes highly re-
warding, relevant, and seen positively de-
mands intensive teacher and institutional
sclf-study, as.well as curricular reorganiza-
tion. ‘

The cultural content of the formal cur-
riculumn, that is the culture presented to
the child while he learns standard English,
is of utmost importance. In general, cultural
content should progress from the familiar
to the unfamiliar or the known to the un-
known (Committee of First Grade and
Kindergarten Teachers, 1962). Standard
English for youngleamers should be taught
carrying the culture of their subsociety. As
the learners progress in school, language
courses should realistically present the un-
known middle class culture. Idealized mid-
dle class life styles would be of little use or
extrinsic reward to the learner as he inter-
acts with real carriers of that culture. For
the young learner the teacher should be
from the leamer’s subsociety, or at least be
ablé to play that role. Thus, for the young-
cr child the informal and formal curricu-
lums would be similar to his own experi-
ence, only the language would be different.
The older child would profit from an in-
formal and formal curriculum reflecting
how the other half lives. This is a big order;
however, it should increas¢ relevancy for
the young learner while providing objec-
tive information about middle-class culture
to the older.

If thesc suggestions becqme reality,
some method must be found to bring the
rcal subculture into the formal \curricurl‘um
(Davis, 1964). Most descriptionts of black,
Mexican American, or Indian subcultures
do not suffice; they are usually ‘3&)0 super-

ficial, too localized, and too idealized. What

-
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can be done? A number of possible pro-
cedures *are available; these can be called
culturally projective approaches. These en-
courage the learners to project their own
and their group’s aggregate expericnce into
the formal curriculum. Educators are famil-
iar with such approaches as “show and tell,”
language-experience techmques (Lee and
Allen;, 1963; Stauffer, 1970), “role playing,”
and telling stories to pictures. However,
rarely do, they realize that these serve to
incorporate the learner’s culture as the base
of the curricular content. The total formal
“curriculum should be constructed on' this
basis (John1965). Once such relevant ex-
perience (group culture) is introduced by
the leamers, .the teacher “translates” the
nonstandard dialect used by the children
into standard English. For example, com-

mon soul phrases and words become stan-,

dard English. However, the culture or ex-
perience represented by the language does
not change. This would be similar to telling
a story in English in a Spanish class and the
teachgr transhtmg it into Spamsh The ex-
petience related in the story becomes the
formal curricular content yet the language
taught is Spanish. If the teacher knows the
learner group’s culture very well, or is her-
. self a carrier of it, she can aid immeasur-
ably in the above process. This approach
means increased work for teachers; not only
" must they construct their own texts or other
materials, but they must develop pattern,
substitution, and other language drills on
the basis of translations of children’s «com-
mon utterances. The children’s culture%e-
comes the content of the curriculum; only
the language taught changes.

Sequence and method of instruction
must likewise incorporate the learner’s sub-
cultural experience. If, for example, the
learmer group is well aware of money,
change making, and so forth by the age of
six,- that content item must enter the” dur-
riculum at that age. Teaching methods in

‘modification of content,

the school must dlso reflect parent-child
teaching behavior. This’ might mean a dif-
ferent reinforcement or reward system than
the onc appropgjate in suburbia. Careful
observation of the specific learner group
should help determine if traditional sys-
temic rewards in the form of grades, pro-
motion, prizes, anc; so forth are valued. If
they are not, climinate them, Substituting
items valued by the learners., Perhaps
monetary reward or a token cconomy would
bd more productive than symbols of success
valued by the middle class. The reward
system of the classroom must be adjusted
to the reward system of the learner group.
Well prepared and conscientious teachers
must determine methods and sequence ap-
propriate to their specific students. The’sit-
uation varies from group to group and from
school to school no gencralizations arc pos-
sible:

It must be recognized that the very na-
ture of the acceptable modem tochmques
of language instruction have built-in bore-
dom factors that tend to lower the very
real personal reward of ability to com-
municate in the second language. Every-
thing possible to encourage such personally
intrinsic reward should be attempted. “A

" prime source of these motivating factors is

the student’s awareness of his own growth
in mastering a new mode of symbolic ex-
prcssion:' (Brooks, 1968, 21). Foreign lan-

guage classes can be, but are not usually,

self-motivating, It must be personally re-
warding (fun in itself) to learn standard
Enghsh ‘the teacher cannot count on sys-
temic, extrinsic, or future reward as mot1-~
vating factors.

In order to accomplish the essential
sequence, and
method, teachers must have an intimate
knowledge of the learner group’s culture.
Formal preparation can aid the teacher in
this; however, it cannot supplant ongomg
teacher involvement w1th the subsociety.
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Expenmcntal teacher prcparatlon scq‘ucnce

Ynust be establxshed ‘to help the tcacher
r('allstlcally sec, feel, ahd® aceept the dif-
ferent culture (Carter, 1969).

Closing Thoughts . |

Many problems beset the ‘teacher of
standard English to lmgulstlcally and cul-
turally iffcrent gmups Linguisti¢s scien-
tists haye. contributed to thl amelloratlon
of the’ problems by developing tcch.mques
Qf lan‘guagc teachipg. However, this is only
‘a feeble first step; no matter how soph%tl
cated: the¢ techniques become they do. not
guarantee success, I have ‘pointed out’ that
the gross concept learner motivation, in all
. its multitudinous 'dimensions, is the -crucial

. factor. The' menibers of culturally duﬂerent
) I(amu groups and th%xr perceptign of and

. rclatlonshmp with the schpol.gnd: the domj>
naat society must be carcfully analyzed.
Wc have.only sqrtxtche'd the surface in this
" arca; mstead of focusmg on what and how
to teach, we must (»mmme what is or is not
« learned :md why ‘ L.

. Massive school reoriéntation and rcor-

gamzatx(m is cssential if we are to sub-
. stantially aid Lulturally different children.

~The acculturatlon ob]cctlvu must be elimi-
nated: the _concept of . coping "as a viable

a]t( ‘rnative 'is suggpstcd Both the formal

Tand informal curriculums must be substan-

tlally modified, .Until suh ciange is ac-

complished the - tcachtlr of standard - En-

glish must make th"oé program the very
antlth(ms of the other elements of school.

beércforc fop young learners, it is. pros
posod that the formal and informal cur-
riculums reflect the content; 'mcthod, and
“seqquence 8f the learners’ owh subculture. In

othe words, tl’aNlt(‘ their language, into .'

tandard English,” ‘while incorporating *
%mup culture as the base of the ¢urriculum.
As the child becomes older, ‘middle-class
culture. should be mtroduced however, "it
n;lust be taught realxst'lcally, not hngh]y

CU(.’L‘URAIL CONTENT FOR LINGUISTICALLY Ifﬂ«‘FERENT LEARNEBS
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glorified and 1dealxzcd Hopefullyq this” wﬂl
increase relevancy for thc young while pro- -
v1dmg yalid infgrmation on the real middle
class calture so necessary for r(,wardmg
intcraction with the dominant socnety No
speCmﬁc ‘outline for the reorganization of
schools is proposed. However, the concept
of coping and the problems ountlmed sheuld
provide somé clues (Forbes,” 1967; Nos-
tran’d 1967) Thoughtful and well. pre-
‘pared teachers of- standard Engllsh could
become the forerunners of futare $chool
Teorieptation and reorgamzahon by demon-
strating that -newer approaches are ’pro—
ductive of, Fﬁe explucntly set goal of copipg’
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Devéloping Languaée Skills and Self-Concept:

Which‘ Content Areas Are Most Promising?*o

The dsten,snble purpose of this article was
to review the literature, espccxal that lit-
erature catalogued in the ERIC banks, rele-

< vant to the following issues: Should exposi-
., tory or literary content, or both, be used for
developing language skills and self-concept
(among linguistically different learners)?
What roles should such areas as science,
social studies, literature, and ° ‘emergency
vocabulary play in the language and con-
cept development?
Since there is apparently no, research
. literature bearing directly on these issues
and since there are relatively few opinion
articles related to thesc issuesgathe real
purposes of the article are to delineate
tth issues in more detail and to outlihe
_fesearch strategies which one could use
to ahswer the questions. raiseq, if, mdeed
one cared to answer them.
“Should expository or literary content,
. or bothbe used for developing language
1Research ‘carried out at The University of Texas
at Austin as a Faculty Associate in the National
Science Foundation USDP #1598 program for re-
search in language and behavior. |

* Reprinted from Elementary English 48:1 (]Jan-
wagy 1971) 17-21. .
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skills and selrf-concel.)t?” An obvious answer
to- this question is, “Yes, hoth for develop-
ing bothl” A not so obvious issue is to
what extent the use of fairy tales, satire,
metaphor, and the like should-be utilized

as content in the early stages of second-

,language acquisition. The difficulty lm- :

guistically different school begmners face
in asscssing the presence or absénce of
make-believe  and/or double meanings-
should not be overlooked. An illustration
of the effcct of ‘meaning difficulties at the
adult level is the complete frustration and
near breakdown of a graduate student from
the: Far East who, desplte minimal com-

"petency in oral English, was placed in a

graduate English course on satire. Though '

‘not discussed in the present paper, the use
of literature as bibliotherapy represents still
another dimension of the issue.

chertheloss glven the goals which our
schools have generally accepted, at some
point in tlme we want all children, not
merely lmgmstlcally different learners, to
deal with expository and literary material.
It is possible, however, that for developmg
either language S](l.“§ or self-concept, one

.

o
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DEVELOPING LANGUAGE SkmLs aAND SELF-CONCEPT © ¢
. )

or the other type of content is pre ferable

at a particular point in the continuum of
language development. . e

Onc plausible .argument is . that since
linguistically different learners usually cn-
ter schodl with poor sclf- Lonupts in ESL
or bilingual programs we need to use that

literary content which (rnplmslus the value

of the learner’s cultural heritage. The liter-

ary content in such a situation might well
be storics of sttong-willed folk heroes, char-
acters w1th whom the learner can tasily

_identify. For some educators thdt would-
_constitute sufficient justification for uging’

Iifvmry conient. For others; however, an
even stronger ]ushﬁcatlon would arise from
the argument that the gcarncr develops pos-
itive associations with the school and its
activitics because he senses that the school
values his -culture and his ngcd for sclf-
esteem. Hence he is abler to participate
more enthusiastically and more beneficially

in school activitics in g(-n(‘i"al, including
“sccond langdage learning. :
On the other hand, those who favor

expository materials could cogecivably ar-

gue that certain kinds of expository ma--

terial, c.g., science materialse would ex-
hibit less cultural bias than other materials!
Hence, in terms of concepts ingluded in the
content, culturally different legrners would
not be beginning their school, g
behind tvpical standard-E
as they might be ‘with
greater cultural bias.
. In such a scheme, fthe linguistically dif-
ferent learners”  gro\vth »in
would have to result f‘g

s as far
glish speakers
ntent exhibiting

self-concept
their suceess with

the content. Ideally, théy would have ]wust'

as good, or as poor, a cRance of sugceeding

or failing as the standard:English speakers. ’

Sﬁh an argument is gnly partially cog-
roct Linguistically diffcrent learners still
have to learn standayd English. In effect,
the extent of, their ihequality is reduced,

‘l)ut it is not crascd entirely. -

<>
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Given that once z;cccpt's the literary-ex-
pository issuceas relevant to the instruction
of linguistically different learners, he will
find little evidence in either the form of
rescarch or opinion fo help him decide the
issuc. :

« First of all, therc is apparently no re-
scarch ‘program which has used type of
coftent—expository versus literary—as a
varfable in a study concerned with second -
language learning among young children.
- Secondly, the opinion articles that exist:
(a) tend to be concerned with second lan-
guage learning ar'nong, adults; and” (b)) say
little more than the fact that content must
match the interests of students in order to
foster lcamwin‘g. Allen (1963) illustrated the
point vividly. When a group of visiting
Korean professors were givgn an oral-aural
English program developed for college stu-
dénts, the wesults were disastrous. Appar-'
ently the learned gentlemen were not mo-
tivated by dialogues depicting the dating

habits of college students

Scott (1964) suggosts that the real pur-
pdse of literature iman ESL program.is to
provide oricntation for the non-English
speaker to America’s cultural heritage and
setting. Although h(' rocommends altering
grammatical structure and vocabulary in
order to simplify the task for the learner,
he views literature selections in an ESL
progran as “rewards to be administered
after a de gn( of linguistic proficiency has

‘been gained.” Note that Scott issuggesting

the inclusion of literature in order to fle-
velop “other-concept,” " not self-concéypt.
Implicit” i’ that suggestion is the assump-
tion .that the development of self-concept is
inde -pendent of, or at least irrelevant to, the
literary thrust of an ESL program. In short,
he is talking about adults rather than chil-
dren, * J ) .

Arthur .(1968) offers the only suggestion
possibly relevant for younger learners. He
c¢laims that the teacher should observe what
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folk talés and storics children enjoy in their
native language and then translate these
selections into English for subscquent read-
ing or listening lessons. Arthur's suggestion

"meshes casily into a scheme which regards

- the development of the linguistically dif-.

ferent learncr’s ‘g(-lf-conccpt g a primary
objective of the ESL program. It is intcr-
esting that Chall (1967) has.ecommended
using folk tales. as the basis for the content
of basal readérs to be used, with schoo}
children in ggneral. ‘

In the last analysis, tHe question posed
at the bvginning of this scection—"Should
literary or (*kposit‘my content, or hoth, be
used  for developing language skills and
sclf-concept?”—ought to be solved by an
empirical test. It is not' too difficult to
generate a rescarch design which would
use type of content as a major trcatment |
variable. ‘ ;

The greatest difficulty would arisc in
developing satisfactgry measures for the
dependent variables of in‘terest—self-cpn-
cept and language development. For ex-
ample, Bordie (1970) has testified to the
lack of aaequate measures of language ‘de-
velopment for linguistically different learn-
ers. Measures of the degree of self-concept
a learner possesses are difficult to imagine,
in principle. Horn (1966) and Tavlor
(1969) found that the lack of a good meas-
urc of l_ﬂnguz\g(- developnient hampered
their ability to draw conclusions about the
effect of treatment variables in a program
designed to develop language skills among
Mexican-American%hildren. )

The first step, then, in dny- well-moti-
vated research endeavor whose purpose is
to assess the cffect of content, is to develop
adequatc outcomce measures. The next step
is to define treatments which differ solely
in the content that is used in the context
of teaching the skills of standard English.
This means that a humber of factors need
to b# held constant across troat{non‘is: the

o

method\ology for i)resemting pattern drills; -

the sequencing of varioys grammatical pat-

-terns, phonological skills, and' lexical items;

and the quantity and quality of i‘nstmctiqn.
Finally, thosc trcatmentsvmua‘“t be effected
for a length of time sufficient to allow real
differences to emerge.’ \

- What Roles Should Such‘Ar‘e as Science,
Social Studies, Literature, and) “Emergency

Vocabulary™ Play in Language and €on--

cept Development? |

It is the genceral function of
science and” social . studies, ind possibly
literature, to teach concepts. That is’ why

thesc arcas exist in any curric{mlum. How- -

ever, traditionally they have no role rele-
vant to language develapment, except
teaching specific vocabulary (which is real-
ly morc of a-concept development task).
" In ESL programs. the usual jassumption
‘has been that the concepts.from the con-
tent fields ought to be delayed until the
learner has developed requisite skill in
phonology, syntax, und basic | semantics.
Hence the content of the traditional oral-
aural programs has centered arpund clus-
ters such as “my family,” “my hprrie,” “my
school,” and the like—content for which it
could safely be assumed the lefrner pos-
sessed at least some conceptual b wckgrougxd.
Then, after the learner has mastilrcd what-
ever the essential skills of stafjdard En-

glish are considered to be, he is ptacvd tna _

curriculum which atteropts to each the
concvp:ts of sogial studics, science, and lit-
crature in standard English. |

“This is#clearlv not the only,i nor the
most logically viable, alternative. It clearly
assumes that the dqvvlopmem of standard

*The role of emergency vocabulary is simple and
direct.+ Far the child's. safety, every Iteacher of
linguistically different learners has a ! moral re-
sponsibility to learn the- emergency vocabulary
of the learner. Likewise, the 'emergem?y vocabu-
lary “of standard English should be taught as
‘quickly u§ possiBle, The issue will not be dealt
with further i this article. :

.

arcas like
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English is the pagamount goal of the cur-
nculum Further, it assumes that the con-
cepfs of the content arcas are best taught,
-an only be taught, in standard English.
Ndither of these assumptions should gi
As a matter of fact, Wolfram
(1970) presents a serious challenge to both,

or

4 ostioned.

‘at least with respect to speakers of a non-

standard dialect of English.

Horn (1966) and his colleagues (Knight,
1969; Taylor, 1969) developed a program
for Spanish-speaking students which as-
sumed that the content of the ESIL program
should be based upon concepts from the
content arcas. They built an oral-aural pro-

gram (cncompassing basic syntactical and

phonological rules) around “content ex-
tracted from the AAAS clementary science

materials. Three treatments were con-
trasted: (1) an oral-aural program pre-

sented in English, (2) an oral-aural pro-
gram presented in Spanish, and (3) a pro-
gram with no specific language strand built
into it. It was not until the fifth year of the
program that thev developed a measure of
language deve l()pm( nt they felt thev could
relv on. At that time, ml(rtstmg_’ly, exist-
ing differences in c()‘mp(‘l(-n(‘(' in English
tended to favor the oral-aural Spanish treat-
ment. Tavlor (1969) felt this was because
the svstematic presentation of Spanish svn-
tax and phonology provided a be nchmark
against which learners were able te con-

trast English svntax and phonology picked.

up inviklvnlnlly in other parts of the school
curriculum or enviromnent. Tavlor did not
report any concerning  the
levels of development in scienee content.

Tavlor's uncxpected San Antonio finding,
i.c., the superiority of the oral-aural Span-

data relative

ish treatment, suggests that the ml( raction
language and * mn((pt develop-
ment ought to be an arca of research con-
taining rich possibilitics.

Twh outcome are important:
language mastery and content mastery, We

between

maasures

61

period of time,
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have been too little concerned with con-
tent mastery in the past. Tt is time that we
recognized its importarice in  connection
with ESL and bilingual programs.

The most important variable is the order-
ing of new content (whether literary or
expository) relative to language skill de-
velopment. One level should be a succes-
sive ordering, where language skills are
taught with familiar content (traditional
program) and then concepts from content
arcas arc taught in standard English. A
second level should be a simultaneous or-
dering, whcrc language skills are intro-
duced at 'the same time as new concepts
(similar to the oral-aural English program
of Horn ¢t al.). Note that a third ordering,:
also successive, is logically possible: the
presentation of concepts from the content
arcas in the learner's native language or
dialeet followed by presentation of “the
skills of standard hngllsh It too should be
included. .

A sccond variable, sugg(-slcd by Taylor’s.
findings, should be direct instruction in the
native language as well as standard En-
glish. The two levels of this variable, in-
clustbn or ckclusion, should be completely
crossed with the ordering variable, y‘i(-lding
six distinct treatments (Figure 1).

Certain factors need to be held con-
stant, such as total instructional time, the
mode of presenting language skills (ie,
oral-aural), apd teacher effectiveness.

While the design scems  cumbersome,
time umsuming, and cxpensive, it need be’
only if we usc large blocks of instructioh
and whole classroom procedures., If we are
willing to establish an intensive pllOvt phase
wherein smaller groups of students are
more intensively instructed for a shorter
incffectual treatments can
be noted and discarded in subsoquonl re-
scarch phases. .

If onc is concerned with the possibility
that the shorter treatment period will not
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.
Figure 1
1 . 2 3
, Successive Simultancous Successive
Standard Then new Standard English New content . Then
English content with new content in native standard
with language or  English
familiar diafeuct
content
Yes Ty T B
Systematic -
Instruction
in Native - R
. Language or '
Dialect

No

allow r(-aﬁcﬁccts to cr‘n(rrge as statistically
significant, he can casly relax the tradition-
al* .05 or .01 levelg in the pilot phase,
using the justi‘ﬁhcation that a trcatment, sur-
passing the others at the .15 level, for ex-
ample, in a short period of time might
- well surpass them at the .05 level in a longer
period. &

A later phase would include (mostprob-
ably) fewer treatments effected for longer
periods of time in regular classroom set-
tings. But the first stage is nccessary in
order to weed out dneffectual treatments
and maintain very sharp distinctions be-
tween the treatments employed.

The paucity of research relevant to the
issues " stated at the outset of this article
makes it impossible to draw any conclu-
sions relevant to classroom practice. How-
ever, the issues are not, _in p‘rincip‘lv, im-
possible to settle. What. is needed is well

planned, hard-headed research. The issues -

are, in short, cempirical questions.
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Content and Teachers in Oral Language
Acquisition—Means or Ends?*

Children are failing in school. Something

needs to be done. Failing at what? And for

"what reasons? In most schools, the failure
can be located in weaknesses in the use of
language and its reflection in reading diffi-
culties. Identifying causes for this failure
is a much more difficult task.

Williams (1970) describes two altegna-
tive bases for lack of language skills,. A
first reference frame has been derived from
comparison of those who are successful in
school with those who are less successful.
Comparison or contrasts of this nature
usually result in generalizations about “de-
velopmental lags”™ on the part of low achiev-
ers which are assumed to be related to lack
of home or other social experiences. This
deprivation or deficit position is illustrated
in such work as Hawkins (1969). He found
that five-year-old children’s™oral language

skills were clearly related to home en-
~ vironment: Children from London working-
class homes used more pronouns than mid-

° Reprinted from Elementary English 48:3 (March
1971) 290-297.

dle-class English children who used more
nouns. Noun usage was found to make it
easier for the child to expand his commu-
nication skills through the use of modifier
rather than pronoun usage. Similar effects
of culturally disadvantaged children in the
inner city Were deseribed by Green (1969)
and Baldwin (1970).

As a possible way in which home back-
ground affects children, Ammon’s study
(1969) suggests an interesting hypothesis.
He investigated the effect of a listener’s
cxpectation on his understanding of com-
munication. With fifth grade students and’
collegc '," dents, he found that the listener’s
‘ (vas a more important con-
"i’& nderstanding than the content

eeetf jcation. Chandler and Erick-
son (1968) also found that populations not
only differ in language style expectation but .
also in inquiry patterns. Inner-city students
characteristically presented propositions as
conclusions at the beginning of inquiry and
consistently failed to see the source for

. invalid conclusions.

Q 55

63




56

If one follows thodeficit argument as
the cause of low language achievement,
then the solution is a “cultural injection”
as described by Williams (1970) in which

. a preschool compensatory program will
have to have this child learning at an even
greater rate hecanse s problem s essen-
tially one of “catching up,” A(‘(‘nr(lingly a
presschool program should concentrate di-
rectly upon the most critical of skills needed.
for school, and this is language. (1970, 4)

As an alternative, Williams (1970) also
suggests that low achievement may be in-
ferred as related to differences in the lin-
guistic context of %he child. When a ¢hild
is demonstrating low  language achieve-
ment, he does not really lack any language

but rather his language s (hH( re nt than

ERI

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

that being tested. The “difference” posi-
tion recognizes that children are failing,
While the “deficit” position would empha-
size the child’s lack of readiness for school
experiences and would  provide remedial
experiences, the difference position under-
scores the school's lack of readiness for
children who have different experience and
language styles. Their focus would be on
modifying schools to accept more than a
single strand of our culture. In this way
the motivational aspeet of school has be-
come an essential arca of concern. This s
related to Sim]/)so‘n's (19533) six levels of
motivation or degrees of intensity for hu-
man behavior. As they apply to oral lan-
guage acquisition, the first level s where
learning to communicate orally is based on
fear in the child of the consequences of his
not learning to talk. A slightly higher level
is when o child to
V('r});llly\ﬁm external rewards—a star or a
smil(‘—withom('rstnnding why he s
learning to communicate, At a third level,
a child is learning to communicate orally
under circumstances when he understands
that he must, but when he rejects the rea-

leamns communicate

-
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to strive
external rewards availahle.

At the fourth level, a child is acquiring

sons and continues because of

oral language in situations in which he

understands why he should, he accepts
these purposes and works to successfully
accomplish them. There is onc limitation:
the child has no share in forming the pur-
poses or selecting the content of his lan-
guage ‘instruction. At the fifth level, the
child pafticipates in setting up the goals,
while in the sixth level he independently
scts up goals and works toward their
achuvom(nt with a minimum of help from
others.

. If it cannot be succvssfully argued that
oral language instrmction today is mecting’

the needs of the majority of our students,
one can wonder if, in the scientific design
of oral language materials and instruction,
the motivation level of the student has
been reduced from Simpson's l(*vv] six or
five closer to level one or two? An qndlysxs
of the literature-of 1966-70 emphasizes that
when remedial oral fanguage programs are
undertaken, they consistently focus on in-
reased involvement of students in select-
ing what they are to discuss. Why should
the use of this strategy be reserved for use
only when a child,is labeled <“remedial™

To further compound the problem of
language, the view one has about the func-
tion of experience inoral linguage develop-
ment is also related to the design of pro-
grams for children. Williams identifies this
problem:

Current thinking on {developmental ” psy-
cholinguistics  centers mostly  upon  a
nativist view of language acquisition
which stresses that children are biologically
. predisposed to develop language and that
the environment triggers rather than serves
up the stages of development. This. ...
(in contrast) “to the more traditional learn-
ing-theory based environmentalist views
thatwa child's genetic asset in language
acquisition is his superior learning capabil-

%
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ity and that hes hoginstic: knowledge and
skills are solely the product of his experi-
cnees. (1970, 6)

A third alternative to the problem s to
recognize that oral language development
may he both caused by the experience and
provide direction in the child’s scarch for
in new Williams

meaning experiences.

writes;

An emerging generalization in the socio-
linguistic theory 1s that the normal de-
velopment of a child's language must be
viewed relative to the demands of his
prinmry specech community. ( 1970, 7)

Providing the child with an increased
pereeptuad awareness “of his environment,
in a sctting in which his primary speech
conmunity - will demand communication,
is an illustration of experience and lan-
guage serving as both cause and resolt.
In studvigg the failure of some students
to learn ‘X\rill('n l:mguug", Blank (1968)
found that this failure was clearly asso-
ciated with oral language problems. She
wrote apegt a replication study in which

. the correlation between an anditory dis-
crinination task and reading performance
did not appear to reflect auéﬁlory deficien-
cies per se. Rather it reflected the de-
ficiencies of retarded reader’s  experience
in seemingly simple cognitive demands im-
posed by the tusL (i.c. the ability to listen
to a sequence, retain the sequence so - as
to judee one stimulus against the other,
and then to make a judgment as to their
simtlarities  and  differences).  (Williams,
1970, 67-68)

In studics by Hom (1966) and Avers
and Mason (1969) scicnegg  content was
used to help children inerease their per-
ceptual awareness—a beginning step in re-

solving this perceptual deficit considered

by some to be the basis of lainguage de-
ficicney ( Williams, 1970, 67). This approach
has been severely eriticized as being un-
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interesting to children (Feeley, 1970). The
science materials of Science--A Process Ap-
proach illustrate the use of science-based
content to assist children in acquiring cog-
nitive skills of sequencing, distinguishing
similarities and differences, separating ‘in-
from the cvidenee of the
event, and scarching for other patterns by
which to classify or group things and then
to deal with the abstracted «common ele-
ment. All these experiences were designed
to occeur within a context to encourage the
demand of the child’s primary speech com-
munity=his first hand environment. This
was donc by providing various cxperiences
hefore the labels were given for those ex-
periences. Horn and the Ayers and Mason
studies both illustrate the cffectiveness of
experienee in science being utilized to as-
sist children i language acquisition, or as
one child is quoted as saying, “Boy, when
[ have sonmetBing to tell; T can sure tell a
good story.”
One reason for suceess in these situations

has been identified by Plumer (1970):

ferred  causces

The  most  prominent  theme  running
through all the literature on language de-
velopment is that children learn language
through verbal interaction with more ma-
ture speakers. They learn language by
using it. This does not mean simply listen-
ing to more mature speak(-rs—otherwise
poor children who have attended school
regularly and listened to television more
than middle-class children would be on a
par with their middle-class counterparts.
(1970, 300-301)

Plumier continues that language acqui-
sition should he based on children hav-
ing many opportunitics to talk in school
and that this talking should be frequent,
structured, systematic, and sprinkled with
humor,

tent: Means or Ends?
[Nustrptions of this viewpoint are to be
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found scattered through the literature™ in
the ERIC system. Gotkin (1967) reports
the use of matrix games as a successful
tool to help preschool and kindergarten
children  discriminate  syimbols, pictures,
and colors. Shapes and configurations of
the letters are also part of children’s ex-
perience through use of a grooved alphabet:
board. ‘

In deseribing a language experience ap-
pm;wh, Van  Allen (1969)  stated “that
through experience a child comes to feel
that he can communicate in ways other than
verbal language. Practice in oral ¢gommuni-
cation he found to be useful in changing
the chtld's concept of how helpful it is to
talk. Avers and Mason (1969) report the
use of science experience with voung chil-
dren:

Science—A Process Approach cncompasses
maore than a conventional scienee program
... A chikd who has completed Part A of
the program will have come - into contact
with a number of situations whick will
compel him to observe, measure, use
space time relations and numbers. Tt ap-
pears that his fanguage skills should in-
crease with his commaunication of his ex-
periences, HE should be able to identify
ropertics of an ol)j(-ct, recognize num-
L('rs, count to 11, classify spatial relations
in terms of directions and objects on the
basis of what they do.and how they are
used, tell time to the hour, read a calendar,
cle. (1969, 135)

They  concluded  that sciencg, in dis-
crimination, categorization, and labeling
tasks, can be used to help children's read-
ing readiness skills such as munbers, lis-
tening, and copying subtasks.

With preschoolers, the Early Childhood
Project of New York City (American dnsti-
tute for Rescarceh in the Behavioral Sci-
ences, 1969) used a vertically organized
program in mathematics and science along
with creative dramatics to Lielp children’s
oral language skills. Specific activitics in-
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volving parents and small group work were
identificd as significant aspects of this pro-

Cgram.

With two-to-five-ycar-old culturally de-
prived children in Tennessee, MceConnell
969) used a varicty of sensory-pereeptual
raining experiences  with  science  and
mathematics coneepts related to size, color,
umber form and position, and figurc-
ground  discrimination.  Students (in  the-
study demonstrated scnsory-perccpthal and
linguistic gains.

In their description of experiences for
migrant children, a Texas Education Agen-
cy report (1968) includes specific experi-
ences from mathematices, art, music, sci-
ence, and the cultural world of the child
as sources for children’s oral language cx-
periences. Arnold (1968) reports the sce-
ond ycar findings of Horn's oral-aural pro-
gram in San Antonio, Texas, with Spanish-
speaking  children, Science  experiences
based on modifications of Science—A Pro-
cess Approach were used in this study as
the substance of the children’s conversa-
tion. Science reading materials were used
in grades two through six in a study re-
ported by Irwin (1969). She deseribed how
oral rcading of scienee materials was useful
in identifying language problems of - Ca-
nadian Indian chilw(!r('n.

The reported use of science and mathe-
matics coneepts as a base ‘of experience
and oral language has been limited to stu-
dents with culturally different backgrounds
in carly childhood classrooms. Consistently
its use has been reported as suceessful.
Similar uses might well be explored with
more tvpical students both in primary and

. upper levels.

Engel (1966) ®escribed language experi-
ence based on art, cooking, dramatic play,

. music, scienee, water pwlzly, and story time

as cffective ways to improve the oral lan-

guage of preschoolers. In grades three

through six, Fichtenau (1968) used spe-
/ - ’
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"cific instruction in grammar as a way of
increasing oral” language ability. His re-
sults indicated that teaching specifie skills
in analysis of written composition resulted
i impmvvd oral communication of both
boys and girls. Using poctry, story telling,
and creative dramaties, Henry (1967) de-
seribed the importance of creativity in oral
communication for intermediate age chil-
dren. Glaus (19653) used children’s books
and poctry to extend intermediate age chil-
dren's awareness and use of oral language,

At gradefnine, the Oral;Aural Program

of Indianagolis, Indiana, uses literature top-

ics to help studeqts communicate their feel-
ings. Smiley (I‘?WRO describes the use
of literature n-la\gl\txo the lives of seventh-
to ninth-grade studwsnts as a means for in-
volving them in languug'- activities related
to their congerns,

A study dnvolving college students was
r('[)()‘rt(-(l at Gustavus  Adolphus College.
Alexis (T968) reported the use of these
assignments to help students increase their
oral language communication skills. Stu-
dents were asked to (1) think through the
meaning of the word for a week and, write
definitions und assaciations, (2) consult die-
tionaries to differentiate connotative and de-
notative definitions, (3) colleat defiitions
and usages from their peers, (1) consider
possible bases for definition  classification,
(5) trace the word in the New English Dic-
tionary, and (6) compile citations of uses of
the word encountered in print. An alterna-
tive assignment was a historical stwvey using
six versions of the Bible to traccia given
passage. One nonhistorical approagh in-
volved an analysis of words used iﬁ\\a‘d-
certiscmedts. In other instances, study?ﬂg

# the origins of place names led to the com-
pilation of linguistic atlases, and an cssay
assignment (-n('()urugp('(l students to project
generalizatiops about language after read-
ing local-color fiction. The limited and fre-
quently crroncous  conclusions which  re-
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sulted became the basis for further dis-
cussions. )

Using literature and related experience
as a means to help students express what
wus'importzmt to them is a common cle-
ment of these reports of using literature in
oral language. An extension of this is to
wse student-created  literature. Such con-
tent of oral language is usually found to be
closcly related to the student’s living ex-
perience and henee real in its motivating
value, , '

Two reports, Periné (1967) and "Loh-
mann (19687), described children dictah/ng
compositions as a way to build both com-
munication skills and listening skills. ,
. Other studies deseribed use of home or
socig) seftings of Navajo Indian children
(Shiprock Independent School District No.
22, 1968), and sensory experience and trips
for disaglvantaged Spanish-Amcrican chil-
»dren (Hobson, 1968) and disadvantaged
Negro children (Leaverton, 1968). In cach
of these programs involving preschoolers
or primary-grade children, the child’s con-
versgtion was the basis for analysis of both
what he said and what he intended to sav.
Avquiring clearer ways to communicate
ideas was a common outcome for these
studics. .

A cautionary note needs to be stated
here. Plumer. (1970) deseribes the limits
of how much one can expect from school
experience. .

Schools ... are at a disadvantage > when
utt(-m‘ptiwng to su»p‘p]emen‘t or enrich a
child’s home experience, If the school is
to offsct any disadvantage,....it must
concentrate on providing for his language
development not in just a single class but
throughout the day....Every class or ac-
stivity must develop the child’s language
ability in some way. (1970, 301) ‘

Teachers: Means or Ends?-

A sccond major question of this
&

report
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is the extent to which the teacher is a
means,or an’cnd in langouage acquisition.
Williams (1970) stated this concern:

We must develop new stiategies for lan-
guage instraction. . . new  programs. . . .at-
tempt to incorporate the social context into
the instructional context, Such programs
would be different for different groups of
childrey and this imposes special demands
upon teachers who should probably be as
knowledgeable of the children’s vernacular
(or that of his environment) as thev arg of
standard English. (1970, vi)

Carcful analvsis of the ERIC literature
on the acquisition of oral language for
children who speak nonstandard  English
suggests '"t]:ilt the s@rch for making lan-
guage acquisition of te child meaningful
and suceessful has gmarily focused on
program d(-vvlo[?nu-nt. Analvsis of the ac-
quisition of lanfuage suggests that there
are more than the components of the child
and program, however. ‘Previous experi-
ences of both the child and the teacher are
brought into the leamning situation. To what
extent these mav be similar o different,
and to what cxtent they are emploved by
both the child and the teacher ag expee-
tancy settings, has heen the object of study.
A second point about leaming is relevant.
The inner core of this experience js the
personal interaction. At this level people
are talking and listening to other people
(children are legitimately” classified as peo-
ple), To what extent is it true that teach-
ers of different backgrounds—=re unable to
relate to, to hear, or to attend # that which

children are saving or doing? To what’

extent€ire children of contrasting language
or behavioral patterns able to relate to the
teacher's behavior in a meaningful way?
To what extent is or should this be of con-
cern in the acquisition of oral language?
What cvidence exists that the teacher as
a factor in the encounter has been given
morc than passing cranial nodding recog-
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nition? JFor cxample, extending the focus
more air(-ctly on the teacher, what assis-
tance is he. given in understanding  the

relationship l)(-;//(-cn his previous achieves

ment, backgpoiind, and the hke, and the
probable success of the learning experiences
of his pupils? In what way is a teacher
provided with guides for hearing, com-

prehending and communicating with chil-

dren in the classtpdm? Where does  the
tecacher haye the opportunity to review the
implications of sociolinguistic research such
as Labov (1970)? This rescarch has found
evidence to support “the hypothesis  that
linguistic variations arc identifiable with
social stratification, ethnie, and situational
differences in speech. When does a teacher
find the opportunity and assistance needed
to understand a child's language, previous
experience, and blocks to learning? o per-
ceive cues fromsthe environment, diagnos-
tic tools for the teacher are essential—but
from where will these -tools come? If lan-
guage acquisition is rcally an individual
interaction between teacher and  student,
what cvidence can we find that tcachers
perecive it as a diagnosis of individual
need of the child and the selective use of
approaches suited to a child’s need rather
than a stated curriculum or program?

From these questions grows a more im-
portant concern. A colloguial expression
says it well, “You can’t come back from
where vou haven't been” Where in the
teacher’s own preparation prograin has he

‘experienced  a diagnostic and  individual-

ized approach to l‘(-urnin'g experiences? In
the  professional  teacher-cducation pro-
gram, what model of teacher:student in-
teraction has he experienced? ‘
I‘nnguﬂg(- acquisition includes more than
creative programs for individygl children
for unique or enriching experiences. It must
have the intelligent guidance of an in-
sightful teacher. The professional prepara-
tion of the teacher has been suggested as a
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intensive study cqual to that of the de--

velopment of, pro;’mms for ngquc ac-
qumtlon ‘ :

. -%“ Summa;ry \
Our»clmﬂeng,c today is to stand on the
Iders” of - yesterday's prmenc(' We

*

acqmsntxon Whilé wé have béen conccrncd
with thg. muhamca of this proce S0 specig -
ly t(,aChm;, th( thild to dlscrammat( detall’
in sound and structure, ‘have - we ‘missed
t('d(hll][_, the child’ to: d‘le i unatc ideas in

s Jangu: l{’(")" Thls lesun,mgs t}mt his oral

1

\a

language practice contmns 1deas that can
bc»dxsu;mmn.lt( «d-an. assumf)ho‘n that must
be scriously quutmn(g] .

"Remedial  oral angliag(‘ d( ve opmé‘f
-withstudents_has been shown fo be’ highly
successful wh(n the- subst: tn@

ideas of

n&w much abeut the task of oral lunguage |

theycommunication have been chosen from”

dirctt experience subj(ct ¢ontent arcas such
< ay seience, mathematics, or literature.
liams: ('1969) provides a sobering conclud-
ing thought:ﬂ oo :

oo

. "

,\«Vﬂ-'

Euarlv attention to perceptual . couwfusnon‘

could bge minimized by appmpnzﬂc train-

ing t((hmqms introduced in the beginning

stages . .. which will call for less necessity
W]ill(‘l"{()l' r('m('(linl [work]. {1969, 501)

)

Can we afferd the luxury of “oral language

. programs that show "a hlf.’}{ probability’sof

> - Ionglish ]ournol‘ 4 (

Q

resultingin “students requiring r(‘mcdldl

attention i their later school ve arsP. L
; o . Blwblmg‘raphy
\l(\ls ‘Gerhard L. - “Language .md Compysi-

tion Does  the Subject Matter?”
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. American Institute f()r HResearch in the
havioral Sciences,. “Farly Childhood Project,
New: York City; ()\n( of a Series of Sucdessful
o ‘ompensatory Idll(.lwh()n Programs. It Works?
Preschogl qumm ins Compensatary Educa-

Jtion® Shmf()r( Calif.:” Ammérican Instlmt(
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Can English as a second language (ESL)
programs lacking in content and dﬁyclop—
ment of coguitive skills fucceed? The ph?"tb.;
ing of the qu(sll()n obviously (\p(fcls the
answer "no,” that ESL programs lacking in
content and skill deve l()pm( nt must be con-
sidered failureso This paper will examine
components of the question in the light of
ERIC docifments and other publications.
Closer examination of the question will re-
veal that initial ESL prografs successtully
pursuc «la central goal of language deve l()p
ment pnly, Cognitive skill and content de-
velopment wert incidental. With the devel-
opment of programs that suc u-ssfull\ attack
the language problem, f()(us is now Dbeing
placed more and more upon “such curricular
problems as lagging achievement in scienee,
social slu(lns and math. Time spent up()rf
the deyvelopment of English languag? skills,
wnportant as they are. has not been avail-
able for study of these content arcas. KSL
his made dll(l is nmkm;_, pr()gnss. and it is
this very progress that enables educators to
expect more and more. The points which
appear essential to a discussion of thé ques-
tion are -
. programm’ structure (linguisti‘c and/or
conce phml focus ) .
2. u)gmtlvt' development (the relation of

‘

",H(-printml from Elementary English 48:5 (May

.~

cognitive skills and concept develop-

ment); and
3. factors determining success, c¢.g., oh-
. ]( ctives, measurement mstrum( n.ts, and
~pe sois naking the evaluation.

*BLf()l( (lls(lxsalllg_, the content of ESL pro-
grams, it is woxrthwjulc to consider the
prablems of (lu](‘h’r’ﬂ er wh,om ESL pro-
grams have  been d(-V(lome Stemmler

(1966) provides a profile of the mlpr('ssu)ns
one population of children made upon her.
In lll(' time since this pr()ﬁl(- wis written
new insights have been gained. Progrnm dc

et
.
N

velopers are increasingly noting that appar-.

-ent shortcomings of the 'cllildr(-n such as
minimal attention span.rare pmvm[j 7 instead
to be a function of llhlp[)l()pﬂdl( class aetiv-
itics. Fhe sketeh does provide a l)‘(kg,round
for viewing carlier £SL programs. . .

Without pre school language mstmctlon
sixty to cighty perce nt of the Mexican-
Américgn children in Texas were failing the
primary. grades. Reading difficultics were
the primary cause. Stemmler felt that these
children  had two handicaps to overcome:

a language barrier and a “disadvantaged- "
guag !

ness bartier” (1966, 2). Her picture of these
disadvantaged  children  included the fol-
“lowing poﬁ'nts:

-

v

1. a minimal attention span
2. minimal development of auditory and

1971) 571-583. 5 visual diserimination;
Q , . T 63 .
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. , v
3. minimal experiential background for the
type of content *appearing in the tests
and beginning instructional materials;
lack of varicty and information even in
© their native linguage [$panish] on such
tdpi('s as their own familics and names—
some of ‘them did-not even know their
surpames;
fear, apathy, or insensitivity toward the
schodl environment—their powers of ab-

w

straction seemed  curiously dulled or;

- perhaps, undeveloped;

. general ingdequacy in such simple cogp
’ nitivcv[,:ﬂﬁ as simple direction—fol-
lowing, labelling, classifying, and visual
diserimination  of  gross  differences
-among objeets—even when $hoken to i
Spanishs and ' .
marked nutritional deficiencies (19665
[ 2) ° "
g

Program Structure '
For children who do not know lnglish,
the tvpical langyage of school, and who

mav have several other severe handicaps in’

addition, it is little wonder that educators
saw thg ndéed for appropriate language pro-
grans. The resulting programs, with good
reason, strived for »linguistic SUCCess,
Thomas and Allen’s Oral English sug-
gosts some objectives that appear quite ap-
propriate for these children: .

L. to help the pupil communicate in En-
glish in the school environment;
2. to pelp the pupil hear and pronounce
the sounds of the English language;
3. to help the pupil acquire automatic use

of English language patterns;

i 10 help the pupil become familiar with
the language patterns and vocabulary
that he will encounter in the pre-primer
and primer; and

5. to help the pupil learn about the En-
glish-speaking eulture while maintain-
ing appreciation of his own culture
(1968, 3). - ‘

These objectives communicate the basic
intent of many ESL programs. They “indi-
cate endeavors toward teaching crucialglin-

+

IS

e , .,. .
ReseAarcH Basks' #or ORraL

r . . .
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guistic skills, frcqucntly using tcchniques of

. the audio-lingual method whose popularity

was spread by Brooks (1960). The linguis-
tic emphasis of ESL programs is a logical,
sensible one; linguistic skills are cssentially
content free. Content is used here to refer
to the subject matter rather than to the lin-
giistic vehicle. The teacher can relate other
arcas of the curriculum to the” ESL compo-
nent, but it is not necessary for the success-
ful” achievement of linguistic goals, previ-
ously the chief focus of ESL programs. With
a limited amount of class time available,
any time spent developing ESL skills re-
duces the time available for other curricular
arcas. ' .
Finocchiaro identified four trends for bi-
lingual cducation, onc of which is espe-
cially relevant here: ;N

L]
... the teaching of curriculum areas” such
as science, social studies and mathematies
in the native tongue so that non-English
speaking pupils—upon entering the main-
stream of the scho()l——wi!\l not lag behind
their age peers (1969, 8). .
Thus, the solution of the initial problem of
language does not, resolve the serious pfoba
lem of-zwhi(-ving success in the “mainstream
of school.”

Increasing numbers of ERIC reports "i"b

“veal a growing concern with teaching the

non-English’ speaker English language skills
and content from other arcas of the cur-
riculum. In dther words, goals have been
modificd to-accomplish broader objectives at

the same time that linguistic objectives are
“being sought. The suceess of ESL programs

in the past has typically been measured by
linguistic yardsticks. Tf the child ‘develops
phonolagical and syntactical skills, the ESL

“prograin is judged a sucodss. Recently, how-
ever { Stemmler, 1966; Taylor, 1969; Wilson,

1970), ESL matcrials have been developed
which deliberately try to.weave math, sp-

_cial studies, and science into their curricular

“threads.” (Tyldr, 1950, 56) There are sev-
D
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eral risks, . naturally, when oie stts one's
+sights on dual objectives. Onegvould expect
+that success would be achicved only if hoth*
Language

achicved.

and  gontent ()l)j('(-fi\'(-s are
Does failure i one mean tailure
of the program?

One alternative to dual ()l)lt(tn(s is" to
allow the children to fall behind, in curricu-
far areas, those children whose native lan-
guage Ty Lnglish. With dual objectives, one
is forced to develop activities which ideally
meet hotheriteria of language and content.

1. ~IE the program developer strives'to develop
mastery of science content, the Languagy
()I)I(-(tn(- may be met unwisely by contriv-
ing sentences, If teachers (()ntrl\ e anid f()r( e
the children to parrot mechanigal sentences,
ostensibly Yo move them tows ‘r(l'nms't(‘r'\' of
conee ptlml content, the clas:
the aura of exeitement inher it in leaming,
Wilson (1970) discussed the transition of
: ESL programs from language only to a
broader “curricular He said “TESL
[Teaching Fnglish as a Secongd Language]
progrians have generally confined  them-
sclves to the teaching of communication.”
- (p- 21 Itis interesting to note that the ma-
terials which Wilson co-authored with Ol-
sher in 1967 convey this language-only ob-

jective: ‘

oom will lose

basc.

By wssociating the soands and rhythm of
English with @ captivating story, the child-
iv led to transfer the oral component of
English he has learmed to the role he plavs
in the dramatiziation of the storv in class,
and hopefully to the real-life roles he plays
as a new-language] speaker of - English
{Qlsher aimt! Wilson, 1967, 1).

The Olsher and Wilson materials reflge

)

A

a definite concern for providing n} ]
activities the child will enjov. Tt is"
~apparent that they are intended to hd
as a means to lulp children leamn Finglish
who are attending ‘schools without 1:SL
programs. One can contrast the differences”

O
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oy .
between an FSL pr(’)gr;nn and ESL instruc-

.

I.S1, unl/uduma( matcrials—materials de-
signed to accomplish the dgstinet instruc-
fonal taskvof helping students learn En-
glish, considered as a segment of the cur-
riculum, . -
IS programs—cur ricular (lpl)ln.uh(\wln(h
consider,“infucnee, and are influenced by
all other edncational expieriences offered by
the school. These-threads and strands are
implemented with the help of ESL instrue-
tional materials.

3

Considerable numbers of well thought-out
and potentially successful ESL instruct ¥
materials are now available. In ERIC there
also are agg increasing nuniber of ESL pro-
grams. In relation to the initial question, it
warrants reiteration that ESI instructional
materials are intended to accompliske lin-

. guistic goals, whereas an ESL program fre- -
“quently attempts to te wache the children lin-

guistic skills and conceptual content. Three
vears after the publication of the 1967, ma-

terials, Wilson revealed  his concern for
broader LSI. objectives. In contrast to
TESL instrugtional efforts: ¢

Curriculum, on the other hand, makes one
of ity major nl)j((ti\(w the development of
thinking. 1t is this disparity between the
objective of TESL and the objective of cwr-
riculum that has made” TESL a four-letter
word among many educators (1970, 2).

Wilson fecls that children need to learn

to think "in those arcas that later will be
“taught and leafned

n lm_,llsh He stakes
that fluency in language doces not bring with
it per se th(- ability to think in the language
(1970. 3). Taylor (1969) described the ef-
forts to integrate lm;,luntu' skills with' cog-
nitive growth using American Assoaiakion
for the Advancement «of Science (AAAS)
materials. The more ambitious the ESL pro-

gram, the greater the risk of failure. It is

P
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ptl{(-nt-l'\' difficult to devise #5SL teaching ac-
tivitics and instructional materials the chil-
dren will enjoy. When one attempts to de-
vise teehniques and materials with scionee
content, there is grewt risk that the cliss-
roont ;l('tivilin( will not clicit the interest of
voung children. Obviously, great effort went
into the materials  deseribed by Tayvlor.
However,if one must teach the epneept of
shape and teach phonological and syntacti-
cal skills, the ultimate emerpging classropm
activity will probably l)(;. less interesting to
the children than if that constraint were not
prosent. (3()11\?1111(‘11(]}', ISk programs.are
encountering and will encounter develop-
mental growing pains.

“+ In Lindfors” review of the Michigan Oral

-
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Langnage Materals, she identificd some of
the diflicultios whiech arise when a program
sechg to attain lirguistic wrd content (other
than linguistic) success. Although her re-
sview of these materials s quite favorable
and recognizes the intent of the program to
include material from several-content arcas
Usocial studies, math, and sciencee ), aceord-
ing to her, “justice is not done to any obe of

Lo these content arcas, nor to their intcgration,
. once with another™ (1970, 57).

The problen wonld appear to be less erit-
Jical in preschool and kindergarten than in
prinaarny levels where the Tinguisticatly dif-
ferent child is direcethy compared to native
English-speaking children. In her disenssion
concerning the selection of content for the
pritnary -one program of the .\1Ai(-lniq;m M-
terials. Lindfors sayvs,

Sitas a concern for coneeptual develop-
ment that is basic in the seleckion of con-
tent: the muum purpose is not to teacle the
Fanglish Ligiage ssstematically, but rather
to teagh concepts and the expression of
them, trving to hit the langnage "trouble
spots™ as vou go (1970, 40).

" She sharply criticizes the ambitious goals

of the primary-one Michigan program and-

T

states that the five-way focus of this pro-
gram (linguistic, (-(m'('(‘pt!,m], math, scienee,
social studies) attempts to accomplish too
much, and actually accomplishes too little
(p. 430, She also criticizes progrm activi-
ties in which cach lesson focuses on one
subject matter arca, perhaps social studies,
with the nest on math, without cffective
“interdiseiplinary integration”. (p. 43). She

“suggests lessons which would periodically

integrate across content areas, in which con-
cepts and/or pricesses from different con-
tent arcas were used simultancously  (pp.
9, 43). '
Lindfors states that the three “inputs” are
social studies, math, and science (the' con-
tent areas) whereas the linguistic and con-
ceptual contributions are the “tools™ for
dealing with the Q'()Ht(“l_l‘t ;}1‘0&3. Her main
point is that the ling/ui.#tic and conceptual
focus is not followed logically. Rather than
a guiding principle of identifying basic con-

cepty and processes of seience, social stud-

jes.and math for content selection, she sug-
gests that in practice the principle was
“what lessons can we think of that will in-
clude some scicnee, social scienee,
repetition of meaningless phrases.” (p. 54)
she apparenthy feels that, for cxample, the
lexical item together loréed the cowtriving
ol dialog with the item.

The point germane here s that,.as one
attempts to accomplish a goal broadfr than
the one of hinguistic skills, difficult enough
by itself, one becomes vulnergble to failure
if activitics contrived so as to re-
sult g “emipty repetition of meaningless
phrasesX Again, only by attempting this
verv difficult task can ond hope to eventual-
v improve the prograin and ultimately meet
suceess. Program development requires fan-
tastic; amounts of time and skill 4o the point
that there is the real risk of too much eriti-
cisntor not enough. Too much criticism will
i'“l;‘"]“ ambitious efforts which: ultimately

dare

T+

: und@y
math?” (p. 45) In her criticism of “empty '
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Ny prove succossful. Nof eriticism will re-
sult in the creation of beautiful monsters or
the cmperor wearing beautiful clothes.

The preschool and primary-one Michigan
oral Lanunage program attempts, according
to Lindfors, to develop a conceptual focus
and a verbal focus. Lindfors interprets ghe
conceptual focus as “content to be pre-
sented” and the linguistic focus as the "new
Language forms to be used” (p. 9). Lindfors
feels that the task of teaching basic con-
cepts is the main purpose of the program—
not reveatingthe basie structure of English,
This priority can lead to "mechanical ques-
tions.” Growth in basic concgpts appears
intimately related to - cognitive skitll devel-
opment.

Cognitive Development

The question of to what extent language
is a cognitive skill is both an mtrigning and
exasperating issue which may be answered
in chilerent wavs, The discussion can range
from attention to the purch mechanical as-
peets of langnage to rather abstract pro-
cesses. T will e shown that language has
heen treated as a non-cognitive process, re-
flecting the carly interpretations of the au-
dio-lingual .1I)l)r<)‘uln wideh used on the
secondary level o teach second language
skills.

Recently the nature of language teaching
has been re-evaluated. THowever, Brooks, in-
Hueneed

by Skinner's accomplishments,

rather categorically rejected a cognitive ap-

proach to l.lllgll‘lL’(‘ learning wher he wrote:

The single paramount fact about language
learning is that it concerns, not - problem
solving, but the formation and performance
of habits. The learner who_ has only been
imade to see how/dangage “worky has not
learned anv langhage; on the contrary he
had e arned some thing he will have to for-
get before he can make any progress in that
aren of language (1960, 16)

STRUCTION AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF COCNITIVE SKILLS

67

What Brooks was striving to overcome was
the tendencey of carlier grammar-translation
methods to be more concerned with eog-
language pro-
Although his influence as a pro-
ponent of the audio-Jingual method is still
felt, the current approach, even in the au-
dio-lingual method, considers two levels of
language. Rivers (1964) discusses a me-
chanical level

nitive, understandings than
duction.

which she believes can
be rather nicely explained By a behavior-
istic paradigm. Bordic (1970) also uses the
term “mechanical level,” but he means skills
of minor importgnee such ag punctuation
and spelling, e refers to the opposite level

“one”

of the cobtinumn as “the most abstract cog- ’

nitive abilities” (1970, 818). Rivers de-
seribes the higher level as the level of “flu-
ent expression,” the communication of onc’s
own ideas (1964, 156). T

Hl\us level one appears rather far re-
n(‘m d fronithe realm of cognition, if one
exchudes from the cognitive domgin "a set
of Tubits which must be learned to a point
of automatic performance of the sequence”
(1969, 4). Rivers is, of course, referring
only to her level one. That level one should
not be considered cognition hecomes some-
what more aceeptable i one considers an-
other comment of Brooks:

.

As we have seen, the acquisition of non-

thoughtful responges is the very core of suc-

cessful language learning, and Congress it-

sell has pronounced snch learuing to be m

o national interest (1960, 60),

It is important to rememberg that Brooks
was trying to draw guidelines for secondary
toreign langnage teachers to guide then in
teaching oral language skills. For most of
these . teacher, the andio-lingual method
represented wogreat change from the meth-
odology - they had been usm;_, Their

‘stu-
dents often stmlu-(l about the language

and
failed to develop a reasonable proficidney
in using the fanguage, Rivers does notire-

- 7
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jvét fevel one; she points out the Hinitations
()E%u level one approach only.

In writing of the relation of habit and

competence Di Pictro writes:

What has habit to do with competence, we
may ask. First of all habit is a conditioning
of reflexes leading to automatic and pre-
dictable [emphasis added] responses  to
stimuli. For some time, it was fashionable
to view language and learning as habit
formation. As a result, a very great part of
the exercises and drills of our modern in-
structional strategies is built upon this psy-
chological concept {Di,Pictro, 1970, 57).

Di Pictro sces skills developed through
pattern practice and other tvpes of manipu-
lative, habit-forming drills as “useful” in
'lung\mg(- leaming, but not as proven “nee-
essary adjuncts™ to the interpretation of
competenee as a st of rules (p. 62). A key

point in identifving habit formation and,

level one responses is the notion that such
responses are predictable, or what Bosco
(1970, 74) calls responses that can be an-
ticipated. In contrast to habit, Di Pictro
discusses a higher linguistic plane which
he cquates with competence:

Competence, on the other hand, has to do

with a different aspect of language hehay-

jor, namelv the intellectualization or the

cognition of language which ugderlies habit
~formation (1970, 57).

Brunet describes cognition as how human
beings increase  their ability to handle
knowledge and to process information (1967,
1). Perhaps there are persons who would
maintain that linguistic skills develop apart
from intellectual endowment and who would
cite as (-xump'li(-s persons with retarded men-
tal development who nonetheless manage to

speak English fluently. Cognitive skills do

operate in learning English as a second lan-
guage or dialect, but cognitive skill devel-
opment also refers to those cognitive skills
apart from linguistic ones whose develop?

REseARcH Bases ror Orar LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

v

ment is sought by clementary school edu-
cators. Lzﬁigu;igv skills appear interwoven

~with intellectual activities, Tmt it is more

fruitful to treat language skills as a mani-
festation of intelligenee rather than an as-
peet of intelligence,

As Brooks initially deseribed  habit for-
mation as a non-thoughtful response, it is
unlikely that he assumed that cognition was
necessary or even helpful in habit forma-
tion. It appears that Di Pictro supports the
idea that there is more than one aspeet or

level to language learning and that cogni- -

tion more appropriately goes with the high-
er linguistic plane, In the carly ESL pro-
grams which followed Brooks' advice, it
would appear that their activities strived
toward the development of overt, non-cog-
nitive skills, s

Verplanck (1964) examined the concept
of awareness in an attempt to discover the
relation of u\\)ar(-n(-ss and actual behavior,
In an experiment in verbal conditioning, he
found a rather remarkable lack of consis-
teney between what people said avas, the
ruly and what they u‘(‘tuull'iv’ did¥presum-
ably following that rule in a coneept-for-

mation task. In other words, they would suyl

one thing but perform in the opposite way.
Verplanck concluded that awareness.of the
concept by no means ensured that appro-
priate behavior would follow. -
Characteristics of language
levels one and two

One area of linguistic skill falls into the
category of habit; the other refers to or
involves higher cognitive skills, What are
the characteristies of cach level?

Level 2

Level 1
1. no awareness, fa- 1. awareness and di-
cile=Hreetedtion- rected effort re-
scious  effort” not quired  (non - fa-
required cile)

ERIC  « 75
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to

verbpl  response 2.
predictable or an-
tiepated .
Non-consCious g,
4. follows  Skinner- 4.
e paalhgm -
stitnuhis con-

trolled

non-predictable

conscious
stimmulus frée

The second language level and awcareness

In the Taxonomy of Educational Objec-
tives, Handbook 1. Cognitive” Domain,
Bloom examines the facets of cognition and
surfaces the same intriguing point. In the
process of identityving the various “levels™
of cognition which range from simple recall
of tacts through comprehension, applica-
tion, analysis. synthesis, . and - evaluation,
Bloom identified an additional dimension.

One of the major threads tunning through
alt the taxonmny appears to be a scale of
consciotsness or awareness. Fhus, the be-
haviors in the cognitive domam are largely
characterized by a rather high degree of
consciousness on the part of the individual
exhibiting the behavior while the behaviors
i the alfective domain are much more fre-
quenthy exhibited with Tlow-level of aware-
ness on the part of the individual. Further,
m the cognitive domagn especiatly, it ap-
pears that as the” behaviors: beeome more
conples the individuat is more aware of
then existence «Bloom, 1956, 19),

The notion of awareness is directly rele-

aant to the second level of language learn-

ing. .\ high degree of awareness appears in
fevel two i that one's thought is heing di-
rected with attention, contrasted with the
autonatic response of level one. Unfortu-
natelvs one can make a superficial evalua-
tion of the merit of the two ](-\'(;Il,k,'zt_scorning
the “lower™ level and valuing \h(: Ligher.

the intellectukl )
need not alwavs operate on the same level.

However, same
As skills increase, operations whiclt once re-
quired awareness and cffort can be mas-
teredd to the point that one's response is

Lt Y
activiti-.

. 69
automatic or level one. Bloom touches upon
this point: .

One might hope that it [the level of con-
sciousness] would provide the basis for ex-
plaining why behaviors which areinitially
chsplayed with a high level of conscious-
ness heeonte, after some time and  repeti-
tion, automatic or are accompanied by a
fow level of consciousness. . .. Perhaps it
will also help to explain the extraordinary
retention of some learning—cspecially of the
psychomotor skills {1956, 20).

Asher (1969) has found rather good luck
in sccond language learning by involving
psychomotor activities and skills. Retention
scems to be extraordinarily good. An ex-
ample or two wmight clarify the role of
awarcness in language skills. The use of the
subjunctive in Spanish is adequately chal-
lenging, Initially and depending upon the
method, deliberate thought is required to
identify those situations in which its use is
appropriate, particularly in language re-
sponses not learned rotely. With incrcase in
skill and when measured by the eriteria of
effort and -awareness, this activity moves
frqm level twvo and now appears to take
place in level one almost intuitively, Or, in
learning to tyvpe, deliberate attention must
be given to striking the right keys. With the
development of skill,~one can reach the
point where heYean express his thoughts
through typewriting, attending to what it
is he wishes to say rather than to the me-
chanical mreans of transcribing it

Two points are relevant. First, language
level one is far removed from cognition in-
terpreted as conscious thought. Second,
yery complex intellectual activities appear
to take place with a high degree of initial
awarcness and cffort. As they are thorough-

v mastered, they move into level one whert

jud}',md,\l‘)'\' the two criteria of cffort and

;1\\';1r(-|u-s§'f‘[1his‘i‘s not to say that a simple

habit response is (imalitatively the same as

a sophisticated linguistic expressiont-only
4

"
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that the two responses are both eflortless

and reqguire no conscious structuring.
Level one activities of automatic response

meet the criteria of urinimal effort and

;1\\'.1r(;u// Rivers (1964) pointed out the
need fo develop the abilits to ¢ xpress one's

2
(mx/lh()n;ﬁhls in what she refers to as level

two, With the development ot great skill, it
was puinlv(l out that free expre ssion can,
i assense, return to level one if only-the
criteria of minimal
Rubtle, important dif-
ferences remain betw

minimal  ceflort  and
awarcness are used.
cen verbal activities
which mecet both eriteria. The simple, auto-
matic response probably never called for
higher cognitive skills,
quently,
reached the effortless plateau only after in-
diligent effort. Although all be-
haviors in level one are alike in the two

initially or subse-
l'lxp_r('ssi()n of one's own ideas

tensive,

respects, thev may be remark: ibly diflerent
qualitdtive . facility
gained lhmugh practice. Level two imvolves
sustained  effort
and practice. For the sake of convenience,

Level one re flects

complex cognitive skills,

they mav be viewed as occupyving the same
area nnl\ lf one nu)pll/(s implicit (if-
ferences,

At first, arcd one appears not to include
cognition as a conscious thonght, Language
skills in area one may represent rather me-
dioeresagtivitios such as parroting or mim-
icking. opthey may represent highly skilled
linguistic uctivities.  Ultimate v, linguistic
skills should operate in arca one exeept
when the person chooses to move the verbal
activity to arca two—deliberate, conscious
thought.
structure his thoughts with deliberate care

For example, he might wish to

and spuml precision. But if an ESL pro-
gram opcrates Ilnll\”\ in arca one, never
or rarcly helping students operate in arca
two with the ultimate goal of effortless ex-
pression, it cannot be judged suceessful be-
causc thechildeen will not be competent in
expressing their own ideas. The danger that

ERIC

/

this will oceur is ever present because, in
teaching linguistically  different  children,
the immediate problenr i the teacher's per-
ception s one of oral lanf;uug('. Drilly

“arca one offer immediate suceess, if of lim-

ited value.

Thought and intelligence
and communication

The question of to what extent language
is a cognitive skill may be answered in dif-
ferent ways as just shown. Attention thay
tocus upon purely mechanical aspecets of a
language or rather abstract cognitive pro-
cosses, Hlowever, even in these abstract pro-
cesses, language appears to involve higher
levels of cognition rather than to constitute

an intellectual skill by itself. Bruner {1967,

JA53) discusses l;mgung(' as an instrument

for ordering pereeption and lhoug’h'wt. Intel-
ligenee tests often are heavily loaded with
vocabulary items, one of the closest links
between the measurement of intelligenee
and language skills.

Language interface  of
thought and intelligencee and communica-
tion. The idea can be expressed graphically:

provides  an

intelligence

language
thought & gr

communication

No implication is lnlu}d(d that the three

aspeets of the paradigim *(thought, intelli- ~

genee, and comnunication) are parallel.
They are not. Each is different in many re-
gpects from the other two. However, they

T3
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do have a common @muml,in (A langduage

Is 0 connnucation tool, a l()()\ of tll(illgllt‘

and an instrument of intelligehices Tt may

he helphul o examine I;]llgll;lg\‘ and non-

language

which appear to hinction i arei one and

examples of - human - behavior
arca two using the erjteria previously given.

When one comes to work in the morning,
the typical grecting heard is "Good morn-
ing. How are vou?” To which one responds
with idiosyneratic thank
Fapeciallv in the carly morning, the
requiring cither mo
wr minimal awareness or conscious offort,

variations, “"Finc,
vou.”

response is automatic,

One's friends can predict what we will say.

Consider, howgver, a response different
from the automatic “Fine, thank you” A
different response requires awareness of

what one iy saving, is not predictable nor
(\p((hs} It i Hrhmll\ free of stimulus
control. BSIL students l)r()l)ll)l\ find it he ||)-
ful to initially learn a standard response be-
they can Tearn it very quickly and it
will he most usetnl, the same sit-
nation can result ina response of a much
different nature. . :

The

.1|Y{ar()])r1.1((‘|) two arcas, ol

Case

[Towever,

relation of the two levels, or more
Hnguistic skills
can be illnstrated” by a non-language ex-
‘unl)l(* Driving a car pr()\'i(lt's"l realistic
though risks example. Driving in-the coun-
tv on a brght sy day requires aomini-
wum ol conscions eflort. dssunm’n_‘ no other
traffic. In this situation one’s mind aight
wander. One might even risk being “absent
minddd ™ Steering and control of the car
rccene minimal awareness, hopefully the
progress of the

predictable,

car down the highway is
tfnb‘ situation  with
driving in congested, downtown traflic late
in the Now, a high degree of
is demanded with instant re-
sl)()ns("t() unpredictable stops and starts de-
manding full conscious effort. There woulkd
appear to be a correspondence between
driving and the use of language. Behavior

Contrast

afternoon.

AWATCHeNSS

. [}

InvrRUeTION AND THE DeveropmeNT oF COGNITIVE SKILLS

of the fLrst‘Tu)'('l is effortless and automatigl
In the second devel, it is deliberate and con- '
trolled. The essential point is that human
hehavior, overtly the sime human behavior,
mav actually be ()P(‘l"l(illg
ander varving conditions.

in cither ares

An BSL program for very young children
may of necessity focus upon skills falling
in arca one. To the extent that these be-
haviors are automatic, they canny clas-
sificd as cognitive, A young ch natc
cnough to grpw up with parents who speak
socially unmarked  language and who at-
tends a school with similarly fortunate chil-
drengwill probably speak an unmarked lan-
guage without needing awarentss of the
rules of that ng\m;ﬁ(' »

Success

sneeess for ESL
erams depends upon lour factors:

Achicvement of pro-

1. the definition of content and cognitive
Cskills:
the objectives of the pfafram;

3. the eriteria and instrumentation used

to

to ascertain attaimnent of a gptisfac-

tory level of performance; and, equally

important,
4 the person(s) asked to decide if, the
program achieved “success,”
In the literature, (()I(lf(llf ls us((l with
apparegtly two distinet me dmnj_,s For cx-
ample,in relation to ESL programs one can
discuss content cither as referring to lan-
guage content or non-language content, The
conteut of the original materials used
San Antonio was often science content ex-
English (Tay-
tor, 1969.). One might nse the word content
to refer to the study of language itselfs
Seemingly faccetions,  this  discussion  of
whether language itself is the objective or
if it iy the vehicle to discuss $eicnce content,

pressed in cither Spanish or
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or social studies content, or the notion of
sclf-concept, does reveal one’s value and
prioritics. Does one achieve success only if
one reaches a certain level in two objec-
tives, both curricular afeas and language
skills? It would appcar that where the ob-
jective of the program is to develop lin-
guistic skills (inhcrent in the name ESL),
success can be achieved without the mas-
tery of conceptual content considered high-
ly desirable but not of critical*importance,
The stated objectives of the pm@ram, to
a great extent, thus determine whether sue-
cess has been achieved. Implicit in the ob-
jectives are criteria for their evaluation, An
ESL objective need not sp'vcify curricular
content. If objectives do include mastery of
curricular content, then obviously success
cannot be achicved -without content mas-
tery. However, those KSL programs initial-
Iy designed to help linguisfically different
children develop English lgnguag(- skills
did not make their success contingent upon
content mastery. » ‘
Achievement of success will depend upon
the person asked whether the ESL program
has been successful, The persons most con-
“cermned include the classroorri\tozmcher,]; the
parents, teachers in the middle school, and
the children participating in the program.
The teacher’s opinion will, in turn, be influ-
enced by his superior’s ()pini()l.l, the stu-

.

\-

ResearcH Basks For ORAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION

the program and the importance of what
they learned are quite important considera-
tions. A crucial test of suceess for any ESL
program will be the linguistiﬁa‘éility its
students  display in  subsequent formal
school programs if there is no continuing
ESLL program, cither by design or nceessity.
The success or failure of ESL studdyts, es-
pecially in classes with native speakers of
English, will determine the label of ESL
success or failurc by staff and students.

- ‘
Success via ESL tests

Eager to know if one *had achieved suc--
cess, ony might sclect an appropriate test
as a measure. In regard to ESL programs,
tests are typically selected to measure only
linguistic skill or improvement, such as the
repetition portion of the Gloria and David
oral language test (1958). Yet the initial
question raiscd the point of content mas-
tery and cognitive growth, What kind of
instrument can be used to megsure lah-
guage skills, cognitive skill development,
and content mastery? Bordic (1970) made
a rather comprehensive feview of ESL tests

“and found again and again that available

dents” success in language skills and related

academic progress, and the enthusiasm or
lack of it shown by the children, The pat-
ents’ opinion will probably differ from the
teachers” because they are not direetly in-
volved in the instructional process, and be-
cause their measurement of the program
will probably I most greatly influenced. by
*he oral langugge dovetopment, assuming
they have some English languag(" skills.
There is little evidenee in the research
that ESL programs are cver evaluated by
the children. Yet it would scem that the stu-
dents’ pereeption of both their suecess in

Q
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tests lacked perfection even ‘in mcasuring
only language skills for the li’hgui‘stically
different learner, though not impossible,
it is still difficult to rbtain a g:g)d sample of
4 child’s language,! to diagnose his short-
comings, and to prescribe appropriate mea-
sures. Oral language tests still tend to re-
quire large amounts of time and sometimes
vield results of limited value. Perhaps re-
taining wdegree of skepticism is a rather
healthy thing for the sake of the children
involved, v,

Of those tests which attempt to megsure
morc than one of the three aspects——]in-
guistic skills, content, and cognitive growth
~the Frostig Developmental Test of Visual
Perception and the Illinois Test of Psycho-
linguistic Ability nay serve as cxamples.

‘
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Of the Frostig test, Bordie writes (1970,
520) that this test i prim arily designed for
use with hm(lu.lpp((l (lnldnn
aplasics and emotionally disturbed  c¢hil-
drens He feels there are langu: 1&1(- pml)l( ns
and cultural problenis not accounted for in
the scoring. Of the Tlinois test, which he
found to be the most u)nun()nl}. uscd test

such as

in the rescarch he explored, hetwrote that
it is designed to measure different facets
of cognitive ability, such as visual sequen-
tial micmory, visual closure, and!so on (p.
K20). He comments that one criticisin that
teachers n);ul(_- was the lack of verbal ex-

pression called for, Bordice states that there

are only four items of a total of 346 used to
diagnose  verbal expression (p. 820). If
one’y purpose is to Mmeasure thrae -aspects
(linguistic skllls content, and  cognitive
growth) nnplult in the questiom, there ap-
prars to he no test (l\‘(llldl)](‘ that would
measure such deve l()pm( nt.

In measuring student leaming, two ap-
proaches scem appropriate for the linguis-
tically different. One .1ppm(u11 measures
the progress of the students in one or more
ot the three aspects. If the students make
a consistent and rather rapid progress, the
program could be judged suceessful. One
might use a different criterion, the criterion
that the world rather intuitively uses. How
do these children compare after ESL ex-
periences with children who are not lin-
guisticallv diffcrent?

Such a comparison is not fair, but it
would De naive to supposce that this test is
not going to be put to these disadvantaged
children by parents, teachers, and even by
the children themselves, Given an adequate
scelficoncept, one can live a happy life
though speaking nonstandard language or
dialect, though making slower progress
through school, and even though making
slower growth intellectually, For these rea-
sons, there has been a rather eoncerted ef-
fort to strengthen self-coneepts as one

v L

»
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means of attacking the problem. Such an
offoet_is a healthy sign if it indicates ac-
ceptance of the notion that fDrj essential
purpose unde rlving ESL pmg_, ams is to
help them achieve "a good life,” not to
make a mingrity like the majority. There
appears to be consensus that the ability to
speak standard English and achieve aca-
datnic success will facilitate achieving sub-
sequent happiness. —
[lu re may be a pright light on the hori-
zon of measuring the success of ESL pro-
grams involving the arcay of content leamn-
ingiand the development of cognitive skills.
As t)art of the Michigan Oral Language Ma-
terinls, a Conceptual Oral Language Test
(COLT) was develaped which suggests a
new and novel approach in testing. By its
nature, it sheds light dn language and/or

contént of ESL program,

The COLT was designed to assegs the pu-
pil's ability to solve problems and think in
terms of basic concepts in math, science,
and social studies. The pupil indicates his
dnswers in two ways: a) non-verbally, by
\ pointing to the picture of his choice; and, b)
verbally, by explaining his answer in stan-
dard I‘nghsh Thus, a measure of the pu-
pil's understanding is obtained which s
relatively free from the effects of dialect or
lunguage differences fromt the examiner. At
the same time, the discrepancy between the
non-verbal and verbal score indicates the
degree of the pupil's handicap in oral pro-
duction of standard English (1969, 1).

This test, first, is intended to measure the

<child's mastery of content in the arcas of

math, scienee, and social studies. Sccond,
it mecasures his cogm'flw skill development
in differentiation, classification, seriation,
and analogy. Third, it is designed to cnable
the child to respond first non-verbally. Then
it elicits a verbal response based upon the
injtial, non-verbal response.

Lindfors (1970) describes the four sec-.
tions, or “formats,” of COLT. Each assesses
one cognitive skill or process. For example,

-
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in the first format the child sdects the one
picture of four which does not belong (dif-
ferentiation ).

In the second format, he se-

lects one [)i(-lur'(- of four that “goes witl’
another picture (classification ). T the third
format. he selects the correet picture from
thrie to U)lll[)]( te a four- plclnn Series {se-
riation). I in the fourth format he

selects the one picture of three that com-

“inally,

pl(:l(-s a pair unul()g()us to a given pabr
(amalogy) (p. 64). Of the fiftecn

compyising cach format,

items

Y
demon-
stration or prn('li(-(- items, three are math

two arc

items (eg, number sets, number series, ad-
proportions ), five
are scienee items (e size and shape, spa-

dition and subtraction,

tial dimension of distance, dircction, posi-
tion, temporal spatial relations), and five
are social studies items (e . personal-so-
cial relations involving ('h.lr.l(l( risties Like
age and sex, social roles like teacher or nwil-
man, and resonrces Tike

Lhome. school, and

communnity} (po 65).

Fach verbal ns[)()nw is evaduated ace-
cording to the two Sriteria of concept level
and Language level Bven with the
comings inherent in p()()ling SCOTCS repre-
sentative of different skills and rewarding
concepts chosen for abstractness rather than
appropriateness, COLT  does  attempt to
provide information concerning the child’s
cognitive development and content mastery,
COLT oflers a novel and potentially fraitful
new attack on the evaluation of intellectual
and content (lv\'vl()py\('rll.

Attempts to mmsimﬁ' Linguage kil de-
\'(‘I()I)lll(‘lll m ST, proggans are not vet de-
finitive and attempts to\ measure content
mastery have really just/ hegan. Certainly
we onght not be satisfitd with 1S pro-
grams lacking in content and cognitive skill
developient, However, if measuring instru-
ments are onlv now appearing which at-

t(-mpl to measure hoth arcas, how can one.

measare the room without an - adequate
vardstick?

short-

Summary ‘

Ipitial ESL programs attacked the prob-
lem of language diflerences. Gradual sue-
cess inimproving Linguage skills allowed
attentioh to be drawn to the children's lack
of success in non-language “content” sub-
such math, and social
studies. Some current approaches teach lan-
guage skills and attempt to use that lan-
guage as a vehicle to help children learn
about content subjects, and some use con-
tent as the vehicle for language develop-
ment: Essentially, this integrated attack in-
volves a total curricular approach that con-
siders all that the disadvantaged children
need to¥learn. Ldngnxu- objectives are in-
terwoven  with math, and social
stidies objectives. Classroom  activities in-
volve hoth language and content objectives,
though not necessarily  concomitantly, A
persistent danger is that activities created

jeets, asooscience,

sciencee,

to meet one objective (¢ontent or lan-
guage) might be forced to meet the other
objective when meeting the other objective
is not a natural outgrowth of the activity,
The danger diminishesaas experienee s
gained with inmovative programs that cre-
ate activities ehildren Wil enjov and which
prove nore fruitful in relation to more am-
bitions objectives.

Language skill development appears al-
most inscparably involved in cognitive skill
development, like other
skills, can reach a peak of mastery where
Lainguage becomes effortless and automatic,

Language skills,

bearing a similarity to level one language
skills. Achieving success is clusive indeced
if one must make real growth in both lan-
guage and content arcas. However, the high
risk is essential if “disadvantaged” children
arc ultimately to compete successfully with
native speakers of English.

Bibliography

I Asher, fanes . "The Total Physical Res
\pproach to Second

onse
Language Lszﬁwing."

82

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




-

\) ‘o OraL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF COGNITIVE SKkmLs . 75
¥ A . o . .
R ' . e o ‘ L - . .
. * Mdadern Language Journal, 53 (Jantiary 1969) + Michigan: Michigan Migrant Primary Inter-
3-17. disciplinary Project, 1969, ’

15. Olsher, Laura and Robert D. Wilson, Begin-
ning Fluency in English ay a New Language.
North Hollywood, California: Bowmar Reg-
ords, Inc., 1967, s C, N

16, RiversT Miilga M., The Psychologist and the
Forcign Language Teacher. Chicago: The Uni-
aersity of Chicago Press, 1964, &

2. Bloom, B('n)umin S. (ed.), Taxonomy of Bdu-
. cational Objectives, Handbuwh L™ Cognitive

. e Domygin. New York: David T\"I(sK(ly. Co., Inc,
o . I‘;)Dg. N -

B S
©~ 7 3.- Bardie, John G “Hhiguage Tests and Lin-
gruistically Different Learnbrs: The Sad State
of -the Art)”" Flementdry English, 4367 (Qcto-

- » ber 1970) 81428, . 17 River, Wilga, “From Skill Acqnwisi‘t'iur‘y to Lan-
- “ 4 N\eBoseo, Frederick J., “The Redevanee of Recent guage  Controly”  TESOL  Quarterly, 3:1 .
+ Psvehological - Stadies to “THSQL,” TESOL (March 1969) 3-12." Paper presented at TE-
N © Quartedl), 4 (March 1070) 73-87. /. SOL Convention, 1968, "
: “ B Brooks, Nelson, M Language. and  Language” 18, Stemmler! Anne O., The Psychobogical and
, * 7 Leariing. New York: Hareotirt, Bgaue and Cognitive "Aspects of Teaching English as a*
LT N World, Inc.. 1960. ;\-l:?\f u(lili(:r\,/\;‘(l’ﬁﬁ() 6YH. . Secondt Langua l(':‘ San Antonio, Texas: USOE
6. Bruner, Jerome S, ot alt, Studjes in Cogpitice Repart, 1966. ff‘R502 9-18. ED 011 606.

v Groscth. yew York: John Wialey and Sons, Inc., f‘) Taylor, Thomasine, A“Comparafive Study of
I © setond printidg, 1967, , " the Effects of Oral-Aural Language Training
oo F DiPictro, Robert |, UStudent Competence and  on Gains in Fnglish Language for Fourth and
e - Yerfggmance in ESL” TESOL Quuarterly, 4 © Fifth Grade<Disadvantaged Mexican-American
./ @ ( March- 1970) 49-62. v - -+« Children. "Ph.D. Dissertatiqgn. Austin, Texas:

¢ et 89 Finecchiarg, Mary, Teaching English as*a Sec- = The Fniversity of Texas at Austin, 1969, ED
. ' .¢Au‘nf"‘limi'{_{uugg. ‘:\'('\\’ ;- Harper and Row, 041 252. oo . .
res * 9GO Rey jsed editiong8¥ 036 798, 20). 'ﬁmnms,dlu(lﬂe'y A. and Harold B. Allen, Oral. ~
Yy 90 Gloria and David” Beginning English, Scries 4 English. Oklahoma City, "Oklahoma: The .
R : o No. 20, Test .6, Language Arts™Spanish-En- Economy Company, 1968, "
, é{"liah, Ansting JTekas: Language | Arts, Inc., 21 Tyleg, Ralph, Basic Printiples of Curriculum
o _1938: - . ' ‘ “and Msdruction. Chicag}t)s\/II‘I‘i\n(lis: Thg Uni-
Y g 100 THlineis Test of *Psycholinguistic Ability. . Ur- } Tersity ’()*(E'])ic':lgf)'l’rgi; 1950.
©r " o ebana, Minois: Epiversity of  Hlinois | Press, 22, Vcrl)‘limcl\‘, Williame ST, S Umaware of Where's
Lo 6L - a R . « Awareness: Some &V('rQ Opcerants—Notates,
14, Towa Test of Basic Skills. Boston, Massachu- | Monents,,. and  Notants\ Human  Learning
M . “setts: Hotghton Mifflin (fmnpam\y, 1955. edited by srthur Staats. New “York: Holt, .
o * 12, Lindfors. Judith, “The Michigan Oral Lan-» « Rinchart gnd Winston, Inc... 1964, From Ver-
, . vuage’ Series: A Critical Resicw.” Mimeo- / planck, W S, "Unaware vf Where's Awarc-

graphed paper presented to the, Language Ré-

search Seminar, Thomas D Horn, Director,

® Awgtin, Tixas: The University ofa,Toxas at
. Austin® LY70. o .

13, Muarianne Erostig Devdopmental Test of Vi-

sual Peteeprion.%Palot Alto, Californja: Con:

23,

ness: Some Verbal  Operants—Notates, Mo-
‘nents, and Notants.” Behavtor and Awareness
¢ edited by €. W, Eriksen, Durham: Duke Uni-
versity Press, 19627

Wilson, Robert D, “Curricular lmwplicuwti(ms of
the  Relationships  between Language  and

- sulting Bsvehologists  Prass, ~ 196 1 - Thonght,” paper read at the fourth annual
14 Micfigan Osal nenage  Productices $Test: TESOL Convention; Sau Francisco, Califor- -
‘ Conceptual Oral Fanguage TAE Ann ,'\rlmr‘, nia: 1970, KD 038 639.~ 7
» 1 ¢ - - . e ‘ i . ‘ \-‘ . -
t ‘ . q v . w ¢
i) / - . ) . N
~ . . . . ° ,
. ‘e ) N
: Ll . \ -
) - . w M I N R
TN ; =
* 0 » v )

O ‘ . ' '
i 'EMC ‘ o . L ) At

. - . . oy -

s




& AN
AN
\ .
N Jonn G. Borpm
N b Associate Professor of Linguistics ~
. N N, ' and Curriculum & Instruction and Associate Director,

'
v -

-~ Language aTés}s and Linguistically Different
Learners: The Sad State of the Art* -

Research
The number of programs to aid students
‘who are linguistically different from the
"avemgc student has had an cxtensive and
rapid growth in‘recent ycars. These pro-
gxims hope to supply specialized training

for such students which will allow them to *

continue in school at approximately the
same pace as'thc majority of the school pop-
ulation, It has been hoped that by doing

so the student will be on an‘equul footing ’

with his fellows at the termination of his
school yeirs and will be able to compete for
his place in soeicty with no unusual handi-
caps.‘ In some instances, stidents who are
representative of the national norm are in
the minority and the school program must
"make provisiont for their abilities without
benefitting these students at the expense of
. the others. : :

#o With the availability of various instruc-
tional techniques and methods, our require-
‘ments are for tests and other measuring
instruments which will allow ide}ntiﬁcation

. of areas requiring support and subsequent

proper placement in approptiate classroom

or school grougings. Many techniques in
daily ,use could be more effectively ex-

s ploited-_if sufficient accurate information .

® Reprinted from Elementary English- 47:6 (6c-
oo tober 1970) 814-828.
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,}«V users rather than remaining solely in the

“fitting directly from the subject area con-

‘background or a dialect or socioeconomic

2
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were available to tcachers and curriculum’
planfing specialists. In addition to availa-
bility, the information should be in a form
which may be casily interpreted by all like-

domain -of the test specialist.

Many courses of action suggest them-
sclves. It is possible.to establish a single
pattern of instruction to which all students
must adapt; but too often where such a plan
has been established the result is that stu- -
dents adapt to the curriculum without bene-

tent. Other programs suggest highly indi-
vidualized, highly specialized instruction 4
designed to mect the needs of the individual
student, UMnately, as evidenced in cur-
rent practic s latter course is as wasteful
of time and money as'the first is of natural
talent.

+ Complicating the problem is the factor of
trait visibility. Some student traits are very
apparent, e.g., the student who is deaf or
blind or who has emotional problems,
which we have learned through long expe-
rience to handle with some success. Other -
traits are not so apparent, e.g., the student
with a different native language or cultural

class level which is different from the school
norm. We have not yet learned how to han-
dle these differences with any degree of
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satisfaction for the h( ‘nefit ()f the student
or society.

These less visibl@graits are the ones to
which great importance must he attached
for they underlie all surface efforts in edu-
cation. Is this pupil ahead of his peer group
hecause he is natur ly intelligent or be-
cause hg_family is we dlthv enough to pro-
vide him
tages? Is
because

ith all of the cconomic advan-
hat pupil behind his peer group
¢ is naturally dull or because he
cannot ynderstand the language used in the
classroom? Is one student favored because
he sounds like the teacher and another stu-
dent ignored because he uses a different
varicty of speech? Many tests have been
devised in an attempt to answer  these
questions.

To'what extent are these tests useful and
what characteristics do they identify of the
various linguistically  different  groups? In

“the uhsvn('&of a generafly accepted stan-
dard of language use to which instructional

technigues may relate or which can serve
as an effective model, most tests and mea-
suring techniques have betn thfr(licup‘p(*(l.
How can one measure variance from the
nortn or those characteristics which define
the norm when no.two persons agree on
what the definition should be? Anv stan-
dard which has been established has not
Tsually been sufficiently: widespread to be
uscful,

The definition recently stated by an in-

terdise 1phn wry working ~()rnrn?tt( e (22:4) )
w

wonld * Qappear to sideste p mahy criticisms
reparding standard langu e *definitions. It
provides a relational model in the language
frequently used on network radio-television
cnewscasts, Yet many characteristics of En-
glisl.as spoken by Negroes, Mexican-Amer-
icans, Puerto Ricay., Louisiana  FFrench-
Acidians, and other’ ‘minoritv  language
groups are generallv lacking in the group
characteristics used as are fereace. One has
only to recall the sp( cches ()f President

-
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Kennedy and President Johnson to 'recog-
mLe the lnmt ations of many definitions.
“Consider the anccdote -of the elderly
rancher in Texas who was pleased  with
President Johnson because “at last he had a
Presidept who spoke standard English” in
the light of rescarch by MceDavid (31)
which indicated that both whites and Ne-
groes interpreted Southern speech as béing
sabstandard English whether spoken by a
middle or low sociocconomice scale speaker.
This same rescarch indicated that stress,

intonation, and p‘rtch along with all associ-

atéd puralanguage gestures were more in-
dicative of language ability any of the
other usual language charactenstlcs normal-
lv thought significant for nfeasurement,
such as synrtux,'vocubulury. grammar, and
so on. Additionally, when Negroes were
asked to identify the race of an unscen
speaker using cither standard “or nonstan-
dard language, the users of nonstandard
were identified as Negro (3).

How usetul- are the various techniques
and what do thev measure? To a consid-
crable degree most predictive measuring
techuiques conform to an uncertainty prin-
ciple similar to that used in statisties and
physics: one can predict the behavior of a
group with fair reliability, but the tech-

niggues used for predicting group perfor-

mance with considerable suceess may be
relatively useless for the prediction of indi-
vidual behavior, for the individual is not
ound by the same sum 'total of censtraints
hich- limit the group.

Prediction of individual behavior is much
like the problem of buyving a ready-made
suit: if \()u are average, vou will be well
satisfied; if you are not average, vou will
have a strange or an nwkward fit. A stan-
dard of measurement with 90 pereent reli-
ability would appeat to be very satisfactory
for predictive purposes, but the ,character-
istics of the group remaining, usually from
thesextremes of the range, are very unclear.

»
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It is these groups at the limits'of predictive

rcliability which are of considerable interest

at this tane. ‘\lllumgln it has heen demon-
< strated that grade Tevel and age are highly
08 (21), the remaining per-
centage of the x'('«h(ml population is of suflj-
cient e rual Size in the total population
to warrant special trcatment. The 'y are mnost
commonly. those students who are linguis-
tically or cultutally different,

There is little question that tests and oth-

. correlated,'r

er measuring l('(-hniqu('s' are available to
measure a wide variety of ‘skills and abili-
ties, One (-un'(l('m()mtrnt('_ that tests are re-

liable instruments which measure very ae-

curately and consistently. Yet though these

Rrseanrcn Bases ror Oran LANGUACE INSTRUCTION
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‘ carly age tests appear
to test different abilities from those abilities
measured by tests for older age groups
(6:8). Head Start programs appear to be
more cffeetive with children with low 1Q
scores than those with middle 1Q scores;
this despite the fact that the type of skills
emphgsized in. Head Start programs are
supposed to be those skills whichthe mid-
range children master and exeel in dnrmz?
fater seltool years.

It is possible that maturation rates are
different for the various groups and that
low 1Q scores or low socioceonomic levels
are predictive of a faster maturation rate
which levels ofl much sooner than.does the,

Some varjeties of

tests are available and the scores whidgh they - slower maturation rate of the xmddle lével

supply have heen standardized for use in a
wide varicty of sitngtions, one gnust ask the
question along with Page “not whether it
measures, for what it measures is ve ry well
measured, but whether 3tds measuring the

. right thing™ (37, ~

htelligence  tests have  recently heen
withdrawn from use in the sehool systems
ob New York Citv, Washington, D.CL and
Los Angeles, California,

genee as measured by.enrrent ests is a par-

because , intelli-

triculr grouping of abilities that has heen
singled ont from the total range of mental
abilitics reguired  for S‘l(i&f'l(‘(()r\' perfor-
nranee imour society. Iis © nln(']\ ])()w])l(-
that the range of abilities which ]l.ls been
singled ot is irrelevant to an ace rate m ap
of inte l]uh nee. Also, to a considerable ex-
tent mm? tests of 1O are loaded with factual
material generally known only by certain
groups and the scores on the test nay be
more indicative of teacher or examiner ex-
Jpectations than of individual examinee abil-
itv. Recent Q‘.u'('h indicates that the 1Q
sCeore (as currently secured) s pot, predie-
tive of learning ability in students low on
the sociocconomic seale although the (1O
score mav be highly predictive for students
from the middle ranges therein (40).

v
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child (16:19). The cxact implications of
this are unclear at the moment for it may he
that one variety of test measures ability to
learn while another vatiéty measures the
amount of actual knowledge.
Most tests very  many

things:  language  mechanics, |
punctuatign, spelling, «

measure of the
c.g.,
capitalization; formal
recognition of correet form; vo-
usage;
parts of speechy sentence tvpes;, editorial
revisian; and recognitiomof differenges in
style. Except for oral reading sections in
some test batteries, therefore, the tests are
printed tests, Fhev' can only measure. ert—

grammar,

cabulary, reading comprehension;

ten English and are neap; 1])l(~ of measuring
oral Fnglish. L
Most tests also require a “correct” fo-
sponse inanswer to a4 question and .nssum&y
that the “correct” response is a reflection of
standard Fnglish. All tests of this sort dis-
criminate against speakers of a second™lan-
guage. speakers of regional “dialeets, and

less verbal Tower, achievers. To the extent

‘that they ehnfuse written Language with

oral langnage or assnme that only.wri%cn
langainge ability is indicativeg of languhye,
ability in general, they will be misleading
and useless. Where tests assume that edi-

>
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- [.aNGUAGE
torial abilitv iy indicative of writing ability,
they are presnmptitous and limited devices.
The Wbty to handle Taingnage: cannaot he
equated with the Aty to Tundle @sanple
of the language sinee llnlllv may he partial
m parts of the Laingiage, “”‘“l’l‘ te in some
h)l.l”_\'
A thient conversationalist is not nee-

areas, and lacking b overy many

athers.
essarthy . goad orator and is even less Tikely

o be agood novelist.

The abihity to verbahze responses to ques-
tioms abont Linguage abilitv is more indica-
tive of the mastery of a formal pattern of
Lignage falwsis (e, knowledge of tra-
ditional  grammuar, 2 llnllt\ to comprehend
the test, and knowledge of form U deserip-
or the degree to which the stu-

tive termy

dent's l)lll)ll( Lingnage corresponds to the

Jangnage
school, Regardless of geographic, area, Tow

SOCLOCCONONTIC l«-\'(wl(l(-xlts have a plﬂ)li('
Lingiage which thevyMse at home or at plav
Jess like that "ol
in the sehool

forntal  standard msed in the

f the formal Mnguage sed
and in print than s the Tan-
giage of middle sociocconomic level stu-
dents (300
When the low

ashed to i(ll’llt”k’\'

socioctanomic stndent is
an item as ancorreet, at s
| incorreet” formn is the
form he uses in his public speccheor which
When he s asked

to testrnetiure o sentence or . paragraph, his

is common in his diadect.

Lk of contact with a varicty of stvles puts

Trsts AND LINGUISTICALLY D1xrrreNT LEARNERS 79
. . Ee 1

’

him atg distinet disadvantage to the middle
S()('i()(‘,(%?l()!ni(' level student who has read
more widelv or has traveled a bit throngh-
out the United States (1 1 the student
speaks a different Langage, his perfor-
mance in English will l();ﬁi('.lllv be much
nnl)m\((l it he iy given initial instruction

1 his own langaage prior to unde rtaking
1 test in the second language. Obviously, if
he cannot nnderstand what he is to do, he
canndt pertorm satisfactorily (34).
Ctionallv, when the examiner s of the same
ethnic background as the student, the un-

depstanding and confidence which is cre-

ated allows the student to p(-rf()Fm far het-
ter than if he were heing tested by someone
of differeit background (34).
Langoage abilities which can be mea-
aired comist of a number of widely varving
- shills.
tive of the ability. to landle the production
of material while others indicate the ability

to handle the reception of material, it may

Since some of the skills are indica-

he useful to arrange these varicties of skills
in . convenient matrix illustrating both pro-
duction and reception.

Clearly, preschool children and illiterates

all ages will be completely Tacking, or
nearlv so, in the skills listed under writing
find reading. Biliggual students will have a
hial matrix situation in which the relation
of capacity in one area of the native lan-
i e matrix to the same arca of the second

Chart 1

1]
Phase Matrix of Language Skills® .
+ Produciion Reeeption
Frcoding , . Decofling
Speahing Wty Listening i Reading
Senantios Setantio s Semantices Semanties
Syntax o Svntax x - P Syntay Syntax
o Morpholoses, Y Morpholowpy Marphology Morphology
Lanicon Iovieon faevicon L.egicon
< Phonemes Craphemes - Phonemnes Graphemes
Kinesios S Paralangiaee Kimesies Paralanguage
: °Adpted from Cervenka (15) 4nd MacNamara (29) . ) o
: L 1 n 4 -~

e
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language matrix must be considered. This
may be a very difficult, perhaps im[)().ss'i})lle
task. “No casy way of measuring or char-
acterizing the total irmpact of one langu: age
on another in the speech of bilinguals has
been, or probably can be, devised” (48).

When such abilities are translated from
the terminology of the linguist, a variety of
characteristics cmerge which include items
ranging fromn the completely mechanical
skills to the most abstract cognitive abilities,
It is of considerable import: ance that by far
the most comnmon skills gested are the pure-

Iv meshanical, de spite the lack of evidence .

of any correlation between such skills and
ldng_,u age proficieney. From a sample of
two hundred educational experiments re-
garding abilities’which were considered sig-
nificant as predictors, thefollowing emerged
when items with a citation incidence of five
or more were tabulated. The purely me-
chanical skills were excluded  since they
were mentioned in virtually every report
and no correlation could be found for them,

Varied and Flexible Vocabulary

Aural Comprehension

Oral Usage .

Phonctic Accuracy ’

Length ind Number of T Units (main
clause with associated subordinate clause)

Cloze Ability (ability to comprehend or re-
construct uaterial from which every nth
clement is removed)

Fregueney of Use of Tentativeness,
- tional Words, Conditional Clauses,
Optional Grammatical Patterns
Abilitv to Restructure or Rephrase
Ability tg; thandle Svntactic Cyes

Rela-
and

’ -
N -

Associated rescarch with s‘p(-ciﬁc interest
in these arcas istdetailed i 4 6; 26, 27;
35; 46). These items depend to a ('()nsld(‘l-
able exfent on stindardization and norming
procedures. Few tests have extensive norms
and those that do have such nerms may be
completely irrelevant to curriculum needs.
There is some research which gives no indi-

ERI
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cation of a pcrson's socialization or intellec-
tual identity from the observable presence
of a linguistic ¢Maracteristic such as the use
of standard verh forms, preferred lexical
items, or ;1('('('1)[;1})1(' pronunciation (45).

Tests

Morc tests which are in current use in
research are tests which have been devel-
oped for the particular area to be investi-
gated or the specific experiment in which
they will be used. Most rescarchers are ap-
parently dissatisfied with published tests
and are convinced that they must deyelop
their own which ate more suited to their
needs. The cited samphe of research ( cho-
sene from studies reported Research in
Education under the ERIC descriptors of
comparative testing, language testing, lan-
guage capacity, and dlsadvanlaz’ed stu-
dents) referred to twenty-nine published
tests, the most frequently cited menting
only five citations,

All other tests cited were specifically de-
veloped tests produced for the research in
which they were used. Some of these tests
arc-now cornmereially available and will be

going through ﬂw&orming and use process

negessary for validation, It shquld be em-
phasized that the following list is not com-
prehensive for magy of the tests were un-
available at the time of writing, Explicit
and complete reviews for many of the fol-
lowing tests may be found in the Mental
Measurctents Yearbooks (6-8) and Tests
in Print (9). References in parentheses at
the end of gagh summary refer to the more
complete reference in  the appropriate
source rnaterial,

A final point to be noted: since curricula

“change and students change, the older a-

test, the more satisfactory a local group will

appear when measured against national
norms; obviously if one wants to_demon-

strate that a_new thee}oi’(ﬁas solved a
particular problem one should use an-older

o
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test rather than the newest test l(’) appear.
Such new tests tend to measure areas not
previously considered in the methodology
while the older tests measure those items
which the methodologies have had sufficient
experience and practice in solving and
teaching.
»
1. Barrett-Ryan-Schrammel English Test:
two citations. I)('sign(‘d to survey stu-
dent pr()ﬁ(fi(‘ncy in English mechanics,
facilitate grouping and placement, and
l()?liagnosv deficiencies.

Items are based on the common content of
leading textbooks and  courses of - study;
which and how many are not specified. No
evidence is available to indicate that the
test p('g;f()rm.é hetterthan a reasod@bly good

icher-made examination and no cevidenc
is' provided that placement is facilitated
test scores to a greater extent than

grades in English (7:B).

2. Culifornia Achiecement
tations. Designed to-
achievement in
and language.

readiny

Test items are well constructed although
their coverage is somewhat limited. Popug
lation sample. size is rather small and
achievement scores are based onsgaterial
produced in 1957 (8:A). '

’

3. California Language Tests: oné cita-
tion, Designed to test mechanics, word
_usage, sentegee structure, and verbal,
expression, i

Standardization is poorly” defined and the

reviewer is not convinced of its representa-

tiveness, particularly since scliool system
testing for the South and the Northwest is

completely lacking. The word usage section

appears to be particularly prone to dialect

misinterpretation (8:G).

L
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4. Cooperative English Test: one citatior,
l)(si;ﬁncd to test usage, ijrammur me-
chanies, sefitence struclur(' sp('llmg
and vocabulary.

“The test does not examine the ability_to

write or speak and resembles tests found in
English workbooks. The test was produced
in 1938 and has been only slightly changed
since that time (8:H; 8:1).

5. Cooperative School and College Abil-”
ity Test: one°c1t;atxon Designed to test
.the total range Qf academic achxeve-
ment for placement in hlgh school and
college. -*

emphasis on read-
prédicts  academic
achieye m(nt h(‘l qr women than for
m< ne and the total score pr(-dxcls English

;,r'i(l( s far better than'the partial sub-score
on verbal ab:lxty The «test + i not wide
enough in rangdé@tad tends to dliscriminate

against lower achicvers (8:N).

! -

6. Differential Aptitude Test: one cita-
tion. Designed to test general verbal
aptitude on basi§ of responses indica-

+ting agreement or dxsagre(-m(-nt with
test item

Test usage has not changed since 1947, The

norms appear large, but are actually quite
Pl

small when cach level Jis considered. The -
chds of the normal range are appargntly un- h

halanced and, possibly, biased (8:5).

Gloria and David Beginning English,
Series No. 20, Test 6, Language Arts—
Spanish-English: onc  citation. De-
ssigned to test phonology oral compre-
hension, and aural comprehension. o+
a lesser degree, .dlso tests translation

ability.

7.

»

.

Local norms must be developed through usg

¥

t
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of check sheet supplied. Designed “to be
used in conjunction wath filmstrips and t. apes
recorder in order to supplyrsame testing
sitnation to all studenty (147,

B Essentials of English Test: cita-
tion. “Tests usagre, spelling, mechanics,
sentence structure, and vocahulary:

Ore

st is essentiallyv hased on material
for use in 1939 and is relatively
out-of-date™yv current standards.

lary appgars t

Vocabu-
 overly formal (8:)

9. Frostig [)((m;\mu ntal Test of \’Iwal
EPerception. two (H\tnnr\ A clinieat
tool tfor the g finition,ofperceptual
ahilitics .lll(l ek of ll\k Tt ul(lmg
o

'_;”Pf/}: st relivs on non-ve l’l).ll re sp()ns(-s
cseries of pictures which are somewhat cub
turally

biased, Primarils

used watlt handi-
capped children, such as aph. s qnd emo-
(u)lmll\ distuthed, and lower agre level chil-
dren. Has o lesser (e grree gf validity with
non-handicapped  children, to
the child reflect some Lingnage and culture
problems which are not considered in the
scoring (SR,

Dircetions®

<1
Abilities
Test tems focus

Language
Tost:«two citations.

10, (.'I'('r'l)(h.\'f(/;);)
on the determination” of “abilitics re-

such s
> .
spelling, grammar, and mechanics.

lated to classroom content,

.

Student must register Tis imnderstaygding of
the correctiess of an item or its ('r)ﬁ%-rw by
assigning o grammatical reason for the or
vror. This abilitv as well as the ahility to
recognize formal vocabulary mav-disgrimi-
nate against the low sociocconomic level or
ndnstandard diadect student (7:C).

- Alinois Tesofs Psye /m[m”ulsfn Abil-
IfU Hfive citations. De sngm gl to difler-

L‘. E
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cntiate facets of cognitive ability by |

means  of 316 items classed  into .
twelve gronps: auwditory reception;
visual reception;  visual sequential .

memory; zm(lit()rv assocration:

t()l\ SC¢ que nti. 1 me m()r\

augli-
visual asso-
“ctation; visual ¢ Josure; verbal expres-
sion, grammatic closure; manual ex-
pression; auditory closure; and sound

blending.

This is the most ('()mm(mlv used test in the
rescarch explored. ()nly 1 few studics are
available of the recent revision, but a sig-
nificant .xyumber of- projects are underw; ay
includifg the use of the test in the evalua-
tion of national Head Start programs. It
should hewoted that the sive of various sulb-
sections ()f the test varice 5 {rom the.maximum
of fifty items for (m(lmm r( ce I)tmn to four ’
Nor verbal ¢ xpression. T Le \W( rage’ number

Lems per facet jatwenty -nm{\ Validation

estowas done on groups pf white

lJnl(lr( W isconsin. Whether the test ig

satisfac tory 0 l)(- determined, but dlx":}\ ’
s not ms]nr(' (()nf\\

s indicate that the fack ™

the surface
fidenee. Most tead
of ability in verbal &
serious disadvantage  t an -
have i the classroom. The ITPA diagnoses
sncheability on the basis of four ts from
N t()l‘llﬁQF '31()‘ How such o di fﬂnosﬁ\&!)v *,
RN *,
acenrale o © predictive except in the Togt ™

veneral n! terms s a mvstery (8:Q ). I

ir students

L2 dowa Test of Basie Skills: one citae
tion. ¢

lowa Test of Educational Dece [up-
ment: Both tests invas-

ticate languagé-skills throngh vocab-
nlary, n'.ulm;_, comprehension, spell-

ing. mechanics, Aml usige, . -

two citations,

The testee is expected to fime tl},(' CTLOT in .
the material presented to Iim in these-tests,
As o result, the tests cmphasize editorial

R . 1 3 v .
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abilitics and are more indicative of experi-
antial background than of skills or Linggage
.1})|h() Didlect variation would appedr to
he a factor in low scoring. The stanflard
sample reflects this™ for there s a jpros
N nomnced shortage of trials in urban Squth-
crn schools (8:B8) )
L Metropolitan Achicvement Test: four
citations.
15 Metropolitan 1{( adinesy Test: four ci-
< tations. Both t( sts are de signed Lo test
acevement i .1})ﬂ1t\ in the total
range of skilly th()u;ﬁht apprepriate
for snceess in the classroom,

The tests are comnservative tests rgfecting
ndimg the publisher hagl of ghe
“urriculum  at Ul(, time fhe tests

the underst

natiofal
sere condpucted. Norns were Dased on
4 white ehildrem~ ety -six states,
. Language material

studentat the lower @

inadequate for the
1 of the scales since
clince scores areAes$ than one-halt grade
helow the minimfum level for wlich norms
are offered. The nse-ranges introduee are-
Tnibitety ()l 6/9 or 66 pc reent which is not
anflicient1o discriminate with sufficient con-
. fidence at the low end of the scale. Sinee
| the publigher specifically warns against the
g e pbathe toests tor individual diagnosis, it
i Qiffientt to inderstand why this test is as
popular asTit s unless one believes the test

¥

users assumie their school population to he
uniformly middle class and  white  (6:A;
. 87Ty . ¢
-
16. Objective Test in Grammar: twg, ci-
tations, Measures  recognition nd

verbal ability in terms of traditional

.

formal grammar.

The publishier provides no data on reliabil-
ity. no data on validity, no manual, no
norms, no standards, and the test is un-
timed. Presymalily the test users have used

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. \ .
the test for some time and are comfortable
with' it on the basis of local experience

(6:A,9).

17 Oral l)if('('t‘h iv Test: one citation.
Designed  to - test-anral comprehen-
ion, visual discrimination, and motor
skills of individuals over sixteen years
of age.

The test finds its greatest usefulness -as a
sereening device for low level factory posi-

. tions. The test diseriminates against rural

popul wtions and, apparently, women (7:1D).

18. Peabody  Picture Vocabylary Test:
three citations. l)('sign('d for use with
childrens .jn(-;rpu})l‘vﬁf tyking regular

tests, e, cerehr AI)ilISi(!(l, brain

- damaged.

The examiner reads a word and the subject
indicates a pighure, The test is shert. Stan-
dards supplied with the test are based on
children living near Nashville, Tennessee,
The score point jumps are very large: 50
points imdicates 1Q score of 101 at age 5.5
hut i seore of 89 at age 5.6 (8:0).

19, Purdue High School English Test:
one citation. Tests vocabulary, spell-
n\lg, reading (-()ml)r('h(-n.\'i(m. and me-
chanices,

The subject matter coverage is restricted
and there are few indications of curricular
reftvimce. A peguliarity of the test is that
chance scores put the individual into high
pereentile ranks on subtests (45th percen-
tile, 64th pereentile) (6:A; 8:K). -
20. Science  Rescarch  Associates  High
School Placement: one citation,
21, Language Arts Tests: two citations,
Both tests are designed to evaluate

s
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a student’s ‘ability in total curriculum
areas and in the specific language
skills requisite for academic success.

The tests attempt to evaluate total student
ability as well as language proficiency, but
it is possibke to achieve a grade cquivalent*
increase of one-half to one year and fifteen
to twenty percentile points solely for one
correct spelling. The validity of the tests are

.opens to question sinee several possible al-

ternate answers m'dy bC giV(‘.n for mllny
items on the test ‘without being considered
in the total score. “Only if the ablest stu-
dents take the tests in the spirit of ‘what
answer did the author intend to be consid-
ered right’ instead of ‘what answer or an-
swers can be defended as correct alterna-
tives” would they score well,on the test”
(8:D:88; 8:L).

22. Sequential Test of Educational Prog-
Tess: two citations. Designed to test
the entire range of educational abil-
ity.

The test provides for the typical student
onlv and discriminates against students at
both ends of the ability range. The test is
an attgactive one and provides scores which
give yhe appearance of being informative.
Most/ reviewers are uncertain of the worth
of the information provided, however (7:A;
8:E).

23. Stanford Achicvement Test: three ci-
tations. A test fo the basic range of
school achicvgment (reading, spell-.

T ing, urithmvtz language, social stud-
ies, and scidnee ). -
/
The language pofti()n of the test asks stu-
dents to identify words which are the best
descriptors of a picture, e.g., to choose items
of similar phonic value, In so doing, th
st is concerned with the measarement
test is concerned with t1&( m//'sgn’tm nt f

H

Q ) | 9 2
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ability in formal school standard written .
English. Such ability is usually lacking -

among the linguistically different. Appar-
ently the continued wide use of the test
comids from the user’s long familiarity with
it and the development of valid local stan-
dards. Since the tests are based on the texts
and the curricula of the 1950's, they will
measure what was modeyn.then and is, per-
haps, standard now (8:F).

1

24. Stanford-Binet 1Q Scale: four cita-
tions.

With the publication of Arthur R. Jensen’s
article “How Much Can We Boost 1Q and
Scholastic  Achievemegg?” (23), most 1Q
tests and scales were immediately labeled
as suspect, biased, racist, misleading, and
worse. Such tests arc characterized by the
investigation of the ability to initiate and
maintain abstract reasoning as well as the
ability to solve problems of various natures.

Jensen claims that this ability or group of .

abilitics is inherited. It is difficult to eval-
uate the pros and cons of the argument from
the point of view of language but three
items are worth noting: (1) Iegm/imfmliwty
is characterized by at least a two-level sys-
tem consisting of associative or rote learning
and conceptual or cognitive learning; (2)
most curricula stress conceptual learning to
the almost complete exclusion of associative
learning; and (3) language t(*u‘c\hiQ‘ has
emphasized the value of associativestote
learning in the carly stages of language 4c-
quisition. It would follow that 1Q- tesfs as
currently cg\,\nceiv\vd’ would  discriminate
against the individial still in an associative
learning stage. Whether this is true or not,
it should be further noted that the Stanford-
Bingt norms were cstablished in 1937 and
apé now some thirtv-three vears old (8:P;
8: 23).

25. English Usage Test for Non-Native
Speakers of English: two citations.

Ve
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26. Michigan Test of English Language

Proficiency: two citations,

Listening Test for Students of-English

as a-Second Language. two citations.

Test of English as a Foreign Lan:

guage: \wo citations,

Oral Rating Form for Rating Lan-

guage Proficiency in Speaking and

'\Understanding English: two citations,
These five tests are designed to cvalu-
ate pronunciation, grammfar and-word
order, vocubula_ry, aural Comprehen-
sion, sentence length, and mechanies,
In addition, some pso. evaluate gen-
eral speed of speech and oral fluency.

217.
28.

29.

These tests are standardized on the bagis of
a student’s ability to function at the col-
legiate level, Tt is assumed that all persons
tuking the test are more than sixteen years
of age and are intent on an academic pro-
gram at or beyond the freshmap fevel in
college. The language which is red s
highly specific to general academic sage.
While these tests functipn reasonably well,
they are not suitable gs ability scales, being
moke precisely accurate for placement pur-
poscsN\Here the validity varies considerably
and is highlv defendent on standardization

within the local situation. One could take

the tess 'off the shelf and use them imme-
diatelv, but their predietive ability would
have to be taken on faith (8:M).

)

Implieations
Are these tests and thweir findings helpful
in planning instructional - strategy? Since
anv test will help the teacher or the cur-
riculum developer by providing a score or
an evaluation whi(vali ns as a refer-
encp aint, we cgh iy that tiy are helpful
in planning ig#tructional stratey. But the
strategy wifich is planned may be\consider-
ably differpnt from existing stgategy and
mav requife’ wholesake change in the cur-
riculum to be completely, pffective. Again,

)
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since most test dcv\clo‘pL/s/cuution 'uguinst
the use of subsections of a test as diagnostic
tools, few tests can be said to be satisfac-
tory. . N

A number of tests which do make provi-
sion for such diagnostic use provide very
limited and quite unnatural samples of the
range_of abilitics no‘rmul}y expected (&f the
student. The result of suCh partial diagnos-
tic work may conceivably hinder the stu-
dent or misdireet his energies. Such tests
and their gingnoses are valid only when the
user bas had sufficient experience with them
in the situation in which they are to be used
so that he feels generally confident with
their predictions zm(lj(';nl interpret the test
scores with case. Once this oecurs he can
make satisfactory diagnostic use of them.:
Then the evele starts onceomore: is that
which is, being tested relevant to what is
being lil{lj_’,l]t; and can & partial sample of
the student’s work predict his ultimate level

"qf aéhicvement? The answer to date ap-

p(-urs't()il)(- that ()n('@mould wear the shoe
if it fits properly.

Some results have been (h(-l({,r,mm(‘d by
several of the tests which indicate the valid-
ity of onc or another instructidnzll\Efrategy.
Many linguiw'rm%lunglmgv rescarchers
have argued that the difference between
the linguisticallys sophisticated and the lin-
guistically irﬁrn;ltlxr({ is not so much the
awareness of comect and incorrect usage
but rather’ the general knowledge of a wide
range of language varieties and adequate
contact with the \’;lri(‘t‘l;t'é most character-
istic of school instruction. Many experi-
ments and tests indicate that it is far more
fruitful to expand"thc—studen\t’s language
repertory than it is to “correet” the language
he uses in his daily life. By providing a widc
range of experiential contacts, the teacher
and th¥®curriculum can make clear that lan-
guage consists of a variety of styles which
must be mastered, cach of which has its
own value and use, Such awareness is high-
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v effective in"providmg the mdividual with Some techuiques are successful, From th'c
a sohid base for his fater cognitive under?  numerous reports of such successes, one
standing of use levels (14,3233, 3K 139), might think that bysic discoveries in the
How the repertory s to he expanded is  teaching process are being made. In reality,
another and” mope difficult matter. Some these positive reports only echo a rather
specialists - have argued  that anguage  obvious characteristic of cducation: when
growth in the carlv stages s an associative  the classroom situation is familiar to the
process requiring . bairly large amount of - student, the curriculum content apparent,
rote learmmg. Language teaching specialists the teacher enthusiastic, and student needs
have made effective uses of - this effect in - and interests met, then a wonderful amount
their® development of  the audio-lingual — of learning is ackdeved.
- methodology which stresses the develop- Most positive reports indicated that a few
“ment of habitual patterns of  behavior,  specific techniques are of more than passing
When research has examined this area and  value: (1) carlier instruction for the lin-
has mvestigated the langnage aequisition guistically - diflerent is likely to prevent
of children, there has been considerable evi- - many l.mé{mgv- problems in later school ~ S
dence that rote or associative fearning is  vears (12); (2) pr(_--instru('ti()‘n in the stu-
quite important in the carly stages of the  dent’s Tanguage or glialeet helps him per-
binguage learning process (11190 230 246 forn better instandard English (34); (3)
. 25 43 47 It s possible that the benefits the use of content materials to teach an-
“dernved from such teaching arcadue mainly ~ guage is more successful than the use of
to the structuring of the content which is  language imfuterials alone (44); (4) highly
introdnced as wconsequence of the devel structured  programs are more  successful
opment of appropriate gnateriabs, Many of  with the lTinguistically diflerent than they
the reports indhcate that strocturing is quiteare with the standard population (24; 25);
jnn])()r!.mt (112425363 and advocate the and (5) the earlier the Linguage material
« teaching of topies from the point of view of —is introduced to the stadent, the more likely
the final examination. It is suggested that it is that he will master it (10; 28; 38). How-
the final examination be a comprehensive  ever. although many individuals argue that
map of all those skills and abilitics which —aspecific age is more advantageous for the
the student is expected to have at the end introducfion of « insruction in language,
ot his period of studv (130, there is no evidence that one age is better
Some types of instruction andinstrue- than anv other, Al research has indicated is
tional techniques I been indicated as that an carlv start gives more practice, and
* having limited or marginal vilue in the Tan- - practice is ;11)1);1r(-11t|y\§3'llzll is necessary for
gnage” teaching process. While thev are  language mastery (10). ‘
suitable i average  circwmnstances,  these What are the high prioritv test needs?
techniques are apparently of little use in - A few iteinsare apparent as possible topics:
the exceptional circumstances found in the (1) we st be able to measure an indi-
lingm/sti('.'lll_v different classroom. These are vidual’s competence in language (whether
the nse of diagramming (17), instruction in - he speaks a nonstandard diadeet or another
standard Eaglish as an aid to reading for  language) as contrasted with his compe-
the linguistically different (41), instruction  tence in standard English; (2) we need a
> in formal linguage at the eitrlv stages of  convenient checksheet so that teachers and
tanguage Jearning” (30), and instruction scheol administrators can determine what
centered on tie schvol situationalone (39).  standard of language is used in school or is

.
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used in the community; (3) we must have

an acceptable definition of standard English
’ which allows for the richness of some of the
dialeets spoken in the United States; (- 1) we
need tests whuh distinguish between lan-
guage pr()h(u ney and degree of socializa-
tion, (5) we need to know what it is that is

required for satisfactory performance in the
school curriculum in langnage other than
. that performance solely based on “written
'ng.,u.l;_,(-, and (6) fmlllv but not least of
all, we need o definition of language which

takes into account all of the abilities used

in human communication. We are still an
inordinate distance from a satisfactory defi-
nition, let alone a detailed specification of

skills.

- The work being done in the Nevada des-

&, ort with the (h]mpln/( ¢ Washoe (20) indi-
cates that llll’ﬁlld[.’(' is not solely confined to
man and may be used for 51;_’mﬁ(dnl inter-
species communicition. If the Gardners are
successful with Washoe, we will be in dire
need of a true definition of “linguistically

- different.”

Summary

Present school programs place consider-

.able reliance on the results of standardized
language tests both as placement deviees
and as diagnostic deviees, vet the validity
of these tésts is open to question. This paper
discusses the following four (lll‘(‘ﬁli()‘n.yin
the light of current theory and research:

1. To what extent are currently available
measuring technigues useful for iden-
tifving the characteristics of linguis-
tically different learners?

2. Are they helpful in planning instrue-
tional strategices?

3. How might the learning potentialities
of linguistically different leatners be
mecasured? )

4. What are ‘the high-priority test needs?

General findings of rescarch indicate the

ERIC
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general preference of most rescarchars for
the specially developed test designed for the
particular research at hand. More thanihalf
of all programs sarveyed used such sp(‘ék\l-
Iy developed tests,

The results of such testing indicate two\
main bhranches of investigation as “fruitful
arcas: the individyal's ability in ldng_’udgc as
contrasted with hig dblllly in standard lan-
guage. Gurrent nndcrstmdm;, ot language,
language learning, and curriculum  design
indicates some confusion of goals in these
three areas which must be clarified befofe
test findings may be -used with the same
mcaning in each area.

Publication Sources for Tests .

1, Barrett-Ryan-Schrammel English Test
Harcourt, Bface and World, Inc., 757 Third
Avenue, New York, New Y()rk l()()l7

2. (a[xforma Achicvement Test

Califgrnid Test Bureau, DelMonte Research

Park. terey, Calffornia 93940

3. (fuli{urnia Language Tests

California Test Burcau, DelMonte Research

Park, Monterey, California 93940 \

1. Cooperatig English Test: Usage, Spelling,
and Vocahitlary ’
Cooporative Test Division, Educational Test®
mg Serviee, Princeton, New Jersey, 08540

5. Cooperative School and Callege Ability Test
Cooperative Test Division, ucational* Test-
ing Service, Princeton, New Jersey 08540

6. Differential Aptitude Test
Psycholagical Corporation, 304 E. 45th Street,

Y New York, New York 10017

7. Gloria and Darid Beginning Fnglish, Series
No. 20, Test 6, Language Arts—Spanish-Ed-
glish -

w I.unqmlg(- Arts,, Incorporated,. 1205 W. 34tH

. Street, Austin, Texas 78705

8. Fssentials of Fnglish Test .

American Guidanee Service, Inc., 720 Wash-
ington Axenue, S.E., Minncapolis, Minnesota
55414,/ X

9. Marianne  Frostig D(t(lopm( ntal Test of
Visual Perception
Consulting Psychologists Pr(ss 577 C()l](-ge
Avenue, Palo Alto, California 94306

10. (.‘rr('m'-Sm%p l.anguauv Abilities Test
Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc., 757 Third
Avenue, New York, New York 1()017

11. Hlinois Test of Psycholinguistic Ability =
University of Hlinois Press, Urbana; IMlinois
(1803 '

12. lowa Test of Basic Skills S
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13.1
14.

15.

19.

20.

22
L)
23

21

.25

26.

28.

29.

O

E

»

M
iwhton Mifflin Company, 2 Park Street,

Hm‘g,,
BostoR, Massachusctts 02107

The lowa Test of Fducational Decelopment
Science  Researth  Assocuates, *259 10 Erie
Street, Chicago, Hhinms 60611

Metropolitan Achievement Test

Harconrt, Brace and World, Ine . 757 Tlnred
Avenue, New York, New York 10017
Mectropolitan Readiness Test

Harcourt, Brace and World, Iue, 757 Third

Avenue, New York, New York 10017
Objectice Test in Fnplish (Grammar)
Perfection Form Company, 214 W, Fighth
Street, Logan, lowa 51546

Personnel Tests for Industry. Oral Directions
Test -
Poychologreal Corpotation, 304 E. 45th Street,
New York, New York 10017

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Amecncan Cidance Services, Ine., 720 Wash-
mgton Avenue, S 19, Minneapolis, Minnesota
9541

The Purdue High School FEnglish Test
Houghton  Mifthn Company, 2 Park Street,
Boston, Massachnsetts 02107

S R A lll';_:tt School Placenunt Test
Science  Research  Associates, 259 B
Street, Chicago, Hhnois 60611

S R
Tests
Saence  Research  Associates,
Street, Glucago, IHimows 60611 =
Sequential Test of Fducational Progress
Cooperative Test Divsion, Educatenal Test-
g Seryices, Princeton, New Jersey 08541
Stanford  Achiwevement Test

Harconrt, Bragce and ‘Waorld, Inc,.757 Third
Avenne, New York, New York 10017
Stanford-Binet 1¢) Scale '

Houghton AMifHin (:(Hlll).yly, 2 Park Street,
Boston, Massachnsetts 02107

Englsh Usage Test for Non-Nasive Speakers
of Fnglish

Michigan Test of English Language Proficien-
cr .

}';4/)]]('['5 Michigan Bookstore, 322 S, State
Street, Ann Mtbor, Michigan 48104 ’
Lustenmg " Test for Students of English as a
Second Language

Test of Englsh as g Foreign Language
F.(lu‘({urionnl Testing Services, Princeton, New
Jersey 08540 )

Qral Ratmg Form for Rating Language Pro-
percncy in Speaking and Understanding Fn-
glish :
Amencan Langiage Igshitate, 3065 O Street,
NW Washimgton, 180C. 20007
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'Devejopihg_l’iluency in Standard Oral English*

IRwIN FEIGENBAUM
Sociolinguistics Program
Center for Applicd Linguistics
Washington, D.C.

The ERIC svstem has acceded  many®  propriate and uscful, If, on the other hand,

documents dealing with different aspects
of cducation in order to make them avail--
able fdr use without the delay that is often
encountered in professional journals. The
problems of ready accessibility solved, we
can turn to (‘(uminin;ﬁ gJocuments that deal
with a partic uldr issue. Th(- issuce which will
in this pap( r subsumes two
reated guestions: :

be discussed i

What are the most promising tochniqhes
for developing fluency in standard oral
English?

Is it neeessary to provide different lan-
giage patterned exercises for different
languages and dialeets common to U.S,
school populations?

o

@ .

Selecting the Documents

In (‘on.%'i(l(~ring a document, we must look
at the way in which the author has de-
seribed the situation to which a solution is
sought Dhecanse his interpretation of “the
situation will influence his suggestions for
action. If onc’s interpretation is that the
students” language is simply different from
standard oral English, teaching standard
oral English resembles teaching a forcign
language in that we are, in both cases, in-
terested in helping the students acquire
another: linguistic system for use in those
situations in which this other system is ap-

°R(‘ll)l’inl('(l‘ from Elementary English 47:8 (De-
cember 19700 1053-1059.

UThe ERIC documents cited inathis paper were in
the ssstem at the end of 1969,

onc views the students’ language as in-

sufficient for comnmunication and the assim-

ilation of information, teaching standard
oral English is a matter of flling gaps so
that the students can fanetion as learners.
Teaching plural forins to studehts who can-
not produce plural statements and who can-
not perforin actions implic o by plural state-

ments, (Oshorn, nd., 3) is a task different

from (and, one would guess, considerably
more difficult than) tcaching plurals forms
to students who have already mastered one
way of cxpressing plurality and are to learn
another way of expressing it. Teaching the
use of the word not would be one type of
undertaking if the students had mastered a
negative statement like.She ain’t here, and
(uite another if the students had no means
of expressing negation in their speech.
There seems to be a clear division be-
tween those educators who have selected
a "(l(-ﬁcil model™ and have pr(-dicute(l their
pe (lago;’\ on apparent deficiencies in the
children’s linguistic p(rf()rmanc(- and those
who have selected a “difference model” and
whose p((ld&ogv reflects this selection.®
Because the “deficit model™ is inappro-
priate in deseribing dialect differences, it
vields incorreet results that may lead to
inappropriate pedagogical steps. One ERIC
document maintains that the children in
one program cxhibited “a lack of oral lan-
guage ability” (Milwaukee Public Schools,

»
/

2For a (hs(uswm of these two models and their
relative merits, see Wolfram, 1970.

99y
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1967, 8). Such a, claim Tnu_v not scem un-
reasonable sinee we hope that every stu-
“dent’s ability to use language will improve
over the years of his_education. But carlier
in the docunment we ind a clearer statement

of the view of the lower-class child’s re--

tarded language development:

The so-called “disadvantaged” child, for
example, may come from an environment
in which there s little verbal communica-
tion or in which the speech he -hears s
inarticulate or fragmented. Such a child is
usually delaved in speech development. . ..
(Milwaukee Publi¢' Schools, 1967, 2)

The premise that the child s “delaved in
speech development”™ leads to the recoms-
mendation that specch therapists use their
specialized training to remedy the problem.
Another document_approaches the situation
in a similar manner:

It was argued that the poor, fragmented
and inarticulate speeeh patterns of pupils
coming from  cconomically disadvantaged
arcas requires (sic) [the work of speech
cducation specialists]. (Carton, 1966, 1)

Again we see that th('.int(-r]n'vlution of the
situation will suggest the types of action to
take. .

Since the students” dialeet of English is
different from standard English hut not, in
any way, demonstrably inferior or lacking
pand any linguiﬂtic;llly sound view must
support this), what rationale is there for
teaching standard oral English, and what
does this imply in regard to means for ac-
complishing the pedagogical  objective?
Therapy and remediation can no longer
be held as valid; teaching standard  En-
glish for use in socially appropriate situa-
tions seems to be a more tenable and real-
istic undertaking. TH({ students’ language
cannot be ednsidered nsufficient in itself;
standard English, then, appears to be an
alternate to a nonstandard  dialect—hoth

Q '
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appropriate in different social contexts, The
author of this paper rejects documents in
which dialeet difference is interpreted as
deficieney or in which socially determined
appropriatencss in lzmguug(- behavior is not
recognized,

Answering the First Question '

The feld of teaching English as a sccond
language (ESL) was not new when the
current concern with  disadvantaged  stu-
dents arose in the carly vears of the past
decade; much was known about for’eign-
language  teaching, information  gained
from successful programs in the United
States and abroad. The public schools be-
came aware that many of their students did
not control English and that their English
teachers were not specifically trained in
sceond-langunge mcthodology. It has been
a matter of bringing the knowledge and
experience from other ESL contexts into
the public school classroom; thus, an an-
swer to the first question: what are the most’
promising techniques for developing flu-
eney in standard oral English?

But the sccond-dialect situation was new.
Formerly, there had not been a widespread
view of the English language as a changing
phenomenon in which natural variations
oceurred from social context to social con-
text: “correct English™ existed and other
versions of English were “incorrect En-
glish.™ Now, the linguists (sociolinguists,
principally)  were  telling  teachers and .
school administrators  that “right-and-
wrong” did not accurately reflect the pic-
ture of language in its social sctting, If °
we were to help students increase the scope

N

-of their linguistic skills, what methodology

19)

or mcthodologics scemed  worthwhile in-
vestigating? How could we teach our stu-
dents to control another dialeet of the lan-
guage? To many people who had experi-
ence and/or training in teaching English
as a sccond language, the teaching of a

-l
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sccond dialect (or, more pr(rcisv.ly, teach-
ing those features that clearly differentiated
two dialcets) was somewhat familiar terri-
tory in which many trails had alrcady been
opened  but in which there still existed
ample opportunity for further exploration.”
Documents in ERIC indicate that
people haye explored this territory.
One of the most interesting aspects of
teaching standard oral English as another
dialeet is in determining those features of
ESL methodology to be used. in second-
dialect. work. In a document about- audio-
lingual methods in language arts, Plaister
(1967) recommends talk: lots of talk from
the” students and lots of talk from the
teacher, providing models of standard En-
glish. Plaister recommends reading to the
students, again providing appropriate mod-
cls, and he recommends using dml()gs and
playlets as interesting wavs of mtroducmg
standard English into the students’ mouths.
Substitution drills and the use of tape re-
cordings and records are also recommend-
ed. The overall picture which Plaister
draws is of ways of stimulating speeclr
and of gradually injecting standard En-
glish into the work.
" Several of the programs described in
ERIC documents have coneentrated on the
repetition and- manipulation of standard
oral English as an fmportant part of their
pedagogy. For this tvpe of teaching, lan-
guage laboratories might be an ideal way
to remove the burden of drilling from the
teacher while giving cach student maxi-

many

mum opportunity to hear and  practice

standard English. The work at C Llﬂm Col-
lege is an example of the utilization of
taped exercises in language laboratorics:

it is believed that only repetitious prac-
tice imitating model sentences can })rxng
ahout firm neuro-muscular control and the

3Sec the
1967 .

discussion in Carroll and Feigenbaum,
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habit of using the’ new language patterns
at the dllpr\)prmu moment. (Lm 1965, 41)
In Atlapta, '

the students in the labs,. . . through repe-

tition drills, a varicty of substitution and-

mutation drills, are learning the reproduc-

tion of sounds in the standard English .

speech of their geographical region. (At-
lanta Public Schools, 1967, 3)
One of the more rigorous trials of audio-
lingual methodology. was carried out by
Golden (n.d., 3) who states?”
The taped lessons [for secondary school
students; providing listening apd repeat-
ing practice] were found to be-effective to
a significant degree in changing extempore
and impromptu speech patterns. The ex-
periment provided proof that tape-teach-
ing is a sound technique. . . .
Audio-visual cquipment has become pop-
ular in educational circles; somgtimes this
popularity has come from certain proper-
tics of the (qunpm( nt that do not relate
dircetly to the cfficacy with which a given
teaching task can be accomplished. More
studies of the Golden type are needed in or-
der to assess the advantage in employing
a certain deviee or teaching technidque,
Johnson (19687, 21) advises the use of
certain - second-language  techniques  in
teaching stnndurdA English; specifically, he
says:

. Seleet one sound or gramenatical item
to teach,

Get the pupils to hear the sound or
recognize the grammatical stvucture.

o

3. Get the pupils to reproduce the stan-

~ dard item, .

Gat the pupils to hear or recognize the
difference between the standard item
and the (qun‘ll('m nonstandard item.

5. Get the puplls to discriminate between

the standard and nonstandard item. . . .
6. Get the pupils to use the standard item
in their speech. . . .

“ One interesting and vital difference be-
tween teaching a sccond 'lahguage and a

101
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“second dialect is the dse of the students’  a time and to proceed systematically (Glad-
dialeet as an integral part of the pedagogy.  ney and Leaverton, 1968, 2-3).
In teaching English as a sccond language, The principles of second- -language ped-
we do not need to distinguish English from  agogy have been taken for use in teaching -
the students’ native language; for example,  standard oral Lngllsh as a sceond dialeet;
the students know if a given sentence is a number of sets of materials have been
English or Spanish. However, to counter- _,pmduc(-d for classroom use. It would not
act the confusion that could arisec when the  be worthwhile cnumerating the ESL fea-
students are not sure whether a sentence  tures incorporated in these materials. That
like Wego home is standard or nonstan-  these sets of materials are mentioned in
dard, the nonstandard dialeet could be in- ERIC documents and that several of them
troduced as Johnson recommends. Since we * are available through the ERIC system in-
are concerned with appropriate dialects for  dicate the feelings of success that resulted
different social contexts, we must be sure  from their suse.?
that the stutlents understand (and accept)
this idea of appropriateness before drill- - Answering the Second Question
work begins. Johnson recominends that the « The materials developed in Los Angeles
idea be brought up and reemphasized reg-  are interesting because we find one set for
ularly throughout the teaching. teaching speakers of black nonstandard En-
Motivating the students to aceept the ;,hsh and another Set for speakers of Span-
relative appropriateness of dialeets and the  ish” The people in Los Angeles have glearly
practice needed to acquire the standard  stated their response to the sccond ques-
dialeet are important  concerns. Slager  tion: -is it necessary to provide different
(1967, 1167) says: . language patterned exercises for different
oral drills can be as futile as the pre- languages :lnd.-’(liz’ll(-cts common to U. §S. -
seriptive grammatical rn](- and the work- “'}“f"] P"P“I“t“?"s') _
hook exercises an flling o blanks unless + Finding answers to this question can be”
the students reant to change. Otherwise  difficult. It has often been Rt undiscussed
- they become resentful or remarkably in- explicitly but answered by strong implica-
dificrent. Most English feachers (at Teast tion. The implication is that, since we are
among themselves) are willing to admit . ¢ some of the same tvnes of
that the vast” majority of their students going 1o use some o ¢ SAme Aypes o
who begin the first prade saving he don’t teaching t((hnulm s and drills that we have
graduate from high school saving he don’t.  found useful in teaching English’ as a sce-
The failure Ties nat only in.the endless  ond language, the very same techniques
and boring workbook exercises. It lies in and drills can be used. This implication re-
the inability of the t(-:l(‘h(-!' to ('onvin('('.lh(‘ ceives further support from the staterhent
students that the change is warth inaking, f als: SR ‘ ] )

. of our goals: to teach a control of standard
Anéther document recommends starting  oral English. That the overall goals are the
at a point meaningful to the student: 2 same in the #vo situations and that ele-
statement made by a student. Furthermore,  ments of the same methodology may be
it is important to use n()nst.lnd‘\lr(l‘s( ntenees usceful in both situations often lead to the
that can be readily: translated  into ‘the  conclusion that the exercises _can be the
standard dialect since translation is one of . same. In his article about cffeeting dialect
the principal pedagogical ""t(-chniquvs. As  change, Slager (1967, 1174) says, “Thesc
in the article by Johnson. we find here a i ’
recommendation to focus on one pattern at 150 documents listed in the bibliography. ,

Q - v,v
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drills were written for foreign students, but
they can be used very successfully with
nonstandard It. iy not clear
whether Slager means that we ganouse these
drills because there is nothing plse immed-
fatelv available or whether he: means that
they are perfectly ucc(-ptubl(-i It is truc
that we can use many differ¢nt types of
teaching materials, and p(-rhhps we are
thrown™ onto some inadequate
cause more ceffective ones are rmt vet avail-
able; in fact, diagramming may have been
uscful to some students in their attempts
to master the formal type gf English re-
quired in their classes, Howpver, since wa
are concerned with the most effective and
efficient ways of teaching, ywe cannot stop
after Anding a temporary ¢ pedient,
Although ¢he overall ggal in both the

speakers.”

ones  be-

second-language and the s cond-dialect sit- .

uations is the same—a control of the spoken
‘standard - language—the fmmediate, goals
are different. We are not ,/f;lct-(l with teach-
ing an entire, new language to the speakers
of a nonstandard dialfet: thev already
speak English, The taskf is one of teaching
the recognition and *ufastery of alternate
linguistic forms for us¢ in the appropriate
situations. In distinction to the foreign-
fanguage context in which fluency in En-
glish must be l;mghtvg" these students must
have help in f()(-nsing on the features that
differentiate standagd — and
speech and in seldeting  them  correctly.
Because the slalrtin’ﬁ points of the second-
language and seco d-dialect -students are
different, what we l/(-u('h and how we teach
it may have to be fifferent.

Let us look at thi two situations, a speak-
er of Spanish and a speaker of a non-
standard dialeet, both learning to control
s'tun(lurdjloml English. We want both of
these students o pronounce  the words
then, other, and clothe with the consonant
sound /d/. Th(-“'szmish-spenking student
may say these thiree words substituting /d/,

nonstandard

w
.
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/dif. and /d/, respectively. Since the stu-
dent already controls /d/ between vowels
and at the end of words, we try to extend
l)n- use of /d/ to the beginning of words,
/\lthough we may not be working on the
‘pmnimciulion of the other sounds in the
words used ‘in drilling the consonant /d/,
somewhere in the coursework we. must be
concerned with the student’s accurate and
fluent production of all the sounds in all
the words. 'A speaker of the nonstandard
dialect most frequently encountered in the
District of (’)o‘lumbiq would probably pro-
nounce these words with /d/, /v/, and /v/,
respectively, In this case, we would bg faced
with teaching a sound that the student does

" not regularly produce at the beginning, in
the middle, or at the end of words, We are
not concerned with the student’s pronun-
ciation of the other sounds in the words
unless ih(-y mark differences between stan-
dard and nonstandard English. Since part
of theinstruction involves working against
interference sfrom the student’s native lan-
guage or dialect, the Strategics in the two
cases would be different.

\,)‘ﬁ\-“sum(- division is scen in teaching

gramiaar. Our goal is that both students
mark verh endings in the way that edu-
cated speakers of English do. Here again,
the goaly are the same in a general sense,
but the students do not begin with the same
linguistic behavior, and, in the interest of
greater efficiency, we attack the two situa-
tions differently. In teaching patterns of
the type he sits near the window; we must
be concerned with all the persons; not just
the third person singular, since a speaker
of the nonstandard dialeet mentioned above
has already mastered a verh paradigm that
is uniform:

Isit we sit
you sit - you sit
“he sit
. she sit  they sit

it sit
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He may overgencralize the pattern sug-
gested l)y he sits to produce [ sits, you sits,
and so on. We "must introduce the verh
structure of the nonstandard dialeet in or-
der to help the student learn to select the
appropriate verb form:; On the other hand,
the sL)(-nk('r of Spanish comes from a lan-
guage background where all three persons,
singular and plural, are differentiated in
the verbal endings; he may face less trouble
in learning the correct standard Englislh
usage. s problem will lie more in the
arca of pronouncing the vowel sound in the
verh forms: whereas the sp(-uk(-r of the
mn‘lst;m(lur(l dialeet will not have this‘pmh-
lem, . '

In deseribing -his work, Dykstra (1967,
2) raises the f(')‘llowing issue:

What research can be * started within
the framework of this project to help deter-.
mine the nature of the differences that are
hoth necessary and sufficient in provision of
materials for different Yeultures? One ulti-
mate goal of this type of rescarch is to
determine the nature and extent of the
vglid applications of contrastive analysis in
materials development, Another s to de-
termine the nature, the possible extent and
the relative usefulness of a common core
set, of materials designed for a wide range
of culturey.

™~
Dykstra’s question is valid, but he is con-
cerned with materials for use within the
“framework ()f’l('u(-hing English as a sccond
language. The author of this paper wishes
Sto raise a o different question: the appro-
priateness of forcign-language materials for
use in the native-language classroom, Theg
difference is not simply in the pronuncia-
'tion and, grammar features to be taught;
the difference is not just in the amount of
material to be mastered; the difference s
“ralso in the incthodological —approaches
needed. It has been the failure to distinguish
the native speaker of a language from a
speaker of a foreign language that has re-

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Riseancr Bases rorn ORaL Lancuace INSTRUCTION ,

stricked many standard oral English pro-
grams to being simply ESL  byTanother
name, .

Historically, the }n(-thodolo'gy of teaching
Englis}‘ as a second language came out of
descriptive linguistics. The assurmnptions,
the textbook materials, and the teaching
techniques were hvuvily inﬂuvhccd‘b’v this
cvolution, Many of the people who came’”
to teaching standard oral English via the
N)ll’t(‘é}f linguistics and ESL. had (:xpéri('ncc
and training in this methodology. It was
natural that fhe carliest efforts would l;e-'
semble seconc language t('@hing to a great
degree® Now,' we must jar ourselves from
this track and see that we are not teaching
a sccond Iunguugv. Since one's int(-rprq-
tation of a given situation will ®nflucnce
one’s reactions and course of action, a new
appraisal of this different teaching situation
is essential i

_ Unanswered Questions

* It has been casy to find recommendations
to use ESI. methodology in teaching stan-
dard English, and’ it has not been very
difficult to find people who haye adopted
ESL in the native-language class. Certain
matters still have not bheen sufficiently In-
vestigated  abil rigorously tested; trials of
the tvpe done by Golden (nud.) are rare.
The following questions might be asked;

. What aspects of ESL methodology are
most cffective in, teaching standard oral.
‘English? Where can we look for prom.--
ising techniques to fill the spaces left by
ineffeetive ESL techniques which we
have rejected? : : .

- What other pedagogical approaches—
perhaps quite different from the pat-
terned, feature-by-feature method of
ESL—might be useful?

to

31t is interesting to note, for example, that the
Atlanta program adopted a_methodology recom-
mended ‘)y William Stewart and Raven MeDidvid,
two linguists, o

iFor a beginning look at this distinction, sce Fei-
genbaum, 1969, . ’
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3. At whit age or ages should instruction
in standard oral English begin? How
much instruction is needed?

One can also raise the questiony of whether
we should teach standard ordl English or
of the factors outside Janguage teaching
that influcnce the -success of a program
(can students be tatight to- control a sec-
ond dialect?). These two questions merit
discussion, but they did not fall within the
scope of this paper. We assumdd that the

task was to be done, and we looked for .

sound, available information. Anyone who
has worked with ESL-like methodology in
a native-language classroom knows the Jim-
itations of that methodology, cven with the
best available materials. Examnining  the
documents available ‘throtugh ERIC indi-
cates that we need more, rigorous cxperi-
mentation whic‘-h 'will provide data more
reliable than teachers” and supervisors™ re-
actions.
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- To What Extent Should Parents Be Involved
in Language Programs for
ngulstlcally Different Learners?

The best answer to the title question
is, probubly, to the degree to which learn:
ing in that program is. facilitated, hastened,
or broadened by including a planned: fami-
lv activity component. Face validity alone

presents a s g casc for having children
engage irt h activities that employ skills

" which arc being taught in school.  This

practice.-or homne reinforcement, could be-
come so important and contribute so much
to leaming as to raise the question of
whether the home supports the school in
its teaching/learning or vice versa.
McCarthy's (1954)- review “of the “litera-
ture of language dev velopment in children
cites references to the language supe riority
of children who: (1) come from families in

which they are (m()umg( 'd to actively par-

ticipate in breakfast and supper conversa-

tion, and thosc who com¢ from families in -

which the parcnts do not cat with them;
(2) are given atlsfa(tor\ answers  to
their questions and are thus cncouraged to
ask more; (3) through frequent association
with adults get more than an average
amount of practice in using longer sen-
tences as well as more advanced patterns of
language; and (4) receive gencrous expres-
sions of real love and affection-from their
parents as a part of their day-to-day liv-
ing. While these reports may not be re-
garded as carthshaking in the 1970’s, they
must still be underscored when contrasted

Q -
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with reports of children in ,orphanage and
other institutional environments who have
been shown to be the most seriously " re-
tarded group 1r\1 language development.

The importanve of association with
adults and receiving attention from them is
further emphasized by McCarthy (1954),
who states: it appears that children

living in an orphanagc have the maximum.

amount of association with other children
and a minimum of association With, and
attention from, adults.” If, then, adult“at-
tention is an important contributing “factor

to language development in children, it,

would st‘m(l to rcason that parents and
other famxlv members can and  should
actively” engage in . activities <that supple-
ment or parallel the school’s progtams.

Such participation has been reported in
conjunction with learning to read. Brazziel
(1964) reported a program conducted in
Norfolk, Virginia, in which parents worked
directly with the sc¢hool in provndmg chil-
dren with experiences, both in and out of
the home, which were deemed important in
readying first graders for learning to read.

The cxperiences included trips to cultural,
centers, trips to public exhibits, and -the use™*

of resource people’as well as TV programs
books, and magazines. All trips were within

- I

® Reprinted . from I‘l('m('nlarj Ingltsh 47 7 (No-
vember 1970) 940-943.
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walking distance of the housing  project
where most 6f the children lived “and all
recommended matertals could be borrowed
from the school or public library. Pre-
school workshops and l\\lu--m()nthlv mect-
ings were held with parents in the carly
stages of the program. Sub]((hvv reports
of the program were all favorable-and ob-
jective reading test results m(lual(:(l that
first graders” mean scores were somewhat

above  the national norms of the test used. .

In considering both the su})j('cli\'(-';md ob-
jeetive repogts, it would be well to keep in
mind the "attention from adults” factor as
well as the interest factor of the trips and
other activities prescribed by the program.
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Carthy, 1954). Rheingold and " Bayley
(1959) more specifically-deseribed children
who, with a single motheritg experience,
excelled controtb children who had six to
cight mother surrogates in the arcas of

vocalization. This superiority continued to -

exist even through a nineteen-month delay
or retesting period, g
In examining the cffect of maternal lan-
guage stvles on children’s  cognitive  de*
velopment, Olim (1965) states:
- ~ .
.the quality of the feedback from the
mother has a pnwerfu] influence on  the
child’s acquisition of the cognijtive tools

which he must begin to master if he is to
become educated.” ¢

:..

Another study Of/}l()\\;.('”('('li_v('l_\' parents ()hm_ in (\p.tn(lmg on this statement, g()(s ‘
could prepare’ preschool childeen for leamn- [y i .
ing to read’ was reported by Brzeinski X
(1984). A control group of parents who “The ('hil(]_ who must li:s't'on to squalification
received no instruction in l(';l(-}lillg basic (.)f the s‘ul),(;('t and qualification of the verb
) , . fot vet artitulated (as when an adverb or

reading skills was compured with two ex- adverb phrase precedes the verh) is faced
ol rimental groups of _parents who were with the necessity of storing more informa-
given instruction with ‘m(l without teacher tion an¥ede ('()dm;’ more comphcated sche-

y assistance, A large majority of the parents . Mmata than is the child whose mother typical-
who participated in the study believed the " Iv keeps her subjects unqualified and quick-

. instruction they received was helpful and . by pets to the main verb of lhe'clause ' . !
saidd they would like more help. In terms The importance  of attitudes  toward
‘of measured  reading achievement,  the  school and self which are held by parents,
amount a child learmed was related directly  and*of a consequence by their children, is
to the amount of time someone worked on “a thread which scems to run throughout
beginning  reading  activities with him.  the  literature  of learming  and school
“Children who practiced thirts minutes or achievement. These attitudes are not con-
mose per week made statistically significant fined to simple” like-dislike categories but
gains in achicveent. An additional finding — include many sub-concepts such as “cor«
of extreme interest was the fact that wead- rect” social and leatning behavior. Hess™
ing to a child produced a significant effeet and Shipman (1966) concluded that lower
in achievement. Parents in the control group — class children come to regard school as an

+ who read to their children produced an in-  authoritarian institution rather than a place
crease in test scores. Not surprisingly, chil-  for learning as a result of their mothers’
dren who regularly practived  beginning  stress on “behaving” and listening to. the
reading activities and w h() were also regu-  teacher. These same «hildren tended to be
tarlv read to obtained tHe ‘best test scores.  more inhibited in their initiatory behavier

. The importance of warmth and positive  in-a testing. situagion, in their quickness of
reinforcement has been amply demonstrat-— responsc, ‘md in their social confidence .

.. % ed in the general area of learning (Me- with an adult examiner. T(-chmqum for as- !
3 - .
.
Q ’ “ ? .
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sessing mother-child interaction, nternal
la/ng}mg(' stvles, and other situations involy-
ing
reported by Hestoand others in five related
reports {1967). o

Literature on the .effect of direct parent
or fnml\ involvernent in school pmg’runs
and ¢ hool achicwement is not, extensive.
The stmlus that have been reported, how-
ever, favor family involvement groups over
control ;ﬁroups’\nlh('ml exception. McDavid
(1969), in summarizing programs reported
by others (Hess and Shipman [1966]; Leler
[1968]. Klaus and Grayv [1968]; Weikart
[1969]), notes that:

A, relationships between the mother's be!
. havior and the ¢hild’s achievement in
Head Star't programms have been found.

2. childien whose parents are involved in
planning and operating  preschool edn-
cition  programs  perform significantly
betger than contiol group children.

3. content and  nature of mother-involve-
ment does not seem to create differences
“in achievement but different kinds  of
Juvolvement all seem superior to non-
imvolvement. ‘ . .

14 home visitor programs  for work
mothers have been suecessful in
presehool and clussroom sSettings.

with

"Hoth

“Little, if any, of the availublé literature
on the involvement of the learner’s family
deals directly with the problems of lh(-
linguisticdlly  different child. The ma]or
question would s( cm to be, “Tlow can k-
guistically differé dnt parents help their chil-
dren without receiving he Ip themse Aves?”
Assuming that parents_are -interested and
\yillih;ﬁ*lo participate in the school’s lan-
guage program, they will require materials
and procetures which they ef-
fectively and correetly with a minimum of
individual assistance. Parent participation
in instructional groups of other parents and
teachers could be Dbeneficial in
profici ieney and of l‘dll()ll'll(‘ &

An (Xpdll(l((l diome

can  use
termse of

vm{or program

other (-vulimtiun or participation are«

Resranci Bases rorn ORAL LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION .

“ ‘.
. . .

could also contribulvﬂo Jthe dcvviopment
of l}l(“‘[)dr( nt as a better teacher- model and
in_pumy cases contribute signifie antly to-,
ward achicving parent literacv.  But r(-al
clfe (-liun( ss of a home m\ulw ment pro-
L,r‘un will depend upon the development
of programmed procedures, activities, and
materials which will enable parents and
other family membars to provide language
instruction through example as well, as ex-
plandtion; -

The role of -ine xpvnslvv m(dm equip-
ment as either an i tegral part or as a
supplement to homefinvolvement programs
should be investiga#ed. The. efféetiveness of
Lainguage labs in a formal school setting

_ has been demonstrated. C ould sitnilar re- '

sults be obtained through the use of _in-
expensiver audio or audio-visual cquipment
in homes gr commiumity centers? The effect
of such television programs as “Sesame
Street” has not vet been d(](’(]Udl(lv as-
»sessed.

Review of the literature maKes clear that
inattention to the potentials of home in-

- vol¥ement with school language programs’

is"\_\'i(l(-spr('ud. Thus, parental participation
in the educational developinent of - their
children represents a major area of inngva-
tion for the 1970%. The degree to which
cfforts toward meaningful involvement are
successful will depend upon the imagina-
tion of pm nts, teachers, and other pro-
fedionals in de vr.sirtﬁ methods,  procee;
dures, materials, and equipment which can
and will bt used with case and interest by

family members. .

-
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: 'Nons'tvarndard,Language af;xd Reading*

The”child ‘whose language habits differ

mark('cf’l/y from the . socially acceptable -

patois of the school system faces both
- '®vert and covert discrimination in educa-
tion. On the inter-personal level he is an

odd du‘ckling—hi's kindewspeers, consggva- -
tive and donformist (as all children tend to -

be) view different as inferior, with no ex-
ceptions given to what adults might class as
prestige forms - of- speech; his teacher, as

well meaning as she ‘might be, may not

‘compwrb}lcnd all that he says, and worse,
will hdve difficulty viewing nonstandard ‘as
. anything cxcept substandard. On the less
personal level, the situation is potentially
morc harmful; the educational process and

_espegighly the reading programs are not -
o N % . . .
! ‘e'erﬁr})[féd for him, The articulation and dis-

crimination screening, the readiness tests,
the reading materials, and the sacred
Teacher's Handbook, with gare exceptions,
are designed solelv for producers of WASP-
speech, For the English of the American
Indian, the Mexican-American, the urban
Negro, the Appalachian, and others, there
is"no standard guide which distinguishes
normal articulation from aberrant articula-
tion, that lists expected vocabulary or age-
graded Syntactic development, or that sug-
goests how teading is to be taught v\:here

s+ 1This repart is based in part upon work donme at

" the Wisconsin Rescarch and Development Center

for Cognitive Leaming (Madison, Wisconsin)
*under U.S, Office of Education Grasfd No. 5-10-54.

® Reprinted from Elt’\}nt'n‘tar_r/ English 47:3 (March
1970) 334-345. .

dialvct,-basedﬂ pro‘b!cms exist, That such
~children do not fit comfortably into the ex-
isting school systems has been ohserved for

¢ RicHarp L. VENEZKY
Associate Professor of Computer Sciences
University of Wisconsin!

¢

2

'

many ycars, but what to do about the situ-
ation’is still in doubt. The purpose of this
article is to discuss approaches for teach\iwng
reading to speakers of nonstandard En-

glish, with special emphasisson the initial

reading process apd-the language or dialect
of the reading materials. Relevant literature
will be. discussed, but thése reviews will be,
by desire and nccessity, sclective. Where
more extensive reviews ‘exist, they will be

cited in the b,ibhography.

Cldlriwﬁcawtiom of the Problem

. Available Choices .

‘The problem is, to be more speciﬁc,
“What language or dialect should a child

first encountef in the  materials used for

teaching reading: his own or some standard
form?” Eath of these chgices carries far-
reaching implications. For the nonstandard
avenue, it is assumed that all- materials—
testing, readiness, reading—-wﬂ‘l be adapted
to -the speech habits of the child and that
at some point after he acquires literacy in
his own form of language he will Jearn to
speak and to read the standard form. This
last proviso, an accepted expectation where
Amecrican Indian languages or ‘Spanish are
involved, meets ‘occasional opposition when -
English dialects are involved. From the
staridpoint  f ezch;ieving gducational and

e
‘economic opportunity—which are’ prirffary

)
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conce
it is nevertheless an inescapable conclusion,

For tHe standard language approach, it
is requirgd, but often not stated, that the

«child learh to speak the standard language

before he jttenpts to read it. (Whether or
not he eve \encounters rcading in his native
language or dialect is a matter totally
divorced-from considerations of initial read-
ing and will not be discussed here.) For
children who do net speak English, it is
both foolish and disastrous to attempt to

“teach reading in standard English. The re-

. clear-cut,

sult, as verified by the Texas school system
where this ‘was the practice until recently,
is a first-grade fhilure rate (for pupils with
no pre-first grade experiences) approaching
80 pereent For sp('akers of nonstangdlard
English dialegts, Yraining in the staddard
Linguage is also (qmrvd before Feading
can Be attacked. Nevertheless, the

amount

of such training is considerably less than

whatis r(-quirv(l for non-English speakers.

ijcs of Differences

‘Within the bounds just cslablish( 'd, two

‘types of devidtion from standard English

should be distinguished:  language differ-
ences and dialeet differences. The first is a

well understpod  situation  in

“which no athount of verkalization, experi-

2 Thie hmm/ f\) JLated by Anne Stemmler.

* Language

mentation, or fo‘r(-nsi‘('s/cai{; alter the basic
fact that a ‘child who does not spmk En-
glish well cannot learn to rea i
Either the child learns to speak Eng
hefore he learns to read, or he learns to
read in his gative language. We no longer
take® seriously the contention that a child
“An ".x
perimental /Approach to the Teaching of ‘Oral
Jand Reading,” Harvard Fducational
Review. 36 ( Winter, 1966), 42-59.

31 am defining reading not as the mechanical
translation from writing to sound, but as trans-
lation from writing to that form of language
which the reader already attaches meaning  to.

. ]
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(or any other illiterate) can attempt to
learn simgultancously to speak and to read
a lungu;ﬁ;e with other than debilitating re-
sults, :

The second that of dialect
deviation, requires slightly' different con-
siderations, in that verbal communication is
not totally impaired. While it is clear that
if yeading is to be taught in the child’s
dialect then tests for language ability must
e altered, it is not so clear that changes in
the reading materials are cither necessary
or desirable. But distussion of this must be
withheld until- the problem  of ngtive
literacy versus standard literacy is dis-
cussed,

situation,

1

Native Literacy Programs - .
Native literacy programs are based upon
assumption that the most efficient
method for teaching literacy in the national
(or official) language of a Country to non-
speakers of that language is to teach litera-
cy first in the native language, then (or
simultane ously with the teaching of reading
m the first hng_,uag() teach the national
language orally, and finally teach reading
in the national language. The first official
codification of this view was in a UNESCO
report pub‘lish(‘gl in 1953.4 Since that time
native literacy programs have begun in a
number of countries, including Peru where
M3 by law part of the cducational process.
Furthermore, experiments which compare
the "literacy approach with the
straight staridard language appromcﬁ have
been carried out in the Philippinds (Orato,

native

- 1956), in Mexico {Modiano, 1968), and in

San Antonio, Texas (Hom and Arnold,
1967). ) :

The basis for native literacy programs is
both th(-o‘r(-ti‘cally and logically appcaling

4U\Y§(“O The Uve of Vernacular Languages in
Edu-

Education. Monographs oh Fundamental
cation, No. 8 Paris;: UNESCO, 1953,

~
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\from many standpoints. The teaching of
rcading to non-spcakers of the national lan-
guage has been uniformly dismal on' this
carth. By tecaching rcading in the native
language, reading instruction can begin at

an carlicr age than if the standard language '

had to be taught first; the child’s cultural

heritage is honored; and a most difficult
" task—lcarning to rcad—is*undertaken in the

language that the child will always be most

- cornfortable with—his own.

H

On the other hand, native li:t(-racy pro-
grams arc expensive; they require not only
the devglopment of new reading materials,
but the training of special tcachers and
the dcslgn of testing procedures which are
valid for the languages concerned. In the
United States we¢ are still struggling to
develop reading (Tnd testing materials that
are valid for a single language; to repeat
this process fof all languages  spoken
natively within t}ﬁc USA would-require ex-
penditures in excess of what we can'realisti-
cally hope for in the coming decade (with
Moon, Mars, or
the quaintly named layers that, lie beneath
the s_(-as).5 There arc over one hundred
Indian languages spoken in the United
Smtcs In some other countrics the situa-
tion is even more trying; South America

v

% Consider, for cxample, what the complexities of
reading instruction would be in Hawaii for the
native literacy approach. in public schools. En-
glish, of course, would be onc language of in-
struction, as - would  be  Hawaiian  pidgin—the
lingua  franca w0t the  wlands—and  Hawaiiun,
which s still the native language for many
families on the outer islands. Then there would be
Japanose (there ar | acgording to Aspivewall 119691,
78 Japanese language schools in Hawaii with
aver 12/]000 students), Chineser (over 1000 stua
dents onthe island of Oahu alone attend Chinese
langnage  schools), the Philippine languggcs
Tagalog, Visayan, and Hocano (12% of the nopu-
lation according to the 1950 census was Filipino),
Koreah, Portuguese, . Spanish ( Puerto " Rican),

and the various languages of the Samoans and
Okinawans who have immigrated to Hawaii,

112
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“has over 500 different langua‘ges and

Indoncsia 200 Al of this was pointed out

" by Bull in a r¢view of the UNESCO docu-

ment just mentioned (Bull, 1955). Before

we dedicate ourselves to the native literacy
approach, we would like some assurance

that the payoff will be high. But at present

the .available data on this topic cannot be

interpreted so positively. Noné of the major

studics shows unequivoeally superior re-

sults for the native literacy approach.

Philippines Experiment

In the Philippines experiment, begun in
the province of loilo in-the 1948-49 school
ycar, one .group of classes (controls) re-
ceived all their instruction in the official
school language (English), while a second
group (the experimental group) received
instruction for the first two years in the
local vernacular (Hiligaynon) and then
switched to English for the remainder of
their schooling.

Schools were seldcted from representative
¢conomic levels (poorest,average, and rich-
est) and from urban, agricultural, and fish-
ing village arcas. Tcachers were equated
for experience and for a varicty gf other
factors. In the sixth and final yeay of the
experiment, there was no statisti iffer-
enee between the groups for reading abili-
ty, although the cxperimental classes were
statistically superior in social spudies. The
experimental classes were slightly, but not
statistically, superior in arithmetic and
rva(ling, while the controls were better in
language abilities. There wcre, however,

- undeniable non-scholastic advantages for

the ve macular group: interest was reported
to be hxgh( r, parents became more involved
with the schools and the genceral relation-
ship of the school to the commumty was
improved over what it had been.®

8 The Philippmvi study, though carefully designed
and cxecuted, suffered from the over-enthusiasm
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San Antonio Project

In the San Antonio Language-Bilingual®
Research  Project, four treatments were
studicd for their effects on reading and
other abilities of isadvantaged Mexican-
Amecrican children:

L "l'lnglis'h"—chil(lr('n receive  intensive
English instruction using scicnce as
the content vehicele, -

2. "Spanish”—children receive intensive
Spanish language instruction using
science as the content vehicle.

3. "Non-Oral"=children  reecive
inistruction, without intensive language
instruction,

4. “Control”-children receive  the

*dard school district curriculum,

seience
stan-

After several yc'ars of this program, no in-
crease in reading ability over that resulting
from the standard teaching “methods has
been found.

-

The fnullng_,s of the fescarch thus ta
support the notion that the experimental
language treatments (an]lﬁh and Spanish)
have resulted in growth in oral language
skills and that the expf’rimcntal science
treatment (non-oral) has resulted in growth
in science (nn((pts .. . Apparently, with
the instruments used, growt lh in reading in

. the experimental groups was not incregsed
aver  the ('()nlr(ﬁ groups. (Horn  and
Amold, 1967, 2-3)

% of its director for the native literacy approach.
. For example, the project reported at the end of the

fourth year that the control group showed a

Ay slight advantage in all subjects except social
. studies,  However, an independent  evaluation
4 made by the Director of Public Schools in the
N Philippines at the same time showed significantly

superior achicvements for the control group in

all subjects, including social studies. (The fourth

year was the only year, however, in which the

control group was superior in reading, which

may have been a temporary result of the intro-

duction .of English into the curriculum for the
4 experimental group in the' previous year.)

°
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It should l)( pointed out that language
growth gene rated by language-oriented in-
-structional prograns appears with more sta-
tistical significance when the criterion is an
oral language test, rather than a reading test
(Taylor, 1969). The most tclling point that
the Taylor study makes is that language pro-
grams for linguistically different learners
which do not include intensive, structured
oral lzmguagc instruction will result in little
or no pupil improvement toward achieving
a socially unmarked style of oral language.

Further studics are underway, however,
comparing bilingual instruction, English as
a second language instruction, and the stan-
dard curriculum.?

Modiano Study ~ ~
In a study rcported by Modiano (19

where reading instruction in the ve rmac

languages in the Highlands of Mexico wagk

claimed to be superior to that in the natior

al language (Spanish), neither the schools y"

nor the teacher backgrounds were equiva-
lent, and were probably more important
factors than the teaching methods. This
study. took place in Cheapas, MC‘(ICO near
the Guatemalan border, and involved twen-
tv-six schools, thirtcen which taught read-
ing in native languages, and thirtecn which
taught rcading in Spanish only. Unfortu-
nately, the native language schools were all
National Indian Institute schools, using
teachers recruited from the local popula-
tion, many of whom were graduates them-
sclves of the Institute schools. The Spanish-
only schools, on the other hand, were all
fvdvr’kﬂ and state schools; many of the
TA variety of reports are available on the San
Antonio Project, including studies of language,
school achievement, and oral-aural ingtruction.
These can be found in the general bibliography
under Arnold (1968), Horn and Armold (1967),
Jameson (1967), McDowell (1966), Ott (1967),

Pena (1987), Stemmler (1966), and Taylor
£1969). . .
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teachers, accopding to Modiano, “repre-
sented the clement which had  exploited
them ¢ the Indian tribesy tor decades” ..
Maost of the
teachers were recent normal school grad-
uates from other regions of the country,
some came with missionary zeal, some were
demoralized l)}"t}](' diffcult ]i\'ing condi-
tions they found, but none spoke the lan-
guage of their students™ (Modiano, 1968,
38). It would have been startling, to say
the Teast, if the Indian Institute schools did
not sliow the greatest success in teaching
reading, regardless of the teaching proce-
dures thev emploved. Nevertheless, what is
surprising is that even in the Indian Insti-
tute schools, far less than 50 pereent of the

remaining federal and state

students were able to understand what they
read in Spanish, d(u)r(llng to teacher
evaluations.
‘

Peru

In Peru, a program for bilingual schools
in various jungle tribes was initiated in
1951, including a teacher training program
which teachers attended three .months a
vear for five vears (Gudschinsky, 1959).
During- the first three years of schooling,
the 3 R's were taught in the local vernacu-
lar and Spanish taught orally. For the pest
three vears, the 3 R's were taught in both
Spanish and the local vernacular. As yet,
however, there has been no published
evaluation of this program. .

Conclusions

In summary, one would conclude that
the native literacy approach, although pos-
sessing obvious cultural advantages over
the standard language approach, has vet
to be proyen scholastically superior. The
only I()gicu§ alternative—~intensive oral lan-
guage insfruction in the
prior to ‘the teaching of re a(lm;_,——lms the
advantage of teaching a second language

national language -

Restancn Bases ron Orar LaNcuvace INSTRUCTION

atan age when most children acquire new
languages rapidV. (Thg older a child be-
comes, the more difficult it is to teach him
a mew language.) It also has the theoretical
advantage of allowing c¢very ehild to learn
reading with a well-established teaching
method, substantiated by both experimen-
and and supplemented  with
diagnostic and  remedial  materials,
That no country, with the possible excep-
tion of Aubtria, has approdch(d this ideal
should not be taken .as proof that it is
umattainable. Furthermore, if the te aching
of reading is so difficult a task as the last
one thousand years (or so) of cxperience
has shown it to be, then it seems that more
is to be gained by cuncentratiug on the
improvement of teaching for one language,
rather than for five, ten, or one-hundred
languages, cspecially since the ultimate
goal, at least within the United States, is to
teach reading in a single language.

What must be understood here is that
developing an efficient reading program for
a language, and especially for one that «
has no prior literary experienee, is not sim-

tation use,

fosts

plv a job of developing a few primers. -

Studies are needed to determine which
the most commonly uged words, inflections,
and syntactic forms in the language, as
well as to ascertain which letters are con-
fusable. Then, sequencing of the letters,
sounds, vocabulary, and syntactic forms
must be decided upon, textbooks written,
reading  tests and teachers
trained. Although some of thc“sﬂ(- factors are
ignored in current native literacy programs,
thev are all essential for effective tcaching.
The drawback to the standard language
approach is that where the standard lan-
guage cannot be taught at the kindergar-
ten level (or before), children will lose up
to one year (on the average) of reading ex-

developed,

perience while they are acq‘uiri‘hg the scc-
N 7

ond language. This may not be a serious

v
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however, since the frst two
school vears could be restructured to use
the initial non-reading period efficiently.
Perlaps the San Autonio project will pro-
vide more information on this topic. It
should be pmnl( tl out, h()\uwr that where
children do not have the attention span,
motor coordination, or cognitive skills
neeessary for learning to read, nq amount
of language juggling in the reading texts
will produce  good these

limitation,

readers  until

deficits are overcome. As pointed out by

l]d\lj_’dl( thr()ugh ‘lll mmense

Stemmler (1966},
sucly deficits usually accompaiy nonstan-
dard sp(((h and must be given as uch

attention as the speech 1ls( f.

Dialect Differences
To understand the reading problems of
speakers of nonstandard dialects, we must
and confus-
ing sea of rescarch re ports, eyc-witness ac-
counts, sermons, and prophesics—some ob-

jective and informative, some careless and’

uninteresting, and some the vacuous creak-
ings and groanings that so often misdirect
the researcher, of the
Sirens affeet the ancient sailors, 1f (lunnaty
of verbiage and mumber of experiments re-
flected kné)\\'l(-(lw- gained, there would be
many authoritics on this issue, but such has
not heen our fate. \Vhy so many middle-
class, standard speakers do not become
adequate readers is still a mystery; hence,
it should not be surprising that. wh(n non-
stadard speech 4nd poverty are added,
even the problem itself becomes obscured.
What we do know is that speakers of non-
startdard Engligh come mostly from the
lowest socio-ceonomic levels (almost by
definition ), that they as a group score lower
than the higher socio-cconomic children on
10 tests, that they tend to fall behind in
school work, especially in reading, and that
the difference between their performance

as did the voices

2
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and that of the upper group widens as the
child progresses (an ironic term) through
school. This latter phenomenon, called the
“cumuative  deficit” *by Deutsch (1965),
has been validated quite clearly by Cole-
man (1966). But the picture is not totally
one of low socio-cconomic level vquals‘poor
performance. According to Col¢man’s study
some disadvantaged groups do not fall irre-
tricvably into this pattern. American In-
dians. for example, while testing below the

national average in verbal skills at the be-

ginning of grade one, are equal to the
national average in nonverbal skills at that
timne, v

«

‘speakers of nonstandard English persists,

regardless of the potential which these chil-
dren show in test situations, aad educators
are under extreme pressure to rectify the
situation. ) X
Alternatives

What, then, can be said  specifically
about the teaching of reading to nonstan-
dard Lnglish speakers? Should it be done
in the child’s .gwn dialect? Should it be
done in standard “English, or what? It is
bevond questioning that the differences in
the child's speech and standard English are
a barrier to learning, but the size and signif-
icance of this obstacle are not known. Cer-
tainly,' anv method adopted for teaching
reading must include training for the teach-

er in understanding the child’s language |

patterns. This requires, for teaching reading
in the United dates, training for at least
these dialects:

Northern urban Negro

‘.

Gl LD -

Southern Mountain ( Appalachian)
Spanish-American
American Indian

Hawaiian pidgin

Nevertheless, a high failure rate for all*
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6. Southern rural (Negro™ and  white)
7. Acadian English

While data exist on all of these (some are
not single dialcets, but groups of dialeets),
few teacher training materials are available,
(Published  accounts of cach dialect are
listed in the bibliography). A substantial
step in_this dircction, however, can be found
in o recent report by Davis et al. (1989,
l.‘f70).fy,anguage Resource Information for
Teachtrs of the Culturally Disadvantaged.
(Othier materials for teaching English to
speakers of nonstandard dialects are listed
in the bibliography).

For the reading materials themselves,
the altérnatives that we have to choose
from appear to be:

L Prepare all materials in the dialect of
the child.

-2, Continue with the standard language

‘ but teach

standard” English (and standard cul-

ture) before reading instruction be-
gins. ) :

3. Modify the content and vocabulary of
standard English materials to bett

reflect the environment of the chi, d,

but do not alter the spelling or syplax,

other than to try to avoid .thos¢ pat-

tern® whicl are markedly different in
the nonstardard dialect. -

materials now  available,

The Dialeet Approach

Approacly one, which has been tediously
and  somewhat irrationally  promoted  re-
C(‘n‘lly,—hn;s" f(-\v[.m(-rits and many  liabili-
tics. On the. positive side, it is argued, the
child will rdeeive “powerful ego-supports”
through the credence given to his language
(Baratz, 1969), but this would be truc only
if the child’s parents and teachers also felt
similarly—and there is considerable doubt

_ “that thev would. According to Goodman

1
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(1965, 858), who has been involved with
the teaching of reading te Negro children
in the inner city of Detroit, *, | . parents and
leaders in the speech comununity . . . would
reject the use of special materials which are
based on a‘non-prestigious dialect. They
usually share the view of the general culture
that their speech is not the speech of culti-~
vation and literature.” In addition to this
problem, there are practical matters which
nake this approach difficult to implement,
In integrated c‘lassr()()rrls_\?r('sumably, each
child would have the reaHing materials
which most closcly match his language and
environment; but this would make group
instruction ncarly impossible and, worse,
render the teacher’s task insulferable. Then
there is the job of preparing special ma-
terials for cach dialect group: Southern
regional white, Appalachian, Northern ur-
ban Negro, American Indian, Hawaiian
pidgin, Mexican-American, Cuban derived
Spanish-American, Southern Negro, -etc.,
and not just reading materials, but also—
according’ to Baratz (1969)—“transitional
readers” that would aid the chifd in chang-
ing from vernacular texts to standard En-
glish_texts. - '

we had any evidence that the dialect
approach wotld vicld a significant advance
in reading :1[)ility, we would not object to
the costs and tacties involved, but most of
the evidence indicates that dialect differ-
ences per se are not major barriers for
learning to read. Studics by Peisach (1965),
Weener (1969) and Eiscnberg et al. (1968)
indicate that lower SES Negro children do
not find cducated white speech any less
intelligible ‘than Negro spcech (educated
or uncducated). If these results® can be
accepted, then it is difficult to maintain that
the vapid, emasculated language of almost
all introductory rcaders could, by itself,
pose a serious r(-a(l‘ir}g barrior—z‘nssdmwing
that the child is allowed to translate what is

s T
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written into his own speech, just as Eastern |

New Englanders, Southern whites, and all
other different but standard spcal{(’rs do.?

The Standard Language Approach
Teaching English as a second dialect as
\ afirst step for teaching reading—as opposed,
to teaching standard English as the only
dialect—hgs been advocated for a number
- of years. McDavid (1964, 208), for exam-

ple, wrote: ,

It is likely that teaching some form of
standard English as a second language
will be necessary; and it might be easier
to start this second language in the kin-

., dergarten or earlier, and use this as the
vehicle for reading . . .

Recently projects for teaching English as
a second language (dialect) were begun
(among others) in Tougaloo Gollege, Mis-
sissippi: Temple University, Claflin Col-
lege, North Carolina; and Wakulla County,
Florida.” (A list of such projeets: can be
found in the bibliography.) Of these proj-
edts, onc of the most interesting for  the
present topic is the Wakulla County under-
5 taking, now in its third ycar of opcration.?
Oral language materials are in usc in grades
7-9 of the county’s consolidated high school
and in grades K through 6 of an clementary
school. Teachers are trained to use audio-
lingual techniques and are given inservice
assistance in their proper application. In

s teacher training workshops and in meetings
during the school year, stress is placed upon

If the dialect approach were adopted, the content,
syntax, and morphology of the readers would
need to be changed, but probably not the orthog-
raphy. The reasons for this are discussed by
Shuy (1969, 122-24).

91 am indebted to Mrs. Polly Guilford Caskie for
her assistance in obtaining information on ‘this
project. Mrs. Caskie, along with Mrs. Ann Burks,
directed the project for its first two years. A
description of the project by the two directors
_can be found in Elementary English, May, 1968.
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the concepts of appropriate and inappro-
priate speech in an attempt to eliminate
the notions of “correct” and “incorrect.” In-
the clementary school, children do not read"
matcerials in class that they have not al-
ready lcarned orally. Even though it is too
carly to cvaluate this program in detail, its
planning and initial success are encourag-
ing. * ‘

The  standard language approach to
teaching rcading is a more practical. ap-
proach than the first, but still not a com-
pletely satisfactory one. If the entire read-
ing situation is to be familiar and -com-
fortable, then not just standard English lan-
guage but some, gtandard English culture
must be taught—and this might delay the
teaching of reading for a semester or a
year. While it would be desirable under
this approach to teach standard English
in kindergarten, there are barriers to this
at present; some §tét05 do not have kinder-
gz;rtens,'.others would not accept-the teach-
ing of a sccond dizlect at this level without
considdrable persuasion (observe the Te-
sistance to reading readingss in some school
districts ). Furthermore, it has one of the
drawbacks of the first approach in that it
is difficult (but not impossible) to imple-
ment in mixed-dialect clzxssn\cioms. However,
a procedure for overcoming this difficulty
is to delay the teaching of reading for all
students in a mixed-dialect class until cach
has acquired the language patterns neces-
sary ‘for handling the reading materials.
There is no reason to believe that a delay of
a few months in the introduction of reading
will scriously impede any child’s natural de-
velopment. Furthermore, if this procedure
does improve the feaching of reading to
nonstandard $éakers, it is a small price
to pay for such high gains.

The Common Core Approach
The third approach—developing materi-

I
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als in standard English which minimize
~dialeet and  cultural  differe nees—appears

* from the evidence availXble to he a practi-
cal goal, cither by itself or in combination
“with approach two. One offective means
for minimizing cultural differences is to
base the content of “the reading materials
upon a schpol subject like science (as is

Deing done in the San Antonio project) or -

civies, which the ghll(]r( n learn toge th( T as
a common expy ricnee,

To minimize dialeet differences re quires,
careful comparisons of standard Fnglish
with the major nonstandard dialects, a task

that has already bheen undertaken for North- ¢

. em Negro speech. Of the syntactic forms

which distinguish Northern Negro from
’ white speech, Shuy (1969, 129) lists only
three which would require special atten-
tion for cross-dialectal materials: ne g‘ltmn
(doesn’t havvs. ain't got no). past con-
ditional questions (Mother asked if I ate

vs. Mother asked did T eat), and negative

v be (When I sing he isn’t afraid vs.
When Ising he don’t be afraid ). Of these,
only the plain negative is a problem, since
the other two can be, and “perhaps should
avoided in beginning readers. Tt
doubtful, though. that cven this construc-
tion-is a re ading barrier for any English
- spe .1l\|n;_, child. ¢xcept for the most extreme
ot the culturally deprived. for whom aimest
evervthing in the reading situation is a
problem. What is more important is allow-
ing the child, regardless of his own dialect,
to transfate from standard written English
to his own speech—as pointed out by Good-

he. is

nfan and othes. To achieve this requires -

" extensive training’ for teachers on what s
natural for the children he will he teaching
. and why learning a new dialect should .not

. be confused with le urning to read.”

C (mc]uslons
It is on this last pmnt that the ma]or

»
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researe h and tﬁunm;_, (ff()rts should, be
exerted,” At the same time, materials and
teclmiques for tva(hmg standard English
need to he developed. ATthough there is
not complete agreement on when these
should be introduced in the educational
svstem, there is agreement that they should
be introduced at some point. As for the
dialect of the reading materials themselves,
the available evidence (and it is faf from
conclusive evidenee) indicates that stan-
dard English is suitable under the followmg
conditions:

Children whose dialeets deviate mark-
_edly from standard English should be
taught the stindard brand before they
are taught reading, under the explicit
assumption that it%s a sccond dialect
and not a more correet dialeet that is
heing taught.
Reading materials for beginning read-
ing should, in content, vocabulary, and
svntax, he as dialeet free (and Culture
free) as possible. Given the mamtv of
present day materials, this should ngt
he overly difficult to Achiceve,
Children should be allowed to trans-
late from writing to that form of lan-
guage from which they already obtain
meaning; - that is, dialect differences
should not be  considered reading
Crrors, '

If all of these provisos can be foilowed,
there may exist a basis upon which good
readling prograns can  he (l(.V( loped. If
they cannot be adopted, then we should
consider developing separate reading ma-
terials for cach nonstandard dialect. How-
cver, under cither situation, we should not
expeet a major improvement in reading
abi it from the elimination of the dia‘cet
mismatch alone. This will come only with
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the development (\)f better methods  for
teaching reading than are available now.
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