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People are-quick tn make judgments. about language.* We
. s
base “our opinions‘nf othersijon their accent and diction, at

rd

the same time éeeking their, abproval of our own speech. Ve

tend tn stereotype people accnrding to their use of language,

.assessing the background. personality., and future béhaviot .

. - y . .
of a speaker. revealing our own li;kuiggid prejudices énd. L

inéecurities.1 Wekbfe conditinned ﬁy schoonling and thefBriq:\
culture to judge wfiting even more haréhly fhén,sPeech._ Non-
Standard writing is not ohly considered by many to Eé Tess
acceptable than Non-Standard speech, it is~also éanqidered

as more direet evidence of the inability to think or to per-
form other innately human’ functions. . ~ '

This study investigates the extent .to which Non-=Standard

. (A
a

oy v

*An earlier@version,of this paper was presented at the American
Dialect Society (Northeast) Regional Meeting at The Pennsylv nia-
State University in 1974, v ’\>

, ’
I -~ *
< / )




' 7
forms . of wr1tten English create for readers a stereotype of
the writer's personal1ty.’ In- order to determ1nc to what extent
Non-Standard writing is apparcnt to speakers of Standard and

Non-Standard English, and to what extent 1ts use is a 11ab111ty

E

for the writer, I have devised tWquuestionna1res which test

emotional responSe to varietieslof writteniEngiish. In the
first,‘respondents are asked to read a sérics of -short) descrin-
¥
tive essays on a common theme, written in<1anguage.varying
, : — :
from monolithic Standard to.fairly deviant Nonistandard. " They
. . 4

are then asked to .rate the passages agalnst a chcck11st of
tra1ts des1gned to reveal their-idea of each writer's pf.erson-J
allty, family background, educat1ona1 level, ability to use

-language, and potential for success. The essays, presented.

-

in the1r entirety, were wr1ttcn by. college freshnen, aged
V4

17 to 45, as-a f1fty minute 1n class a551gnment specifically
- for thekoucst1onna1re. In an effort to neutfallze the effect

of‘content on the reader, a*éommon, \uncontrovcrs1a1 (yet

- A

potent1ally 1ntercst1ng) theme was’ chosen 1 asked for a de- -

¥

scription of. the telev151bn show, Let's Make a Deal. Four

essays, exh1b1t1ng various types of deviation'from-Standard

" written English, were chosun from the hatch. The most 8tandard
R : ; ( r _ .

essay, the second, was doctored slightly to standardize spelling
and: punctuation (but not syntax or diction); the others are

presented in unedited form.:
. ‘ !

The second questionnaire'is not controlled as to topic.

: <
It consists of a series of short excerpts from student compo®
v : - o

-

; : o
- o J
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Q _
sitions and term papers.- The excerpts exhibit deviations
from standard language that are due to Soth dialectal -and
rhetorical processes; selections B ané D aré,from fhe wark qf
the same—student. None of the passages has been tampered |
with, Passage C is by a freshman, the others areiby juniors
and seniors. ) « |

The rating sheet, the same for both questionnairgs, is
divided into three sections. The;firsf deals with background
informafion: age: sex, ethnicity, educational level apd record,
and employabilit?. The'second contains a 1is§ﬂof‘pa{rs of
?traits'relating,to pe;sonality and‘communicative successv The

.finql secction asks respondents to indicate the typas of érroys
}ikely to be made by ecach writer.

A nymber of problems became apparent at Ehcmbutset. It
was not possible to present islgctiohs of any’great lcngthiand-
still be able to include g/ébfficient number of samples in
the ;urvéy/%e insurc a basis for cohparisbn. It was difficult
to find'short passages which con{ain a sufficient number of v
noticeable but unobtrusive features. If was' also diff%eﬁlt
-for respondents to formalize theif emotional reﬁctions té

the kind of non-fiction writf;g\pre§ented, since they have

been trained in schools  to respond to,it only with their logi- ,

cal faculties, reserving emotion for fiction. [Iven professional

. composition raters (i.e., L[nglish teachers) had difficulty
dealing with the parameters meashired in section two of the -

fTating sheet,

s

=)
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Baron 4".

The observgtions I will make about the questionnaire
resulfs are only preliminary and tentati;e.c The number and kind of
.rcspondents must be iqc}eased, and the rating system (partiég}arly :
for section three) wust be refined before 'motre définite resultsﬂ
\;an be obtained. “Some of. the categories rated provided litfle
or no information, Therevis a tendency, fBr examplc; to rate
, all the writers as intelligent, educated, and friendly. Before

eliminating these catégories from futhfé survéxs;-it?hust be

‘determined to what extent the response obtained is a function
{ of the audience surveyed: student reépqnden;s overwhelmingly
rated all thc writers as honest,'but respondinﬁ téhcﬁbrs almos;
unanimousiy rated the writer of 2A as dishonest; Vérg few
respondents rated a writer-as unemployable, even Qhen'théy in-
dicated negatjve responscs for most of the -other cafcgdries.
T have yet to survey a group noé connec;gd with an educational
institution -- it is quite, possible that members of this group
would be more willing to dqwn-rate w{ﬁgrs in catecgories involving
success 1in tﬁe real world. , .: T

Some categories produced junexpected resylts. I had anti-
cipatcd that thé'sci rating wguld servé as a neutral, intro-
ductory ;ategory, producing d%ly random'results; but tﬁis was
not the case. For the first}quesfionnaire, thefwriter# of A
and B were considered probably female, and C and D;prqbably
male. Students saw the writer of 2C as/being either mélé or

female, and tcachcfs felt tﬁe writer of 2B was more likely

female--all the other writers in the second ques;ionﬁaire were

/- ) s /‘

3
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Baron 5§

considered to be male., Some of the reasoning behind these

choices is interesting. 1In discussing the questibnndire; one
. . ‘
male student felt that the term 'chicken coep' in 1B was more

likely to be used by a male; another male felt that the .use of
. A\
'a bit' as’a.qualifier in 2A, although a/prominent feature of

his own style, was def1n1te1y a fem1n1ne characterlstlc, Al-
-

though 2ZA and 2C received the most favorable responses’ from

students, it is not possible to conclude that sexual attri-
bution has a simple correlatioh with the other categories:

. :
for the first questionnaire the sexes shared favorable and

unfavorable ratings, and'for teachers responding to the second
-

.
: . “

questionanaire, the passage judged most 11ke1y to be feminine X
‘rece1ved the lowest grades. ‘,. . v
Some ﬁattcrns of correlation do emerge in the reSponsee
Eo each questionnaire. 1In the f1rst wrlﬁérs of passages A o
and C generally received more negative ratings and lower marks,
' while writers of passages B and D tended to heve more positimse ,Z‘
ratings and slightly higher marks. Distinctions .between posi-
tive and negative ratings were more clea}-cuznfor the second
auestionnaire, where passages A and C were definitely rated
more favo?ahly than B and D in most categories, _ﬂritéigure-

céiving negative ratings tended to be judged as'younger and

3£;;7correspondingly

ceiving positive rating

wer cducational level thap those re-
. . R A{ '»
. A similar tendency ocdurred in.as-

signing ethnicity to wrijters. Passage 1A was felt to be by

a Black, while 1B was strongly felt to be by a white. 1C and

%
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D were rated as white by a slight majority. In the second
N _

questionnaire, passages B and D, which received strongly,
unfavorable ratings, were felt to be by Blacks, Spanish, Oﬁ

"Others,'" while passapc A, rcEeiving the strongest_ﬁositive

reactions, was almost universally attributed to a white.
2C, also receiving favorable ratings, was fairly evenly divided

. o B
~ between white and Black, ‘and received almost no Spanish or

"Other'" votes. ”

In their discussions of the age and cthnic'categOEies, Z

many students indicatcd their surprise when told all the writers

-

. ‘were in college and werc native speakers of American Englisﬁ)

One groéup expresscd the belief that the 'poorer'" passages had /

. been written by children or those less familiar-with the

s

English language. Because of this belief, they said,tbcymbaa bgen more
‘generous in gheir ratings thdn they would have been had they

known the frue identitiés of the .writers. Dcspié?)thisdisi

claimer, written ratings scemed to be miider than verbal re-

spons¢s cven when respondents were told in advance thaf‘ghe

w;iters were all college level native spcakers(of American

English. Although initial asscssments ‘'were often har{h, e.g.,
: ’ ’ . [
"Hlow can somcone who writes like that get jnto college?" (this

from open admissions students!), their written responses in-

-

dicated a much more tolcranﬁ attitude toward 1anguage usé,

q

Complicating the evaluation of'€ex and ethnic ratings

' N !“' - ¥ - - -/
was the fact that no correlation was madc in the questionnaires

PR
- ' N .

betwecen the sex and ethnic bagkg}bund of the respondent and '
. \ K N _4 : .
o ; b
her/his response t¢ the pas%ﬁﬁcs. A number of respondents
. ; f [ t , 4
N LA

rs




ized, formal, and precise, while teachers rafed it duil, or-

. S ‘ . Baron 7

were not native speakers of American English, and this no

doubt ’affected their responsc in a way that the questionnaire

was not able to measure,

A few of the personality traits did not follow .the general

trends. Most 'student respondents rated 2A as dull, disornan-

ganized, formal, dnd'imprccise. The apfarcnt distinction be-

N . . . -
tween organization and precision is no ly a.result of

caveraging responses together: .contradictions "appeared in many

of the individual ratings. Students scemed to react to the

«

" high style diction of the paséaﬂc as evidence of precision,

and its mecaninglessness as lack of orginization. Teachers
# . .

regarded the diction, as prétentious and vague, but Tecognized

some sorf of arguricntative structure underlying the flashy

syntax. '
In summarizing the ratings, it becomes clear that the

patterns emerging arc significant despite the small sample of

responses analyzed so far. The contradictions made in indi-

vidual ratings indicate respondcnts arc)got\autohatically mat -

ching their responses to initial judgments'thcy-have'méde :

about the passages. Respondcﬁts\omitted categories they

found impossible or objectionablé@:— some refused, on principle,
to asscss the.sex of ethnic background of thcywriters. A num-

ber of respondents indicated fhat.the subject matter interfered
with their judgments in the;secpnd qucstiopnaire; " One studcnt;

for example, said that while 2A wa§\wc11-written, he could not

give it~positive ratings because he did not like Shakespeare.

’

5 .




Ano)her felt that ,» although. he honeetly believed the writer

. of 2B was a pre- teenager he could not rate him as such heéause

no one that age would be read1ng Slddhartha.,

The stereotypical, prof1les created ‘by the questlonnalres

do not seem to ‘be overly influenced- either by a literal inter-
~ .

pretation of the passagé or byfan undue attention to 11nguhs-

tic deta{}._ Nor 1s it clear that standardization of language

corrclates with favorable ratings. of the two’ favored passages

“in the f1rst quest1onna1re, B is matter of fact and formal

wh11e.D is convcrsat10na1 in tone. Both were rated as relaxed
'apd interesting, but B was considered unfrlendly, tr1te, and

]

organized, wh11e D was rated ffiendly, 1nnovat1ve and’diSL

4

organized. D, wh1ch is cons1derab1y less qtandard 1n its lan-
bguage than B, received a higher average grade. = While respon-
dZnts may recognize standard"ianguage, they do'net hecessarily
ap%rovc of it.: , |

The writers of lAAand.fC, which received gcnerally un-
favorable ratings, weretiudged as.careless, lazy, illogical,
illi;efate, unsuccessful, and likely to be poor speakers: Tﬁe
writcr“qf 1A was judged as sloppy and untnteliigent, ambitious,
_confident, dbll, and‘formal, while the writcr of 1C was;;een -
as unambitious, disorganféed, hesitant, intercgtiné,‘edﬁcated,
and relaxed. 1A was given an average grade-og C (only’ﬁd}nts

' ’ |

below.the C+ af 1D), while 1C received an average grade of

D. Yet passage C is more standard and considerably less com-

plex, syntactically, than passage-A,’which dées .not ﬁgke lit-

Y
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eral syntactic sense. 1C produced the greatest range of

grades fdr the first'questionnaire~ itSvassigﬁéd gradegf?énged"ww»WM

o

from A to F (although most aere D's), whxle those of 1A clus-
tered more closely around C "In order to make a more pneq1sc_
assessment of the fqging systein it may be necessary to develop
indi;jdual profiles for each re;ponsc and compare thcse; how-

ever, that is beyond the scope of the préScnt inquiry. -

i In the second questiohnaire, the writers of passages
B and D averaged marks of C, but agaln the gradc spread £or

D was, w1de, w1th a number nf B's and F's, while 2B clustered
A
much closer to C (both for students,and teachers). These

writers werc judged carcless, lazy, unsuccessful, and likely

. ¢

to be poor speakers, In addition,-the writer of 2D wa$ con-

i

sidered less friendly and intecresting, and more precise, con-

fidcnf, and like1y§20‘sppak well, than the writer of Zﬁ. In
fact, the pgggages are by the same Qriter; taken f}om ﬁwo
diffcrcnt scctionsfb}uthchsahe in-class essay, yet—thef\are
diffcrcﬁt cnough to fooi%chg:respondcnts. Most students;
rated the writers of 2B and- 2D és non-white; all of the
teachers did. o qi . __— %
A surprising deveclopment, to mé, Qas~£hq_h%gh‘number of
favorable ratings reccived by'ZC, aApaséhge with considerable
surface confusion making little syntacfic sehse._ Iq terms of
grade spread and average it did as well ;5 ZA,‘thch is con-
siderably morc standard in its syntax but which makes just

v
A '

as little sense. The writer of 2A wds judged ncater;‘wdrc

successful, and “more likely to speak well, while the writer

of 2C was $cen as morc intercsting and more relaxed. Theé

R L1
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latter was also )udged more likely to be Black and, uncond1t10n—

ally employable. Students tended to feel all thf writers in

the second questionnaire were innovatlve' teaghers felt they

were trite, kj 4 -
The, results of .the questionnaires indicate a number of
things about the perceptlon of and reaction to Standard and

Non-Standard forms of English, For one thing, passages, rated

v

as "best" in terms of standard composition categories, e.g.,
logic, care, and precision> are not necessarily rated well
in tra1ts indicating their personal appeal to the aud1ence

e, g+ fr1end11ness interest, and honesty, Hany respondents

)
perce1ve not a Standard form of Eng11sh but an idea or

approx1mat10n of the Standard and react accordingly, Thus

for many respondents the presence “of syntactic or d1ct1ona1

14

complexity (Whlch they have noticed in writing that has been.v
P4
presented to them as a model of standard writing) . indicates

:

that the passage they arc rating is well- -written, although'
'analys1s of the passages in the questionnaires 1nd1cates 1t
is actually a sign of dev1at10n from the standard forms of
language.l ‘

A consideration of some of the Non-Standard featurcs'
encountered in writing can help to illuminate some of the
reactions we have observed. There have heen a few attempts
to show how features of Black Idiom are transcribed in student

3

compositions.Z but dialect alone cannot account for all the

-

d1fTerenccs we find between Standard and Non Standard wr1t1ng.

11

~.




S remanss =
s

P G e Ytk

e

men on ‘airplanes,

\

Baron 11

- ~

The last passage in the second questionnaire contains a number

- of features. that are cﬁ:éﬁcteristic of spoken Black “Idiom:

loss of final unstressed syllables, loss -of final 's', regular-

1

ization of 1rrcgular verb forms. But.1n the second passage,

[
the same writer, who is Black, employs forms much Closer to

. the Standard and his spoken languagé indicates that he is

perfectly capablc of employlng the Stand.rd formal language '
of the academy, Similarly, the writer of 2C uscs a perfectly

t

acceptable brand of Standard Middlewestern English in his
speech. -
We observe that many speakers of what can be classed as

Standard English often seem to lose control of that dialect

once pen tcuches p;yer.‘ There are a number of factors which

B

ually place the language 0 ur students on trial, Everythlng

cause thls Jeckyll' and Hyd;/ ehavior. 1In schogqls, we contin-
o)

«

they say, from an axtcmporaneous'dlscourse on "What I would do
Af T were Oedipus" to a request to leave the ;oom, comes underv
the scrutiny of the English teacher. Consequently students'
-language undergoes what I have called the GO REDUCTION
tnansformation.3 Studcnts try to evade responsibillty for
thelr own statcments by hiding behind elaborately constructed
passives and indirect questions, In later life, they stiil
panié when they come up against their Qr§twhile tormentors.,

.

We should all recognize the phenomenon described by Donald

“liall in his poem, "To a Waterfowl," -He“tells™as-abont business-

]

who close their briefcases and ask, "What are you in?'"
I look in their eyes, I tell them I am in poetry, .

s

, . 19 : N
,‘i‘ : ~ . '
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and their eyes fill with anxiety, and w1th 11ttle tears.
""Oh, yeah?'| they say, developing an interest in clouds.
"My w1fe;4she likes that sort of thing? Hah®hah? °
o ‘I guess maybe 1'd better watch my grammar, huh?"
N .o I Teave them in airports, watching their grammar "
'ﬂriting provides even.more ofjﬁ‘lan%uage/confrontation in |
school than- speech, and many of ‘the Non Standard forms we find
A § written composition can' be attributed to differences between
'the-spoken and_written‘communication acts ‘as well as to dif-
-".fVerrenceslin diglect. , For one thing, writing is'an exercise
lin’apostrophe.-‘ﬁnileiin speech we can~Lsually get some sort_r
of }eedback from a. listener to indicate the success of our
communication, inrwriting Weimust assune the role of listener
as well as, speaker, audience as well as writer. In order to
1nsure against undue 1nterference from communications n01se,'
we must calculate, w1thout the feedback from a normal speech
ecvent, the intelligibility and the effect of the message for
the audience.
| Writers empfoy global constraints. schemes of organization
and develo%meng? in order to formalize written communication
and minimize 1ntere§erence w%ﬁﬁcxmmrehens1on. Although

ke

find that a greater amount of interference with global con-

[

,straints is tolerated in- the spoken code; even in abhighly
‘formal"lecture'or performance situation, the® audience is per-
‘mitted to interrupt, and the.speaker to stray from, awpre-
planned_discourse. In writing, we are required Wy the:stan-

‘ dard'code to keep to the point so that the audience will not

sath schemes are also present 1@ spoken communications, we .




)

. /
lose the threadzéf the argument.

~ The requirement of prejudging the effect of ;a piece of
wr1t1nq 1s more d1ff1culg for speakers of Non Standard an11sh’
because no formalﬂstandard wr1tten code exists for their lam-
guage- Thex must create 4 written code for”what has been a
primarily non-literate dialect, or they must 1m1tate the Stan-
dard English,code. Th1s is not to say that speakers of Stan- "
dard Engl1sh do not:wr1te. Rather, they have not»generally
been encouraged to. use their nat1ve speech in wr1t1ng the
sorts of extcnded compositions rqulred in scheol, and, to
a more 1Lm1ted.extent ,- in the business world They are caoable
‘of communlcatlng the same- sorts of information as those using
the standard.dlalect. Attempts’ to write poetry, prose f1ct1on
and scholarly essays in Black Idiom demonstrate this clearly,
. and 1nd1cate there is a sizable group of people w1111ng to
accept non- standard writing as a viable form of communlcatlon.‘
In most 1nstances, however, Non -Standard speakers are in soc1a1
pos1t1ons Wthh proh1b1t them from making such communlcatlons,
:or their, efforts are 1gnored or d1sparaged by elite speakers.
They areﬁ;then “foreed to translate,thelr spoken d1a1ect into
Standard written English., Labov comments that '"whenever a
'speaker of nonstandard dialect is in a subordinate p051t10n
to a speaker of standard dialect, the rules of his grammar
will: shift in *# unpredictable manner toward the standardJ'S
In other words, some features of discourse will reflect char-

acteristics of, the Non-Standard dialect, while others will

reflect the Standard or. what the speaker thinks is Standard,

14
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and hypercorrection will result.

. . o " ‘ . . . . . N
The situation becomes mo:ZNZBmplex when we deal with

writing. Even speakers}of Standard dialect tend to exhibit ° -

~

chronic hypercorrection éue to lack of familiarity with the

requirements of the Standard written code.

Many of the deviations‘from'Stanéard Writtea English that -
we find ;ndicate the writer ia'making a'phonqlegical trans-'%
cription‘of-speech,’e.g.: '¥

(1) Eiéhth-grade aupil’Richard Rogers smiled and
. said' "Some commuters even tell us they're for the {
car pools 'because they'll be less traffic .when I E

drive to work.,' ' (Boston'Globe) . é

7 - A

(2) 1le 1s, a newly graduate of Yale and is,trying'
to make some sought of name'for himself, (Student

* final examination) . : ‘

‘

" What is unuSual about the passage ~from the Glohc is that the

phrase hex'l (for SI, there'll), although a quote within a

- quote, is a transcription of speech, not a copy of a written

message; it represents the dialect of the reporter rather

than that of the pupil or the cohmuter, and has unconsciously

slipped into ,the Standard English env1ronmcnt of the newspaper. ot
In (2), sought for sort is a reflection of the-wrlter s r-less

New York City dialect. I have even found an occurrence of.
-

in theESunday Comics section of the Champaign-Urbana

15 o
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Courier, wheré, as with (1), it appeared in an unquestionably
‘Standard context, and again in a poem by Tom Gia?k.
J&st as phonoiogical cﬂange proceeds frém'Nén-Standard

to Standafd dialect~(e.g.,'the recent month-long tirade‘of
Febuary on Walter Qronkite's_n;ws show), phonological trans-
cription in Non-Standard writing can serve as a means of
introducing'changd in’ the written Standard. Appearances of

a form in a semi-legitimate print medium; [ com;ositions,
advertisements, traffic signs;hmay eventﬁalli_be foLlowed

by tﬁejzagptibn of the form in ofé Standafd environments,
Traffic signs spread the use of thru for through; televisioh:
listings encouraﬁé nite for gighﬁl Newspapers, closér to -

the Sfandara than student compositions, .= 'print Ehg and altho
for though and although (Chicagoe Tribune), and alripht for

ﬁll £i£ﬁ£ (Boston Qlékg). The following, from the¢glg§é, is -
~an indication of Qhét may) eventually become aCCeﬁfable jour- .
nalistic proee: - |

(3) Briton's farmers were highly (annoyed; Milkers -
would have to milk in the dark and harvesters couldq &

not make hay until the sun shined away the dew. But
Parlidment like the device and renewed it time and
time again.

A feature often associated with the formal requireménts

of standard languapge is sentence complexity. Thus common ‘ _
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trouble%pozzitor writers are the formation of compound tenses

-~

and sentence conjoining:
» ’ i -

(4) A 115t of words that you will never find in a
d1ct1onary and may never w111 (Student term paper)
(5) Good 11tcrature often presenté,;he-reader with a
guide for living by the _means of which the author uses
“the story\as an example of a partncular philosophy

> not nécessnr11y his own. ‘(Student term paper)
- ’ o . : -1
In (4)'what at fi}st seems to bc.a gimnlc redundaney,of future
tenses creating syntactic confusion becomes clcar_if'ne,fecog- to
~nize that the lanbuage-is not to be taken iiterally.- The o /

first VP is a present tense 1nd1&gt1ng a durat1ve aspect, while.

the second 1is meant as a futu;c condltlonal.

+

Despite the*non standard means qf con301n1np sentehces : v
and the resulting ungainly d1ct}on of. (5), the meaning of the

‘-passagc is ¢lear to everyone except the adamantly 11teral-
” .
o . i
minded. ‘Communlcatlon has occurQed, and it is useless, in a .

B g

sense' for a wr1t1ng teacher to insist the writer revise to
assure communlcatron to a less demand1ng audience,

In permitting" phonolog1ca1 transcr1pt10n ‘and hypercorrec-

.

- tion in imitating syntactlc complexity, the Non Standard
n

~written code allows greater gnterference w1th global constraints

thdn does the Standard. Noise potential is higher for the

9 _
- . : . oS
Non-Standard code:ibccause presc?ﬁptiyc grammatictal and stylisticwkSQ

.

rules maf/be applied haphazardly, by both reader and writer.

o

l

. \ : 1 P
R [
. ‘ . ,
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- As with spcech, neither phonological transcription (i.c., the

"

written counterpart of accent) nor hypercorrection providesa

significant obstacle to interpretation. Failure of communi-

cation, morc often than not, results from the audicnce's

refusal to understand a form of discoursg it finds esthctically

objectfonable and not from the writer's failure 'to minimize
' ' ~ .

noise in the communication channel.

. . . -

L) ‘ - . ’ ) [
The University of %llinois at Urbana-Champaign

i \

.
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Texts for Questionnaire 1
The passages were selected from the'wor%,of various students at - :

various levels; all were asked to'degcribe how-the television .

-

game show, Let's Make a Deal, works. . : i L,

A. 1've seen the show "Lets Make a ‘Deal.”" 1'm npt sure about: o -
the rules, but here goes. First I suppose names are gsummited to co
the program and the earliest postmark is chosen for current show.
vhen the show comes on ['ve observed (2) that the majority of the
eople dress  in welrd ways. The weirder the costume the better.
3) Keep the participant in a state of suspense, Whereby different
nes are asked to do certain.things. @ hats behind the curtédin,-
n the box, how much money in coat pocket. - 1f you don't take whats
" Hehind the curtain I'll give you the contents of this envelope. :

Sbme chose what's behind the curtain sometimes by choosing one. or o,
the .other ynru've either lost or won a nice prize. 1 don't like ..
this show. People are made to look ridiculous. They'll do anything

get something for nothing. :

.\ This is a television game show where people can win anything
frbm a chicken coop to a car. These people are picked from the s
audience each day. When a deal \is made the person may have twa or
thriee ‘things to choose from. All in all,” these people must be witty
and! perceptive if they want to win something. Greedy people usually .
get zonked.. That is when they always go for the bigger box. When , '
they do, they end up with things like a giant baby carriage or a

camel instead of a $1000 bill or a mink jacket. A L
C. The contestants come dressed up of anything their imagination . N
can think of so that their costume would attrack more attentiorr and
they get chosen for the deals. . L ’

Some people come dressed up ‘as bananas, tableg,”animals, that
make them look even weirder than they are, and bring .all kinds of

posters and start to shout. - .
When they are chosen they get hysterical and start crying, -

jumping, and laughing and you get all kinds of emotions at the same
time. . . i

D. First; in order to be one of the participants you must be dressed
like a clown, which shows you're really hard up for the prizes.
Second:; if you are among the lucky ones to be selected by Monte
Hall you get to "make a deal." There are about ten lucky people -
selected from the crowd of people dcreaming such things as, "Mdnte, -
Montee, Monteeeee,VPlease me, Oh, me, ect."” ”

Now here's where the dealmaking come in. You get something from
Monte but you don't know what and he will offer to trade you some-
thing for your newly acquired 'you don’t know what" surh as money Or
merchandise. Usually there is a decrepancy in the values of choice$
if your lucky yoti come put with higher valued prize.
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.Texts for Queationnaire If - o ; ¢:

P

The paasagea’were selected from the work. of various studentg at

@ various lqvels ' they are discusaing oworks of ‘literature tha they
have read, dnd are selections from lohger campoaitions.
~.,With Shakgspeare the matter 18 a bit more simple. When we come
to Shakespeare, we realize at once that King Lear is the master-
_plece of his cannon, just as. we reaTize InstInctively that. it is
the masterpiece of a11 dramatic literature. We may admire any other
of hls poems or plays; we may detect something in. them that has
_heretofore remained hidden from literary criticism. But, again,
‘such discoveries take on their final aignificance only inaofar as
we recognize them as belonging initially to the wor.ld in which

King Lear takes place, -

- B. Hia best friend Govinda éind a system of .belief and lifes” by it.
‘Everyone Siddhartha meets has found hig spot in life, Kamala, his
Father, the mecrchants and Govinda but not ’1ddhartha. All he had
learned went 1in one "ear and out the other. $Siddhartha's world with
the absents of violence gives Siddhartha the freedom to wander and
think. He never' had to worry about the simple thing like food, a
place to live, or water. Heé never had to worry about a tiger eating‘
him in the dark forest. The author left these thinga out so tha
.Siddhartha could be happy go lucky.

C. "In my opinion, Thoreau was a man who ‘was able to.relate to th
life-style the United States was based upon but unable to live unger
the conditions the society had set out for itself. His basic
principlea dnd dreams are those regarding the morals and true con--
"sciences of his fellow-men. The people are machines ruled by their
heads and not emotions. Hence, the- common people are made the

- 818Ve8 of their government and political organization.

'D. In the Outsider by Richard Wright the author set-up and imaginary
world which focus it attention on how our system of thinking can
entrap us in certain situation. How extreme beliefs gives to extreme
behavior. In his book all of his character are control by their ’
gystem of thoughts 1f a person view the world asgs a dog eat dog . |
existence, then his behavior is, in effect reaponaing to his belief
in a dog eat dog image.

.




Rating Sheet

L. Backg,r« und lnd Stntus. ;

Salu“r the approprtate descr!ptisn of the wcitear of -this pasrage -
Cfyar. the followlnx ar&guvteﬂ, : ' ]
i« &, malw bt l‘emah‘;»f’; o . : C.
\ye. & 8e11 'E 13%15 ., LT=21 4. over 21 ° ' .
ralcity: &, white .black c.‘spanlsn Cdy orh .
Jucational levéi a. elementary b, high school ¢z (sons col~ega
Cehool record: a. good ‘b feir . péor d. falling -
Smployability: a. ewplovavle b, condlttuna!ly employabl@ (fax
' 1imtreg shiil iobs; e unemplo,ablo +;

.

'

‘greonality: ’
thaose the apptopriata trait from each. patc. Tey tb'tuéo.:$ B
vr&”#r 9 Qersonnlxtr rurhnr than tho qualtty of h!a compon;ﬁ

. \( ‘ . S ! R b < .
unlnreliigcnt ' A inteMigent. -
careful o " ,caTreless

Tl ambitious - . not awmbirious

b, :sensitive - - - not Aensirive’

S logical ' ‘ Ctllogical
dilsorganized. : S organized

.contciqnclouu S lazy =

- nsat _— o - sloppy

c .. greclee _ 7 Aaprecise

T  Astnences T . . tAasfegare
: anfird enily . C friendly
A{shanest : honen
confldant - ) hesitan?

S interesting : , dull
tliiterata . . educated
.succerstul ' . - unsuccessatul

authovitaties o unir?ormed
teolaxed - - formal '
probably spewka lel probably spenkc pootly
trita o . lnnavattvo

g s in o
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’}.1,.3&‘.\'. ; .’“ , . . . .
EVeryonée makew miatares when wrtttng, Asguming each wrltor o
pakes 10 "errors”, hew many of -each of the following error types
" will the vriter nt this passage make! (ome ercors may fit more
than one ctype) ‘ _ :
. N . . - i Tl
Eriaen Lo apelling and, cuncaustion . o . frrors Lo content
Ermere due $o Limited ability ve ‘ 7T anad ctgnnizatlon
communicate ildeas. v ' _ Ercors due to

Errocrs. die to canvlessnese xox or .., inappropriate stylv
‘Lack of time . o or' word choice

Errors that are “acceptable' ln spoeeh B Errors’ dus to lgnorAncz
but not in writing - T 4 cor ect r.

An Png-lsh teac¢her should. 3100 thts wr‘ter A B,C D. choo qk

2




