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The purposes of this study were (1) to determine 

the perceptions of English teachers and language arts 

supervisors in the State of Texas with respect to the 

use of vernacular black English in relation to selected 

demographic variables, (2) to determine whether their 

perceptions differed significantly from one another, 

and (3) to determine whether those who do not work with 

vernacular black English (VBE) speakers differed signi-

ficantly in their perceptions from those who work with 

black-dialect speakers. The factors of subjects' 

ethnicity, present position of respondents, district 

size of those surveyed, and degree held by respondents 

were analyzed in relation to differences in opinion, 

perceptions of criteria for teaching students who speak 

VBE, knowledge of VBE, and attitudes of respondents 

toward VBE. Responses from subjects to an instrument 

provided the data for testing. 



The content validity of the instrument constructed 

for the survey was established through review by two 

university professors of English and two English teachers 

who instruct students who speak VBE. 

This study concludes that English teachers and language 

arts supervisors in the State of Texas hold negative atti-

tudes toward vernacular black English and, by implication, 

its users. Opposition to VBE use by students or for 

instructional purposes is also indicated; the desire to 

severely limit or abolish VBE from use in the schools is 

apparent from the study. Those who teach students who 

speak VBE or supervise their teachers are more knowledgeable 

about the black dialect than those who are not associated 

with VBE speakers. The educational force in Texas does 

not know enough about VBE to deal effectively with black 

dialect speakers. The report also indicates that teacher 

training in the language and culture of the black English 

speakers is necessary for those who teach that segment of 

school society, but such training is not supported by the 

teachers or supervisors. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Dialect variations in the United States have intrigued 

linguists and laymen alike for many years. Differences in 

speech have been documented and discussed in terms of regions, 

social classes, and upward mobility, but until the last two 

decades little emphasis has been placed on educational impli-

cations. Primarily a matter of academic interest, earlier 

research sought explanations for the development and origin 

of American dialects. Later studies focused on the phonology, 

syntax, and lexicon as a means of documenting regional differ-

ences. These studies approached language variations and 

entities of a particular age, time, and place, separate 

from the exigencies of living people. This dichotomy was 

reinforced by educators who officially ignored dialect pro-

blems in the schools, expecting language arts teachers to 

instill in the minds of dialect speakers a knowledge of 

general American English. 

For speakers of vernacular black English, learning to 

function in standard English posed problems that were neither 

considered nor understood prior to the 1954 decision in Brown 

v. Board of Education, 347 U.S. 483. Misconceptions of black 



English involved a picture of the typical black family unit 

composed of many non-verbal siblings living in squalid condi-

tions saturated with noise but with no oral communication with 

their parents. Hence their language was vilified as inadequate 

and unpatterned (7, Sect. 1, p. 2) . Racial integration of the 

schools created renewed interest in education problems that 

centered on the inability of students to learn to read, parti-

cularly black students who speak vernacular black English. 

A volume of research on black English during the sixties veri-

fied the falsity of the conception of that dialect as a poor 

communication system and provided a more effective analysis 

of it. As a result of the analyses and re-assessment of the 

properties of black English, acceptance of the dialect as a 

linguistic system of value emerged (7, Sect. 1, p. 3). 

The advent of bussing caused increased juxtaposition of 

pupils from diverse black and white cultures into a single 

classroom; this spawned inevitable comparisons of the two 

groups. Black students consistently evidenced lower academic 

achievement. Those who spoke only vernacular black English 

often showed difficulty in mastering school assignments which 

students who spoke a dialect more closely aligned to standard 

English were able to accomplish. In the efforts by those 

doing research to amalgamate theory with practical application 

to this problem during the sixties, a number of approaches by 

researchers included eradication of black English and 



bidialectalism as well as a move to improve the attitudes 

of whites toward black English. These surface approaches 

were attacked by both blacks and whites with such emotional 

fervor that the studies virtually stopped by the middle 

seventies (7, Sect. 1, p. 11). In particular, the assump-

tion by some of those doing research that a teacher should 

understand vernacular black English and be able to compare 

its differences with standard English offended many people. 

Black English, then, was accorded social acceptability, but 

researchers stopped short of exploration of the deep, under-

lying effectiveness of the dialect (7, Sect. 1, p. 12). 

The ultimate failure of desegregation of the schools to 

raise educational levels of black students significantly has 

engendered a re-assessment of practices for teaching standard 

English to black students who speak vernacular black English. 

A new focus on black English as a language barrier is emphasized 

in the opinion of United States District Judge Charles W. Joiner 

in the Ann Arbor Decision of July 12, 1979. The judge indicates 

that the difficulty black students who speak black English ex-

perience in learning to read is due to three basic reasons. 

1. There is a lack of parental or other home support 
for developing reading skills in standard English, 
including the absence of persons in the home who 
read, enjoy it, and profit from it. 

2. Students experience difficulty in hearing and making 
certain sounds used discriminatively in standard 
English, but not distinguished in the home language 
system. 



3. The unconscious but evident attitude of teachers 
toward the home language causes a psychological 
barrier to learning by the student (1, p. 10) . 

Despite sporadic efforts to approach the problem of black 

student language difficulties through new curricula, teacher 

training, and specially developed teaching materials, no one 

program for vernacular black English speakers has been extolled 

as a remedy. Those doing research have failed to verify the 

reasons for the difficulty experienced by black English speakers 

in learning to read (7, Sect. 1, p. 8). Many people still re-

fuse to acknowledge vernacular black English as an acceptable 

dialect, preferring to view it as bad English. Some are vir-

tually ignorant of the properties of black English and view it 

as a threat to standard English. Belief in the myths relative 

to vernacular black English and its use hampers teachers in 

their efforts to educate black students. Understanding the 

nature of black English as a dialect is important for the 

development and improvement of teaching practices. Under-

standing the attitudes of those who are charged with providing 

an equal educational opportunity for all children is vital to 

success in the implementation of that concept. 

Statement of the Problem 

The two-fold problem of this study is to determine (1) 

whether the factors of ethnicity, degree held by respondents, 

professional status, assignment relative to working with students 

who speak vernacular black English, or the size of the school 



district in which those surveyed work have a relationship to 

English teachers' and language arts supervisors' perceptions 

of vernacular black English (VBE), and (2) whether there are 

attitudinal differences between English teachers and language 

arts supervisors toward vernacular black English as a dialect. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were the following: 

1. To analyze the attitudes of English teachers and 

language arts supervisors in the State of Texas to-

ward the use of vernacular black English as a teach-

ing tool; 

2. To develop some criteria for assessing the effective-

ness of present methods of teaching children who 

speak vernacular black English; 

3. To determine what knowledge of vernacular black 

English Texas educators have; 

4. To survey English teachers and language arts super-

visors in the State of Texas to ascertain their atti-

tudes toward students who use vernacular black English 

in the schools; 

5. To identify factors that may possibly be useful in 

identifying or hiring teachers to teach vernacular 

black-English-speaking children; 

6. To explore the ability of Texas educators to accept 

the implementation of a vernacular black English 



program in Texas schools if this should be mandated; 

7. To acquire information necessary for potential de-

cision-making concerning the use of vernacular black 

English in the schools, such as training for teachers 

in vernacular black English; 

8. To explore the ability or receptiveness of Texas 

educators toward the incorporation of vernacular 

black English in the school curriculum; 

9. To ascertain the pre-service training needs of English 

teachers and language arts supervisors in vernacular 

black English (i.e., if it is an acceptable aspect 

of the curriculum in their perceptions). 

Research Questions 

In order to pursue the purposes of this study, the follow-

ing questions were addressed. 

1. Does the educator recognize vernacular black English 

as an acceptable American dialect? 

2. Should all children be forced to function orally in 

one dialectical medium—standard English—in schools? 

3. Should standard English be taught as a second language 

to vernacular black English speakers? 

4. Should dialect-based readers be used in beginning 

reading instruction for students who speak in verna-

cular black English dialect? 



5. Should tests be administered in the dialect of the 

vernacular black English speaker? 

6. Does the educator believe that vernacular black 

English has a set of linguistic rules that can be 

categorized? 

7. Should special classes be offered for students who 

speak vernacular black English? 

8. What type of training should be given to teachers of 

vernacular black English speakers? 

9. Does the educator consider vernacular black English 

to be a part of the pathology of cultural deprivation? 

10. Does the educator consider vernacular black English 

an inferior linguistic system? 

11. Does the educator believe that the use of vernacular 

black English retards a child's ability to learn 

standard English? 

12. Should the use of vernacular black English be mandated 

as a teaching tool in schools where black students 

are present in significant numbers? 

13. How much training should teachers of vernacular black 

English speakers be required to have? 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses tested were the following. 

1. There will be no statistically significant differences 

in the opinions of respondents (grouped by race, 



position, degree held, and size of school district) 

who teach students who speak vernacular black 

English (VBE) or their supervisors from those who 

do not teach students who speak VBE or their super-

visors as measured by the questionnaire. 

2. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the perceptions of respondents (grouped by race, 

position, degree held, and size of school district) 

of criteria for teaching students who speak VBE 

between those who teach students who speak VBE or 

their supervisors and those who do not teach students 

who speak VBE or their supervisors as measured by the 

questionnaire. 

3. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the knowledge of respondents (grouped by race, 

position, degree held, and size of school district) 

of VBE between those who teach students who speak 

VBE or their supervisors and those who do not teach 

students who speak VBE or their supervisors as 

measured by the questionnaire. 

4. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the attitudes of respondents (grouped by race, 

position, degree held, and size of school district) 

toward students who speak VBE as measured by the 

questionnaire. 



Significance of This Study 

The study is significant because of the following reasons. 

1. It explored the need for alternative ways of teaching 

speakers of vernacular black English in the State of 

Texas. 

2. It determined the prevailing attitude of Texas 

teachers toward the vernacular black English dialect. 

3. It assessed the need for vernacular black English 

training programs for teachers who work with 

students who speak vernacular black English. 

4. It provided information that could be used by school 

districts to determine what programs should be im-

plemented for the instruction of vernacular black 

English speakers. 

5. It identified factors considered to be significant 

in hiring teachers to educate vernacular black 

English speakers. 

6. It developed criteria for assessing the effective-

ness of present methods of teaching vernacular black 

English speakers. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have been defined for the purposes of 

this study: 

1. Bidialectalism - To function in two dialects; specifi-

cally in vernacular' black English studies to maintain 
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a native dialect learned in the home while functioning 

additionally in some other dialect learned in school. 

2- Vernacular Black English - A linguistic system of 

oral communication used by black Americans, historically 

developed from mainstream American English, which has 

distinct phonological and syntactical forms as well 

as a lexicon somewhat different from standard English. 

The following terms are used interchangeably with 

vernacular black English: 

Afro-Americanese 

Black Dialect 

Black English 

Black Language 

Ebonics 

Negro Dialect 

Nonstandard English 

Nonstandard Negro English 

Nonstandard White English 

3. Pathology of Cultural Deprivation - A pattern of lack 

of development of intellectual and moral faculties 

that could be considered normal in a civilized society, 

this pattern being attributed to members of the lower 

socioeconomic levels of American society. 

4. Standard English - The speech of the majority of 

educated speakers of English that evidences a lin-

guistic system distinct in grammatical form, phonology, 
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and lexicon that is standardized through rules and 

patterns taught in American schools as the preferred 

form of speech. Terms used interchangeably with 

standard English are as follows: 

Standard American English 

Mainstream American English 

Edited American English 

Basic Assumptions 

The following basic assumptions were made for this study. 

1. It is assumed that the subjects responded thought-

fully and honestly to questions on the survey instru-

ment. 

2. It is assumed that the responses received on the survey 

instrument are typical of the views held by others 

of the same population. 

Limitations 

The following limitations were imposed on this study. 

1. The study was limited to English teachers and language 

arts supervisors in the State of Texas. 

2. The study was subject to all the limitations recognized 

in collecting data by mailed questionnaire. 

Research Design 

The research design of this study is a cross-sectional 

survey. Standardized information was collected from a sample 
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of English teachers and language arts supervisors who belong 

to two professional organizations. Data from this sample were 

analyzed and used to describe the larger population of English 

teachers and language arts supervisors in the State of Texas. 

Selection of the Sample 

Two professional organizations in the State of Texas 

composed of English teachers and language arts supervisors 

were used for the sample. They were characterized as typical 

of the entire population in this category in the State of 

Texas. 

Members of the two groups totaled 2,192; of this number, 

890 were randomly selected to form the judgment sample to be 

surveyed. The results were generalized to represent the atti-

tudes of the total population of English teachers and language 

arts supervisors in the State of Texas. 

Instrument 

A set of questions was constructed. Content validity 

was established by an appraisal of items by a panel of two 

English teachers who function in the Texas public school system 

working primarily with black students and two English professors 

from North Texas State University. Revisions of the question-

naire were made based upon the suggestions of the panel. The 

questionnaire was prepared for the collection of data after 

content validity had been established. 
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The questionnaire consisted of statements examining 

aspects of the use of vernacular black English which helped 

answer the questions arising from the problem. All responses 

were analyzed to address the hypotheses and research questions 

Hypotheses were addressed through groups of statements 

that applied to them (see Appendix A). Statements one, two, 

three, four, eight, nine, eleven, fifteen, thirty-six, thirty-

seven, and thirty-eight addressed Hypothesis One. Statements 

five, six, seven, ten, twelve, thirteen, fourteen, and sixteen 

addressed Hypothesis Two. Statements seventeen, eighteen, 

nineteen, twenty, twenty-one, twenty-two, twenty-three, and 

twenty-four addressed Hypothesis Three. Statements twenty-

five, twenty-six, twenty-seven, twenty-eight, twenty-nine, 

thirty, thirty-one, thirty-two, thirty-three, thirty-four, 

and thirty-five addressed Hypothesis Four. 

Research questions were mainly addressed through indivi-

dual statements on the questionnaire that stated the specific 

items in question. 

Procedures for the Collection of Data 

The survey instrument (Appendix A) was mailed to those 

members of the judgment sample selected for participation in 

the survey. A letter (Appendix B) that explained the purpose 

of the study and encouraged prompt responses was enclosed 

along with a stamped, self-addressed envelope. 



14 

A follow-up letter (Appendix C) was mailed to those who 

had not responded after a period of fourteen (14) days. This 

second letter expressed the importance of responding to the 

questionnaire and extended a plea for immediate response. 

Usable responses from at least 50 percent of those 

surveyed was considered adequate to produce valid findings 

in this study. 

Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

Upon completion and return of the survey instruments, the 

data were taken from the questionnaire and keypunched. Data 

were analyzed by the North Texas State University Computer 

Center. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were 

used in analyzing the data collected. Descriptive statistics 

were used to analyze the frequency in percent of returns by 

questions and significant factors. 

Variables of the study were as follows: 

A. Independent variables 

1. Ethnic background of respondents 

2. Present position of respondents 

3. Size of school district in which respondents 

were employed 

4. Highest degree held by respondents 

B. Moderator variables (independent variables) above 

independent variables 
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1. Teacher of vernacular black English speaking 

children 

2. Supervisor of vernacular black English speaking 

children (or supervisor of the teacher of VBE 

speakers) 

C. Dependent variables 

1. Opinions of respondents toward vernacular black 

English 

2. Instructional suggestions for vernacular black 

English speakers 

The present study employed a factorial design with opinion 

of respondents, criteria for teaching VBE speakers, knowledge 

of VBE, and attitudes toward VBE as main effects and dialect 

as the second factor for each variable. Groups of statement 

responses relating to the black dialect were anlayzed to deter-

mine the F ratio. Significant main effects or a significant 

interaction were determined. A statistically significant 

difference was indicated at the .05 level. 

After all computations were made, the data were entered 

into tables for ease of reporting and interpretation. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

Linguists have studied the learning patterns of children 

in the process of acquiring language and have determined that 

children need no special training to master the grammar and 

structure of oral language. Under ordinary circumstances, a 
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child entering school at the age of five or six years has 

sufficient grasp of the language of his environment to function 

within the rule system and to maintain control over the lang-

uage. This pattern of achievement creates no problem for the 

child from an average American home. When the child enters 

school with a disadvantaged background, however, the language 

he learns at home often does not correspond to the school 

language of his teachers and peers (13, p. 1,0 87). 

During the 1960s, America became socially conscious of the 

disadvantaged members of ghettos and other lower status groups. 

Educational institutions joined other public agencies in accept-

ing a share of the responsibility for alleviating and correcting 

learning disabilities created by deprivation. The dialects of 

ghetto speakers and other minority members were labeled sub-

standard or nonstandard. Language deficit, an inability to 

express ideas and thoughts in a standard dialect form, was 

considered the reason for the disadvantaged child's inability 

to learn. To overcome this problem, teaching standard English 

to the nonstandard speaker became the goal of the schools. As 

it became increasingly clear that the educator had failed in 

his attempt to teach the disadvantaged child standard English, 

linguists began to reassess the use of nonstandard dialect 

(4, p. 607). Of the many variations of standard English that 

exist in the United States, vernacular black English (VBE) 

stood out as a dialect that posed difficulties of definition 

and classification. 
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Racial integration of public schools resulted in 

comparisons of the reading achievement levels of black and 

white students, with the scores of blacks being consistently 

lower than those of whites. Although physical and cultural 

deprivation has been equated with lower reading achievement, 

the most popular theory is that the language of black students 

is different from that of whites and therefore interferes with 

the ability of black students to learn (4, p. 608). 

Theories have been advanced to explain the discrepancy 

between testing scores of black and white students, but the 

hypotheses have been controversial and often contradictory. 

Use of standardized tests written in standard English and 

used for speakers of vernacular black English (VBE) has been 

increasingly criticized. Many believe that these tests can-

not measure achievement of vernacular-black-English speakers. 

Little research, however, "has been done to test the effect 

of Black English on reading comprehension or test performance" 

(17, p. 160). 

Another theory advocates the use of black-dialect readers. 

Goodman makes the assumption that a child will have difficulty 

learning to read if the dialect in a reading textbook is dif-

ferent from his own dialect (14, p. 200). It is suggested that 

reading interference caused by a mismatch between the child's 

dialect (VBE) and the written language of the schools (standard 

English) retards or prohibits reading performance (15, p. 340). 
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Others have a different opinion concerning the role of verna-

cular black English in beginning reading instruction, attri-

buting the fault for the VBE speaker's failure to learn 

to the teacher's lack of understanding of the different fea-

tures of black dialect. Therefore, the teacher causes reading 

problems (3, p. 221). If a child reads correctly according to 

the rules of the black dialect, a reading error has not 

occurred; it is a dialect difference and should not be corrected. 

If the teacher corrects the child, he rejects VBE as an in-

ferior speaking medium (10, p. 221). This rejection alienates 

black children from the teacher and causes them to withdraw 

from the teacher, the school, and academics (12, p. 180). 

Furthermore, some school values conflict with home values 

of black children, so black children often are alienated 

from the schools by the contradictions expressed in their 

homes (11, p. 147) . 

While some advocate bidialectalism and ask that standard 

English be taught as a second language, others call for the 

eradication of VBE through an intensive education process with 

an emphasis on standard English in oral communication as well 

as written (8, p. 276) . An increasingly vocal group, on the 

other hand, stresses that VBE functions as a viable means of 

communication. They want the black dialect to become accepted 

equally with standard English as a high-status dialect (8, p. 

277) . 

The use of vernacular black English in the classroom 

continues to be a controversial issue, one that has been 
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exacerbated by a Michigan District Court ruling in 1979 calling 

for the recognition of VBE as a dialect that needs consideration 

in teaching black students (5, p. 8). Prior to the court 

ruling, isolated teaching experiments with VBE gained little 

more than local attention. Since that decision, however, 

renewed efforts to gain acceptance of VBE have surfaced, 

along with an angry storm of rebuttal decrying its formal 

acceptance as a separate language. 

Since teachers and the instructional methodology pre-

sently in use are being criticized because of the low test-

scores and functional disabilities of black students, the 

methods now being used to teach black students continue to 

be a source of debate. Moreover, proponents and opponents 

of teaching with VBE do not seem to be divided by ethnic con-

siderations; black as well as white Americans debate on both 

sides of the question. Those who feel black literacy defi-

ciencies are the result of language barriers may be expected 

to increase their demands for acceptance of VBE and for 

teacher training. They would like educators to be knowledge-

able and empathetic toward the use of that dialect, as well as 

proficient in working with it (8, p. 277). Those in opposition 

are equally vehement in expressing their views cataloging the 

negative aspects of VBE acceptance in the schools (16, p. 45). 

Few schools in Texas with significant numbers of black 

students who speak vernacular black English offer programs 
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tailored to their needs. Black dialect is ignored or corrected. 

The instructional program usually consists of teaching prac-

tices and materials for black students identical with those 

used for students who speak a form or dialect of English which 

more closely approximates standard English (2, p. 179). Most 

English and reading instructors have little linguistic train-

ing (9, p. 678); they may understand the surface level of 

standard English but not the deep structure. They are apt 

to have no understanding of VBE and no desire to know about 

it. Without a knowledge of the black dialect or its relation-

ship to standard English, the surface-level approach to teaching 

standard English to VBE speakers has not been successful and 

is not likely to be (6, p. 15). The prognosis for development 

of programs and materials that will effectively educate VBE 

speakers under these adverse circumstances does not appear 

auspicious. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the attitudes 

of English teachers and language arts supervisors toward ver-

nacular black English and its speakers. Are educators empa-

thetic to the VBE speaker? Do educators understand the dialect 

problem? Are educators knowledgeable about VBE? Are present 

methods of teaching students who speak VBE effective? What 

other possibilities are available? This study attempts to 

provide answers to these problems. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

-1-- T h e A n n Arbor Decision, Memorandum Opinion and Order & 
The Educational Plan, Center for Applied Linguistics, 
Arlington, Virginia, 1979. 

2. Barnitz, John G., "Black English and Other Dialects: 
Sociolinguistic Implications for Reading Instruction," 
Reading Teacher, XXXIII (April, 1980), 779-786. 

3. Burling, Robbins, "Talking to Teachers About Social 
Dialects," Language Learning, XXI, 2 (1971), 221-234. 

4. Cagney, Margaret A., "Children's Ability to Understand 
Standard English and Black Dialect," Reading 
Teacher, XXX (March, 1977), 607-610. 

5. Cookson, Clive, "Federal Court Ruling Gives Black English 
New Linguistic Status," Times Educational Supplement, 
MMMCCCXV (December 21, 1979), 8. 

6. Dillon, David, "Does the School Have a Right to Its Own 
Language?" English Journal, LXIX (April, 1980), 
13-17. 

7* Final Evaluation, King Elementary School, Vernacular 
Black English Inservice Program, Ann Arbor Public 
Schools, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1980. 

8. Fowler, Elaine D., "Black Dialect in the Classroom," 
Language Arts, LIII, 3 (1976), 275-280. 

9. Hoffman, Melvin J., "The Harmful Effects of Traditional 
Language Arts Teaching Methods When Used with Disad-
vantaged Afro-American Children," Elementary English, 
XLVII, 5 (1970), 678-683. 

10. Isenbarger, Joan, and Veta Smith, "How Would You Feel If 
You Had to Change Your Dialect? Using a Simulation 
Game to Show the Effects of Forcing Language Change," 
Elementary English, LI, 2 (1974), 215-221. 

11. Johnson, Kenneth R., "Accountability and Educating Black 
Children in Reading and the Language Arts," Language 
Arts, LIV (February, 1977), 144-149. 

21 



22 

12. Johnson, Kenneth R., "Teacher's Attitude Toward the Non-
standard Negro Dialect—Let's Change It," Elementary 
English, XLVIII, 2 (1971), 176-184. 

13. Rakes, Thomas A., and Emily Canter, "Children's Language: 
Theirs to Use!" Elementary English, LI, 8 (1974), 
1087-1090. 

14. Schwartz, Judy Iris, "An Investigation of Attitudes on 
the Use of Black Dialect Materials for Beginning 
Reading Instruction," Research in the Teaching of 
English, IX (Fall, 1975), 200-209. 

15. Simons, Herbert D., and Kenneth R. Johnson, "Black 
English Syntax and Reading Interference," Research 
in the Teaching of English, VIII, 3 (1975), 339-358. 

16. Tate, Davie, Jr., "Riving, Jiving and Playing the Dozens 
Revisited," Integrated Education, XV (January, 1977). 
43-45. 

17. Thurmond, Vera Belinda, "The Effect of Black English on 
the Reading Test Performance of High School Students," 
The Journal of Educational Research, LXX (January, 
1977), 160-163. 



CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Origin of Black Dialect 

Negro speech has been chronicled from the early days of 

slavery. Early linguistic descriptions date from the late 

1900s with research continuing through the first half of the 

twentieth century in delineation of the distinctive qualities 

of vernacular black English (VBE) (64, p. 202). More recently, 

those doing research have attached dimensions of educational 

reform to their studies, equating VBE speech differences with 

educational deficiencies. Protest has arisen from those who 

believe VBE to be adequate for communication; they oppose 

efforts to require speakers to function in standard English 

(64, p. 210) 

Theories of origin of black English include proposals 

that VBE structure is similar to African dialects and can be 

traced to the shores of west Africa, where English words and 

African speech patterns were combined to form a type of Creole 

(15, p. 384). British ships traversed African shores and 

trade with the natives was established long before North Ameri-

can colonization succeeded. Sea captains recorded trading with 

Negroes in various west coast locales such as Cape Verde, the 
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Gold Coast, the Ivory Coast, Gambia, and Goree. Reports 

indicated that dealing with the numerous tribes was complicated 

by communication difficulties since each tribe conversed in 

its own language, West Africa not having a universal system 

(27, p. 31). For commercial purposes, the natives developed 

a trade language composed of a mixture of English and African 

languages during the sixteenth century. With the advent of 

slavery, this African coastal language spread, and it is 

posited that some slaves knew this Creole prior to their 

arrival in America (27, p. 30). True to normal development 

of a creole language, the black West African language con-

tained elements of the native African tongue mixed with 

English to form a simple oral communciation system. English 

features difficult for the African tribesmen to master were 

eliminated in the process. For the black slaves who often 

came together from different tribes, this creolized English 

became the common language from necessity as a means of con-

versing with one another and with their masters as well (27, 

p. 31). 

Children born in America to black slaves fashioned their 

speech after the Creole of their parents or other adults of 

the community. The Creole became an integral part of the 

black slave society and was expanded to embrace new words to 

encompass the ideas, concepts, and subjects encountered in 

their new life while it retained some of the African patterns 
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and words of its original form. The Creole, being restrictive 

in use and application, developed into a complex language 

system with subtleties often unnoticed by those who do not 

speak it (8, p. 120). This creolized language became known 

as black English (8, p. 113). 

Studies of the English of Southern plantation blacks and 

the Gullah language of the coastal regions of South Carolina 

and Georgia emphasize the uniqueness of black English (64, p. 

202). The Gullah (or Geechee) were black slaves who escaped 

to uninhabited sea islands off the coasts of South Carolina 

and Georgia and developed their own communities. This iso-

lated segment that maintained only minor communication with 

the mainland retains the West African Creole in its purest 

form. Comparisons of Gullah with mainland black English 

illustrate the close relationships that still exist between 

the languages (27, p. 33), although the Gullah retains its 

creolized form and black English has been influenced by 

close association with standard English (8, p. 121). The 

distinctiveness of black English stems from remnants of 

West African vocabulary that remain: words such as tote, 

goober, okra, sassy, and lam, for example, having been since 

borrowed into standard English. In addition, black English 

as the language of the oppressed reflects the spontaneity of 

its speakers, their emotionalism, and the contradictions in 

their feelings. Black English provides for dichotomies such 



26 

as the use of bad that means good and slang terminology that 

is changing rapidly as standard English users popularize it 

(27, p. 13). The supposition that black English has an 

historical relationship to West African languages and that 

black speech developed from those origins lends credence to 

the theory that black English is a legitimate language system 

(27, p. 44) . 

Some equate VBE with the speech of uneducated Southern 

whites. The black speech influence in the South pervaded 

the plantation era. The dialect influenced Southern speech 

of all classes, with even educated persons speaking black 

dialect forms rather than standard English (16, p. 189). 

Early childhood of Southern white children was commonly spent 

in the company of Negro slaves, with black children being the 

companions of white children and black women being their 

nurses. The influence of the black dialect speakers was not 

easily eradicated, and most Southerners retained the elements 

of VBE learned at an early age despite schooling in standard 

English; vestiges of phonological and syntactical features of 

black dialect could be discerned in the speech of the most 

educated white Southerner (16, p. 196). 

The most pronounced effect of black dialect on Southern 

speech, however, involved the uneducated person who had no 

chance to erase black dialect from his speech or no motivation 

to do so and, indeed, was unaware of the similarity (16, p. 212) 

Too many distinctions, though, differentiate the dialects of 
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black and white Southerners to equate the two linguistic 

systems, perhaps due to the diverse cultural patterns of the 

two groups (16, p. 215). 

Others simply call vernacular black English bad grammar 

and resent attempts to gain acceptance for it. This group 

wants increased effort to be given to the teaching of standard 

English to all black students with the goal of eradicating 

VBE (54, p. 403). A conviction that any dialect other than 

standard English is wrong predominates among the majority of 

Americans. While racial animosity toward blacks may underlie 

some of the antagonism toward VBE, it is not uncommon to encoun-

ter the attitude that certain forms of speech are correct while 

other dialects, whether spoken by blacks or white, are incorrect. 

This view is simplistic but serves its purpose of forcing 

others to conform to the prevailing standard of speech or be 

condemned to exist outside the mainstream of society. Common 

to the American scene is the necessity to determine the correct 

form and, after mastering the accepted mode, to relegate those 

who speak differently to a lesser status among the undesirable 

and uneducated (8, p. 130). Teachers of English have a history 

of teaching the "correct" form, i.e., they shun ain't and double 

negatives because those elements are incorrect (61, p. 1307). 

Theories of Black Dialect Use 

VBE equated with inferiority, lack of cognitive develop-

ment, and inability to communicate—bears the stigma of being 
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"incorrect" speech. The confusion of young black children 

who enter school speaking VBE, the dialect of their home 

environment, extends beyond the difficulty of deciphering 

the differing school language. They are subjected to a 

barrage of opinion denigrating their speaking habits, belittling 

their cultural background, and attacking their self concepts. 

Superseding all other learning that may be possible in different 

circumstances, the instructor, in an effort to teach "correct" 

English, stifles the natural volubility of his black charges 

and invites bewilderment since the VBE speakers know their 

language works in their cultural environs (27, p. 46). 

Two opposing positions to the use or acceptance of VBE 

are frequently expressed. These are the deficit model and 

the difference model. The view that VBE is an inferior form 

of communication and its use causes social and educational 

deficiencies results in the labeling of the dialect as sub-

standard or nonstandard. Those who disapprove of its acceptance 

as a language and speak against efforts to preserve it subscribe 

to the deficiency theory. As the name implies, the theory 

assumes that VBE lacks certain qualities and therefore does 

not come up to normal standards: 

In this view the dialect of the Black speaker is consi-
dered inferior (to the standard dialect) as a means of 
communication in all social situations outside the ghetto. 
Often this means more than a social disadvantage. In its 
extreme formulation, this view maintains that the dialect 
both contributes to and reflects deficient cognitive 
processes and intellectual capabilities (7, p. 3). 
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Since cognition involves both knowledge and judgment/ language 

is thought to be a significant element in the development 

of the mind. According to this theory, the inferiority of 

VBE restricts the speaker, thus retarding his cognitive deve-

lopment (27, p. 46). Morse emphasizes the deficiencies of VBE 

as a communication system for any territory other than the 

native community of the speaker: 

It is not a satisfactory medium for the communication 
of precise information or the development of clear ideas. 
Literate black leaders of the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries—Benjamin Banneker, Frederick Douglas, John 
Russworm, and all the others without exception—spoke 
and wrote eloquent standard English; and in the twentieth 
century Black English has seldom been the spoken language 
and never the written language (except by way of quotation 
and fictional dialogue) of any black leader, be he or she 
a novelist, a playwright, a poet, a teacher, a historian, 
an economist, a sociologist, a public official, a doctor, 
a lawyer, a publicist, or a revolutionary. . . Can the 
advocates of Black English name one black leader or spokes-
man with more than a neighborhood following who habitually 
expresses himself in Black English? (44, pp. 838-839). 

Morse defends his contention that VBE is deficient by 

referring to the historical development of the dialect from 

its slavery-related inception through its development in slave 

quarters. Laws forbidding schooling for slaves and the lack 

of opportunity prior to the Civil War for blacks to develop 

and present ideas are projected as evidence of the inadequacy 

of its development. 

Fear of the educated Negro and his ascendancy to his 

rightful place as an equal of the white is the explanation for 

the refusal of the slave owner to allow the slave to go to 

school "to acquire information or develop ideas or to be able 
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to present clearly and forcefully such information and ideas 

as they might have" (44, p. 839) . White conservative advocacy 

of VBE as a viable medium stems from the same source—fear that 

language proficiency will make blacks more difficult to handle. 

Blacks who prefer the native idiom find the dialect comforting 

in its familiarity. Bondurant calls the dialect "Black English: 

Detention Camp Without Walls" and characterizes VBE as "rein-

forcement rather than learning" (6, p. 158). 

Those who subscribe to the deficit theory deplore the 

conditions that created VBE and protest efforts to legitimize 

it: 

The. . . conditions of black life in America, notably 
the physical impossibility of exodus, and the ninety 
years—the five or six generations—of systematic 
suppression backed by organized terror, that followed 
the Civil War, have retarded the development of black 
freedom and encouraged the perpetuation of the old 
demoralized ways. Black English is demoralized 
language, an idiom of fettered minds, the shuffling 
speech of slavery. It served its bad purposes well. 
It cannot serve the purpose of free men and women. 
Those who would perpetuate it are romanticists 
clinging to corruption (44, p. 839). 

Some who accept the deficit theory recognize the psycholo-

gical impact on those who discover their native dialect is 

considered incorrect and inferior but staunchly defend the 

necessity for teaching the standard language that will bene-

fit the speakers (44, p. 837). Criticizing VBE as a deficient 

linguistic system does not imply negative attitudes toward black 

society. On the contrary, Morse, as an erudite spokesman for 

the deficit theory, emphasizes his belief that a superior 
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education in standard English can provide the disadvantaged 

black with the tools to gain command of the intellectual pro-

cesses open to him: 

I don't buy the cheap popular superstition. . . that 
blacks are innately incapable of complex thought or 
of responding to complex beauty; but as a teacher I am 
painfully aware that many black and silent-majority 
white students lack the linguistic keys that would 
open to them the world of complex thought and complex 
beauty. The keys cannot be acquired without effort, 
on their part and on ours. I ask all students and all 
teachers, regardless of race, to make the effort. We 
must not silently let our students accept, as many of 
them do accept, the reactionary notion that they are 
innately incapable of successful intellectual effort. 
We must encourage them to reject the notion, if only 
because in some cases it tends to be self-confirming 
(44, p. 842). 

Because of the pressures brought by many in the black 

community to prohibit the VBE speaker from changing to the 

standard dialect and because of the fear of blacks that white 

refusal to accept VBE is another form of racial prejudice, 

teaching the black student to use standard English becomes more 

difficult. Students, when told their native locutions are 

incorrect, sense the implication that standard English is 

superior and, conversely, that they, their culture, and their 

language are inferior. 

A corollary to the deficit theory is that of verbal depri-

vation. The home life of the lower-class black family often 

reflects elements that work against language development. 

Commonly, a one-parent home exists in an apartment building 

cluttered with noise from within and without, a place where 

the television becomes the babysitter for an overburdened 
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mother who works outside the home—for compensation insuffi-

cient to support her charges. The woman, with few skills and 

often inadequate education, has little time to spend with her 

children and feels too tired and overloaded to converse other 

than to issue directives. With little encouragement to talk 

with adults, the children learn primarily from one another, 

knowing that to remain silent in the presence of the parent 

and to follow instructions is the most successful behavior. 

The acculturation of pre-school children saturated in such an 

atmosphere precludes language development of other than a 

rudimentary level. When VBE speakers attend school, they 

are likely to follow the assimilated behavior pattern (8, p. 94). 

VBE speakers in the school setting rarely speak in sen-

tences, saying little or responding in fragmentary, often 

unintelligible, phrases. Pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, 

and style of presentation confound teachers who anticipate 

teaching standard English but have difficulty understanding 

their charges. Words, ideas, and concepts that appear simple 

to the teachers fail to elicit responses from black students 

who have not previously encountered such utterances. When 

teachers drill VBE speakers in elements not internalized, 

little learning of school concepts results. Furthermore, a 

return to the home environment at the end of the day, where 

parents and other community members speak VBE, reinforces the 

native dialect patterns (8, p. 92). 
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Besides being isolated from the classroom language, sub-

jects under discussion do not relate to black experience, 

knowledge, or cultural heritage. In classrooms geared to 

middleclass values, VBE speakers who do not enter discussions 

are labeled nonverbal. This adds to the alienation of the 

students who recognize that their language is different. 

When their speech is denigrated, they not only feel inferior, but 

they also feel separated from the education process. They 

fail to participate in discussions, giving required responses 

in monosyllables or sitting mute (27, p. 50). 

Linguists dispute the nonverbal label by citing the many 

oral activities engaged in by black children that require 

verbal skill. Black children in informal settings, for in-

stance, communicate in the same manner as other children--

they yell, argue, tell jokes, and discuss items of common 

interest (8, p. 96). In their games, they make up jingles 

and rhymes and participate in a type of verbal bantering that 

requires considerable skill. A speaker attempts to humiliate 

another person in a skillful way (33, p. 180). The "put-down" 

may be intended as humorous or insulting. It is a developed 

form of communication having its background in the language 

of survival, developed by the slaves. Oral expressions used 

by the slaves to deceive or confuse their masters or for 

private communication to plan against the white man as well as 

to make fun of him have similar features; they are fraught with 



34 

double meansings, deceptive phraseology, and half truths. 

Mastery of others through verbal fluency is common to the 

black culture, with preachers as well as illiterate ra-

conteurs manipulating the spoken word to gain prestige and 

whatever ends are desired (8, p. 79): 

At the heart of the African-based Oral Tradition which 
has survived in Afro-America for centuries, lies the 
belief that the spoken word can give man mastery over 
natural events and men. Like arrows, the proper word 
can devastate yo [sic] enemies (as well as conquer wo-
men's hearts), or so the Bloods believe (63, p. 15). 

Complex verbal skills include sweet-talking, toasting, 

shucking, sounding, and signifying. These are primarily oral 

pursuits of lower-class black youths and often express the 

values of the ghetto. Style of presentation is important 

in these forms, and blacks become adept in varying the 

style for the occasion. Development of language ability is 

evident in descriptions of these skills, and students use 

these skills in school situations at the expense of educators 

and themselves. Teachers who are not knowledgeable about 

black culture find themselves overwhelmed or appalled by 

these verbal displays or are manipulated without ever being 

aware of it. Descriptions of the oral skills indicate their 

complexity and the proficiency of language needed to accomplish 

them. 

A familiar form of communication, sweet-talk involves the 

use of flattery to gain one's own ends for such purposes as 
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exploiting women, for money, for food, or for sex. This pro-

cess is not peculiar, of course, to black culture, but using 

sweet-talk to make use of others unjustly for one's own advan-

tage has been elevated to an art by black experts (8, p. 79). 

Similar to epic works in English history priot to the 

printing press in that it is an oral poetic development but 

opposite in almost all other features is the toast; the latter 

is a rhymed epic poem produced by illiterate blacks that opposes 

all middle-class standards. Toasts rely upon obscenity, desire 

to kill, defiance of authority, lack of pity for the oppressed, 

and rash courage. The stories maintain a fluidity of variation 

wherein a skillful toaster may use passages from one epic in 

another and embellish the story in his own distinctive style. 

The effectiveness of the toast depends upon the pitch and 

volume used as well as subtle variations in the speed of de-

livery. Emphasized meter and a special voice quality provide 

a uniqueness beyond the singular content. 

The term "shucking" applied to a fast-talk effort to avoid 

problems with an authority. The dissembler pretends repentence, 

stupidity, innocence, or childlessness—depending on his assess-

ment of the ploy most apt to produce the result he desires. 

Shucking has its origin in slavery when anger, pride, or 

frustration needed to be hidden. Active in keeping the style 

alive has been the dominance of a white society that fails to 

view lower-class blacks as important and vital human beings 

(8, p. 84). 
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Labov uses the term "sounding" for forms of black ritual 

insult that includes playing the dozens, a popular ribbing 

game wherein one person says insulting things about another's 

relatives, especially the mother. Labov documents the informal 

rules governing the use of sounding in black society. Inter-

action characterizes this form of insult. It requires an 

interplay to be operable. A taunt may be issued humorously 

or with injurious intent and may be in the form of rhymed 

couplets, puns, sentences, phrases, or derogatory words—parti-

cularly those words casting aspersions on another's family 

(37, p. 307). Sounding may involve traditional answers or 

the speaker may be creative. Departing from ritual structure 

to make a personal attack or a mass attack on one person causes 

antagonisms, so an essential element of the game is to recognize 

the difference. Saying a person's family is poor (if it is) is 

a personal insult, whereas an obviously untrue statement claim-

ing an individual's parent looks like an elephant is a ritual 

insult. Recognizing the unstated variances is a highly developed 

skill learned very early in black ghetto society (37, p. 340). 

The tendency to equate verbally different with verbally 

inferior encourages the labeling of VBE speakers as nonverbal 

when, in fact, false assumptions have been used to reach that 

conclusion. Descriptions of VBE speakers as sloppy, careless, 

disadvantaged children with lazy lips and tongues who have 

poor auditory discrimination skills leads to the concept of 
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VBE as an incorrect form of standard English without a logical 

system (33, p. 180) 

According to Schwartz, some of those most vehemently 

opposed to the use or acceptance of vernacular black English 

are middleclass blacks. Those members of the middle-class, 

however, who equate VBE with black pride advocate its accep-

tance (51, p. 201). Bondurant expands that group to include 

upper-class blacks and to specify that the middle-class approv-

ing the use of VBE is of the educated elite. College educated 

whites join this group in propounding the legitimization of 

black English as a dialect (or language) and acceptance of its 

use and the user. Poor blacks, those who are most apt to 

speak VBE and who sometimes cling to the dialect as a familiar 

medium, nonetheless generally advocate that their children 

learn standard English (6, p. 157). 

For a time during the late sixties, black English became 

one of the symbols for black unity. Poets such as Langston 

Hughes espoused its use as a means of voicing black pride and 

exposing the expressiveness of the dialect to enhance the 

black cultural movement (16, p. 114). During this same period 

of time—the sixties—social injustices to blacks were high-

lighted, and the language differential was seen as a major 

cause for black illiteracy and joblessness. White linguists, 

those doing research, and educators hurried to analyze VBE 

objectively since earlier studies had been labeled unscientific 

and inadequate (58, p. 3). Early efforts concentrated on 
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attempts to chronicle methods to change the speech of black 

children. Linguists criticized efforts by educators to teach 

black children without understanding the structure of their 

native idiom. During this period, some of those who were 

prominent in the field of black dialect research were William 

Labov, Paul Cohen, Clarence Robbins, and K. D. Lewis in New 

York and Roger Shuy, Walt Wolfram, and William Riley in Wash-

ington. Repeated attacks were levied at them by black scholars 

who were offended that the studies were done by whites who "can 

never know how Black English really works" (58, p. 1). In 

addition, the blacks claimed "that this is just another case 

of whites trying to belittle or hold back Blacks by calling 

attention to weakness rather than strength, that not all Blacks 

talk that way, or that the White analysts have improper or self-

serving motives for studying (exploiting) Blacks" (58, p. 3). 

Some teachers charged that the studies advocated the permissive 

approach characteristic of linguists, and linguists attacked 

one another. The result was the decline of research on black 

dialect by the early seventies (58, p. 6). 

The efforts to support VBE as a black symbol have also 

diminished. Positive effects of the enhancement of the dialect 

as a symbol, however, include the emotional and psychological 

support given to black society and increased emphasis on 

educating black children during the sixties. Jesse Jackson's 

present rejection of VBE typifies the attitude of many who 

formerly embraced legitimization of VBE as a dialect comparable 
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to standard English or as an effective language system of 

equal stature. For many, the stigma attached to VBE outweighs 

any benefits. Furthermore, the controversy is not understood 

by many black-dialect-speakers. Promotion of VBE has been 

done primarily by others who are not personally involved: 

Black people by and large never completely accepted, or 
perhaps understood, the linguistic premise that Ebonics 
was equivalent to MAE, [mainstream American English] and 
its implications. For Black Americans were emotionally 
and psychologically willing to accept that their lang-
uage was just as good as anyone else's, but were less 
willing to translate that fact into educational programs 
and policies affecting their children. Indeed, those 
Black people who just a few years ago expressed pride 
in their variety of English, now readily admit that 
they wish their children to learn and speak "Standard 
English." The rejection of Ebonics by many Black 
Americans is exemplified in the attestation of Jesse 
Jackson, Director of People United to Save Humanity, 
that "street language" be left in the streets and not 
be allowed to be spoken in the schools (54, p. 403). 

Jesse Jackson's directive to leave black dialect in the streets 

is now without irony since the young VBE speaker has no other 

language. 

Most black educators feel antagonized by efforts to gain 

acceptance of VBE. They resent the profit-taking of linguists 

and those doing research who have gained prestige as a result 

of their black-English studies. Efforts by linguists to se-

cure acceptance of VBE as a dialect or legitimate language are 

especially provoking to them. The singularity and usefulness 

of black Engish is well known to them, but their attitude toward 

the existence of VBE differs radically from the linguist 

position: 
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They do not deny that there is a kind of speech that 
can be clearly associated with Blacks, for many of them 
say that they, a great majority of the time, can recognize 
Blacks and Whites by speech alone, but they do not feel 
that it is so radically different that it needs to be 
crystallized and set off as a distinct dialect with the 
rubric of "Black English" or some other ethnic label. 
They, moreover, find it insulting, if not errant [sic] 
nonsense, to characterize the rich variety of language 
style in the Black community as a separate kind of speech 
strictly on the basis of forty stigmatizing forms, or 
for that matter, several phonological and grammatical 
variables. They prefer, for the most part, to think of 
the so-called "distinctive" features as bad and careless 
grammar, or usage problems, and to set these up as 
dialectical features, they say, is foolish tolerance, 
regardless of how systematic and well-ordered they 
are (56, p. 109) . 

Efforts to gain status for VBE are still in process. They 

include the development of the term "Ebonics" to replace the 

variety of names that seem to bear negative connotations. 

This term, however, appears only in recent literature and has 

gained only limited use. 

Labov speaks vehemently against prevailing negative beliefs 

about black children who attend ghetto schools. The view Labov 

presents negates research of linguists and others who adhere 

to the prevailing concepts that black children from ghetto 

areas are the victims of cultural deprivation and language 

deficit. According to Labov, the socio-linguistic reality of 

urban ghetto life evidences a high degree of language competence 

and social interaction: 

The concept of verbal deprivation has no place in social 
reality. In fact, black children in the urban ghettos 
receive a great deal of verbal stimulation, hear more 
well-formed sentences than middle-class children and 
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participate fully in a highly verbal culture. They 
have the same basic vocabularly, possess the same 
capacity for conceptual learning, and use the same 
logic as anyone else who learns to speak and under-
stand English (37, p. 201). 

A more moderate approach that gains support from soine 

linguists expresses the idea that those in the ghetto are 

deprived, but they retain a strong cultural basis: 

While the disadvantaged young person may be economi-
cally, academically, and, sometimes, psychologically 
deprived, he is not, as it is often stated, culturally 
deprived. He, indeed, has his own rich culture. How-
ever, it is far different from the white middle-class 
culture against which he is measured (40, p. 23). 

Those who accept VBE as a different dialect with a valid 

functioning communication power—a dialect resulting from 

cultural variances to be accepted and given equal status with 

standard English—subscribe to the difference model. This 

group contends that acceptance of VBE does not preclude the 

necessity for teaching standard English to VBE speakers, but 

they relegate standard English to the category of a second 

dialect. 

The difference theory has strong support from linguists. 

This concept reflects the idea that dialects are equal insofar 

as whatever is spoken in one dialect may be spoken in another: 

A difference model accepts the premise that all dialects 
possess internal validity, i.e., each dialectical sub-
system serves as a complete fully functioning tool of 
communication for and among those who use it. This is 
not to say that there are no differences between the 
various degrees of social acceptability of the different 
dialects used within the larger speech community. On 
the contrary, such differences are recognized and in 
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fact form the core of the problem to be met. What i£ 
denied is the notion that cognitive and intellectual 
inferiority can result from and/or underlie the use of 
nonstandard dialects of a language. Rather, dialect 
differences are seen as one part of the sum of cultural 
differences that distinguish (in a nonevaluative manner) 
one subculture from another, one speaker from another 
(97, p. 4) . 

The deep structure (or underlying concept and theme prescribes 

the variety of that which is heard in the form of vocabulary, 

pronunciation, and grammar. Emphasis is usually placed on 

the form, or surface differences, which is the social context 

of language—the degree to which the dialect is acceptable. 

The real measure of a language is its ability to function as 

a medium to accomplish the will of the user (59, p. 8), and 

VBE is seen by many as functioning effectively for its speakers 

since the underlying, or deep structure, is much the same as 

standard English. What is not recognized in an assessment of 

the surface structure is that the intellectual ability of the 

speaker does not reside in the spoken form. As Noam Chomsky 

indicates, "A speaker's cognitive abilities do not reside in 

his dialect but in his linguistic competence and in his ability 

to use his dialect creatively" (7, p. 4). 

Features of phonology, syntax, and lexicon in vernacular 

black English, identifications that have been used to stereo-

type black speech, differ radically from those of standard 

English. Labov points out that many black speakers have none— 

or almost none—of the features identified with black speech 

while the speech of many Northern whites who live close to 

blacks do show those features. A relatively small number of 



43 

whites is involved, however, and the stereotype applies only 

to the group it normally identifies correctly, the black 

society. Language is perceived through such stereotypes, 

and this image is firmly fixed in the minds of both black 

and white Americans (7, p. 7) . It is, however, estimated that 

only eighty percent of black Americans speak VBE. In 

addition, this eighty percent is not consistent in its use 

of the dialect (70, p. 367). 

Afro-Americans are not confined to any specific geo-

graphic area of the United States, yet the phonological, 

syntactical, and lexical patterns of VBE speech are remarkably 

similar in varying sections of the country (34, p. 412). This 

phenomenon has been explained by some in terms of ethnic 

identity and cultural factors. Blacks have not been accepted 

into the dominant culture, so they have been excluded from 

the dominant communication group as well. They have therefore 

failed to develop their ethnic or cultural identity from their 

area of geographic residence. They have instead taken their 

identity from their responses to conditions—specifically, 

adverse social and economic conditions—that have elicited 

fairly uniform responses from the excluded group: 

Black people do not derive their ethnic or cultural 
identity from the behavioral patterns. . . that have 
been identified as components of culture. Black 
people derive their identity from those particular 
social factors in the United States to which they 
have had to respond. The identity of Black Americans 
is determined by their responses to adversity (34, p. 
413) . 
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This concept of adverse responses is refuted by those who 

say that economic and educational levels are the determining 

factors for black language (56, p. 105). This group stresses 

the regional aspects of black English as it relates to socio-

economic status, indicating that those of the lower level 

speak black dialect. 

Black Dialect Differences 

VBE differences in pronunciation from standard English, a 

major problem for those unused to the sounds of black dialect, 

occur consistently (32, p. 149). An exhaustive list will not 

be attempted, but examples of differences indicate the con-

trast between VBE and standard English. It is notable that 

some features of VBE are distinctive to the dialect while 

some are similar to features of other American dialects that 

vary significantly from standard English. Some of the major 

features of the black phonology system involve the assimila-

tion of sounds differently from those known to standard English 

speakers. In words like both and mouth, for instance, the 

voiceless final /th/ is changed to /f/ to produce bof and mouf. 

The voiced initial /th/ in this and that is changed to /d/ and 

dis and dat result. The final consonant sounds /p/, /b/, /t/, 

/d/, /k/, and /g/ tend to be omitted, so pairs of words that 

are distinctively different sound alike to the VBE speaker, 

such as hard and heart as well as car and card. Making words 
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with the omitted final consonant into the plural form 

causes additional difficulties; as plurals such as bosses 

and kisses indicate, a syllable represented by /iz/ is 

added to form the plural of words ending in /s/. Thus 

the plural for tes (test) and des (desk) become tessiz 

and dessiz in VBE. Yet the plural /s/ is omitted in speech 

if plurality is denoted by another word as in "The three 

girl ran." Elimination of the /r/ and /l/ sounds within 

words occurs in court and help and in the final positions 

as in door and more. Again, words that sound alike to the 

VBE speaker like door and dough and more and mow are totally 

different in meaning. Finally, the /i/ and /e/ sounds are 

given the /i/ sound before nasals, producing sound alikes 

of dissimilar words such as pin and pen, meant and mint; 

this pronunciation is typical of other dialects as well, 

notably in Southern pronunciation in general. Teachers who 

are unaware that the Afro-Americans do not detect the dis-

tinctions notable in standard English pronunciation commonly 

charge the VBE speakers with carelessness (32, pp. 149-150). 

The primary distinctions in VBE grammatical features 

that confuse teachers involve the past tense forms of regular 

verbs, the conjugation of irregular verbs, and the conjugation 

of the verb to be (32, p. 153). Forming the past tense of 

verbs involves a divergent process from the standard English 

structuring. Failing to pronounce /d/ and /ed/ endings 
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commonly added to regular verbs as in liked and looked 

becomes a small portion of the problem. Vernacular black 

English provides for no differences in meaning between 

look for present tense and look for past tense. A distant 

past is formed through the addition of the auxiliary been 

as in "I been look for the book." An extremely distant 

past involves the addition of done as "I done been look 

for the book." VBE in this instance has a more complicated 

structure than standard English. 

Reversal of the past tense form and the past participle 

form takes place in the conjugation of irregular verbs (32, 

p. 154). The conjugation becomes do, done, have did or 

take, taken, have took. The result is a construction for 

past tense of "I done the work" and for past participle, 

"I have did the work." 

Conjugation of the verb to be in the black dialect in-

cludes forms not found in standard English. Elimination of 

the copula from the present progressive sentence in VBE 

allows for the construction "The principal reading" if the 

action is taking place at this time. If this is a regular 

or habitual action, the verb be is inserted to construct 

the sentence "The principal be reading" (32, p. 154). 

Corrections of black children by teachers who have no 

training to recognize the disparate structures cause confusion 

in children because the corrections do not match the intent 
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of the VBE speaker. When a teacher does not understand what 

the child is saying, the corrections become mazes through 

which the VBE speaker struggles. For instance, stress on 

"you were" and "we were" without comparable stress on "he 

was" and "I was" results in the VBE speaker changing all 

forms to were and ending up with "he were" and "I were," 

forms not natural to his dialect. Overcorrections add to 

the frustrations of disadvantaged children who need the 

security of a relaxed atmosphere of understanding (28, p. 

679) . 

Proposals that structural conflicts between standard 

English and VBE compound learning difficulties for black 

children have generated studies to assess possible phonolo-

gical, grammatical, or lexical interference. Since VBE is 

an oral language, assessment of it has been impeded by 

methods through which it has been studied. Shuy suggests 

that three wrong assumptions underlie the research. 

1. Oral language can be measured by paper/pencil tests. 
2. The forms of oral language (pronunciation, vocabu-

lary, and grammar) are the best indicators of 
language ability. 

3. Language assessment can be made outside of the 
natural contexts where language is used (59, p. 3). 

Studies to determine whether dialect interferes with the 

ability of students to comprehend oral and written standard 

English have produced ambiguous results. 

Hall analyzes various studies dealing with dialect inter-

ference. Some features may be categorized as either phonological 
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or grammatical, but a fusion of both occurs in others. For 

example, pronunciation of res for rest is phonological, and 

the use of double negatives is grammatical. The shortening 

of past tense forms involves both features; the pronunciation 

of look for looked and walk for walked combines elements of 

phonology and syntax (23, p. 2). 

Hall cites various studies that report conflicting results 

on phonological interference. P. A. Melmed's 1971 investiga-

tion involves major phonological features of VBE including 

"r-lessness," "1-lessness," consonant cluster simplification, 

weakening of final consonants, and vowel variations. He 

"compared third grade Black children with third grade White 

children on their ability to discriminate these phonological 

features auditorily, to produce them, to comprehend them in 

oral reading, and to comprehend them in silent reading" (2 3, 

p. 2). Reading and comprehension show no phonological inter-

ference. In R. Rystrom's 1970 study comparing "the effect of 

training in the production of SE [standard English] phonology 

on the reading achievement of VBE speakers," the result indi-

cates no significant difference in reading achievement comes 

from training in standard English phonology. Effects of 

pattern drill in standard English on Appalachian dialect 

speakers is the subject of V. Rentel's and J. Kennedy's 

19 72 research project that determined reading achievement 

was not enhanced through that method. R. Osterberg in a 
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1961 study, on the other hand, reports increased reading 

achievement and, by implication, phonological interference 

as posited (23, p. 4). Hall then concludes that too many 

flaws exist within the studies involving school settings 

where the vernacular is less apt to be used as well as 

unverified assumptions that the subjects are pure dialect 

speakers (23, p. 5). 

W. A. Stewart in 1969, J. C. Baratz in 1969, W. D. Hall 

and R. Freedle in 1975, and J. S. DeStefano in 1977 indicate 

that grammatical interference "is a major cause of poor 

reading achievement among VBE speakers" (23, p. 5). Hall 

indicates that interference in reading comprehension happens 

in two ways (23, p. 5). When a sentence written in standard 

English is read as a VBE sentence that has a different meaning, 

the content of the original sentence has been altered. For 

instance, the standard English sentence in the past tense 

form "He liked the idea" will be read as a present tense 

construction. Interference in reading comprehension through 

VBE syntax, the second type of potential interference, may 

happen indirectly from the different coding patterns of the 

two dialects. William Labov; W. D. Hall and R. Freedle; 

and J. C. Baratz propose that a standard English speaker 

analyzes a sentence he reads to understand it while the VBE 

speaker analyzes the sentence and translates it into verna-

cular black English, causing the black child to handle two 
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processes insteand of one in absorbing the meaning. The 

researchers' contention is that encoding is a build-up 

process that interferes with comprehension over a period 

of time rather than posing a problem in the comprehension 

of a single sentence (2 3, p. 7). 

Grammar interference has been studied in several ways. 

R. Sims in 1972 finds that VBE speaking children reading 

stories in nonstandard dialect and standard English make 

the same number of errors, although R. B. Ruddell in 196 3 

and S. M. Tatham in 1970 find that standard English speakers 

evidence greater comprehension when the grammar patterns 

of the reading material are similar to their oral patterns 

(23, p. 7). Labov's studies of 1970 determine considerable 

interference exists from VBE speakers who fail to use the 

past tense morpheme /ed/. In Labov's research, the failure 

to recognize and acknowledge the past tense marker interferes 

with comprehension more than half the time (2 3, p. 8). 

According to the research, Hall indicates that grammati-

cal interference seems to occur in some instances due to the 

disparate features of vernacular black English and standard 

English. The lack of consistency in the use of all features 

of the black dialect by its speakers, however, does not bear 

out the contention that teaching grammatical elements per se 

will eradicate reading problems (23, p. 9). 
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An earlier review of the liaterature by Harber expresses 

a similar view. The results of the studies are inconclusive 

or contradictory or the method needs some revision. Despite 

the assumption of dialect interference by many theorists, 

evidence of it is not conclusive: 

Review of the literature provides evidence of dialect 
interference in the performance of black children on 
oral reading, but there are large gaps in our know-
ledge about Black English and the task of reading. 
Few well-designed studies have been conducted that 
systematically investigate the effects of Black English 
usage on reading comprehension, and the evidence of 
dialect interference in listening comprehension 
remains equivocal. . . . Although there is much 
evidence in the literature that all blacks do not 
speak Black English, the majority of the studies re-
viewed here did not screen subjects to assure that 
black subjects actually spoke Black English. The 
evidence of dialect interference in reading remains 
equivocal at present (25, p. 397) . 

Lexical intereference in reading and comprehension is an 

equally equivocal possibility. Interference between home 

language and that of the school has received some attention, 

especially in relation to socioeconomic situations. African 

elements remain as a part of the black heritage, but the 

isolation of American blacks from their forebears militates 

against additional vocabulary from that source. DeFrantz 

believes, however, that "a major area of research need is 

comparison of African-American linguistic features. . . to 

West African language features" (15, p. 393), since the key 

to the language will be found in its origins. 
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While the phonology, syntax, and lexicon of VBE differen-

tiate that dialect from standard English, attempts to blame 

structural conflicts for reading problems of black students 

thus far have failed. As reported by Simons and Johnson in 

1975, grammatical reading interference "is not an important 

factor in the poor reading achievement of Black Children" 

(60, p. 353). Phonology and syntax, significant features in 

VBE since their differences from standard English are mani-

festly evident, do not account for the disproportional reading 

failure of black children. 

More significant, perhaps, is a type of interference 

labeled by Labov as "functional conflict." Labov defines 

functional conflict as "interference with the desire to 

learn standard English stemming from a mismatch in the func-

tions which standard and nonstandard English perform in a 

given culture" (37, p. 6). Shuy identifies function with 

the deep structure of socio-linguistic competence as a way 

of "using language to get things done" (23, p. 8). In the 

Ann Arbor workshop, a list of functions devised by the parti-

cipants to indicate their perceptions of the language functions 

most useful for classroom learning indicates the increased 

emphasis given to functional interference and the need to 

devise teaching procedures to eliminate this problem that 

negates against the reading achievement of black children: 
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-to seek clarification when they don't understand 
-to request permission for something 
-to request information needed 
-to deny something 
-to convince someone of something 
-to promise something 
-to interrupt appropriately 
-to get a turn to talk 
-to keep from being interrupted (59, pp. 9-10). 

Learning Problems of the Black 
Dialect Speaker 

Cultural differences beyond language underlie functional 

conflicts. VBE speakers commonly fall in the lower socio-

economic levels. Poor reading skills, poverty-level homes, 

and poor self concepts often are interrelated. Successful 

teaching of the disadvantaged student involves knowledge of 

his learning patterns. Immediate reinforcement and success 

from the beginning of his schooling are major elements for 

the disadvantaged youth. If he is a poor reader or does not 

read at all and is therefore labeled an "underachiever," he 

often misbehaves in order to get out of class or to impress 

his peers. His self concept suffers when he fails (40, p. 23). 

If a student is disadvantaged and black, he oftentimes has 

less chance to achieve an adequate education as his cultural 

language differences cause an even wider gap between himself 

and the white, middle-class, advantaged youth. "Functional 

interference, the refusal to learn mainstream American English 

simply because it is 'white folk's talk,'" (34, p. 414) adds 

to the difficulties. Pride in their identity, history, music 
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physical appearance, customs, and language causes black 

youth to refuse to learn standard English simply because 

it is the language of the white. Standard English is not 

spoken in the home, so the language of the school has no 

support. In fact, a student's peers often force him to 

use VBE by ostracizing him if he does not (34, p. 415). 

Teachers who have negative attitudes toward VBE speakers 

tend to reinforce those aspects that work against the black 

disadvantaged child's successful education. 

Teacher behavior works to increase functional inter-

ference or to diffuse it. Classroom problems include 

teacher unwillingness to listen to children, failure to 

communicate, inability to realize that no communication 

has taken place, deficiency in training, and failure to 

accommodate to pupil actions. Piestrup's 1973 study on 

black dialect interference and teacher accommodations in-

volves six teaching styles—vocabulary approach, decoding 

approach, standard pronunciation approach, white liberal 

approach, black artful approach, and interrupting approach. 

The conclusions suggest that teacher response "can prevent 

or help to quickly resolve" interference or "teachers can 

also precipitate and intensify structural and functional 

conflict" (46, p. 169). Since teacher-pupil interaction 

remains a necessary learning force in the classroom, 

positive communication is vital to successful classroom 

situations. Piestrup emphasizes this approach: 
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Efforts to find deficits or to focus on their language 
differences may only confound the problems of negative 
teacher expectations and evade the problem of functional 
conflict between teachers and children with different 
cultural backgrounds. Teachers can alienate children 
from learning by subtly rejecting their black speech. 
They can discourage them by implying by tone, gesture, 
and even by silence that the children lack potential 
Children, in turn, can show their resilience by engaging 
in verbal play and ritual insult apart from the teacher, 
or they can withdraw into a moody silence. Neither 
strategy helps them to learn to read (46, p. 170). 

Difficulties can be mitigated if the teacher enters the 

classroom equipped to appreciate and work with black students 

whose behavior reflects cultural differences. Knowing that 

black children respond more spontaneously than white children 

can help teachers understand a black child's failure to wait 

for teacher recognition before making a response (55, p. 501). 

The teacher who is sensitive to the needs of the culturally 

different black student can accommodate his teaching methods 

and style to capitalize on those differences. 

Suggestions for teaching VBE speakers aire varied; these 

include advocacy of learning to read with dialect-based readers 

(25, p. 389), waiting to teach children standard English 

until they have a good command of the oral language (18, 

p. 196), teaching standard English as a second language (34, 

p. 413), giving tests in the dialect of the student (68, p. 

162), and using VBE along with standard English to make compa-

risons and contrasts as well as to stress acceptance of the 

native speech (42, p. 42). Experiments in the use of VBE in 
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the schools, however, have yielded ambiguous results (70, 

p. 370). Research has produced conflicting reports on the 

effectiveness of the use of dialect texts (48, p. 648). 

Testing in the dialect of the student has not often been 

successful, although a lack of expertise in recognizing 

whether a student functions in standard English appears to 

have a bearing (60, p. 357). In addition, VBE is an oral 

communication medium, so the written dialect may not appear 

familiar. Other uses of VBE in the classroom remain theore-

tical or have been used without formal validation of their 

effectiveness. 

Proposals to teach standard English prior to teaching 

reading have not gained many proponents. This method espouses 

the use of systematic procedures for teaching standard English 

as differentiated from corrections by teachers involving 

dialect interference. After a child has achieved control of 

standard English, reading is taught. Having attained the 

ability to function in standard English, dialectical inter-

ference is expected to pose few problems and basic reading 

skills can be acquired more easily. Those who feel that an 

understanding of standard English is a prerequisite to 

reading endorse this concept (17, p. 13). 

Since teaching standard English to VBE speakers is a 

time-consuming process, one of the problems is the time 

element before reading is introduced, a period that, being 

unspecified, could be extensive. For instance, a period of 

months of drilling on one dialect feature—getting a student 
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to say "ask" not "aks"—has been necessary to produce satis-

factory performance. Since the standard English experience 

would be a school-isolated effort, peer pressure and cultural 

factors might even prevent the students from learning standard 

English sufficiently to proceed to the reading phase (17, 

pp. 12-13). Therefore, the problems outweigh the advantages. 

The delay in reading, in itself, "is impractical because a 

child would be deprived of reading instruction for too long" 

(2, p. 783); vocabulary enrichment and word growth, major 

benefits from reading, would be lost from the postponement. 

Along with emphasis on acceptance of VBE as a dialect 

equal in status to standard English, teaching VBE speakers 

in their own idiom is being advocated by many. In 19 53, the 

United Nations Educational, Social and Cultural Organization 

(UNESCO) recommended such a practice: 

It is axiomatic that the best medium for teaching a child 
is his mother tongue. Pscyhologically, it is the system 
of meaningful signs that in his mind works automatically 
for expression and understanding. Sociologically, it 
is a means of identification among the members of the 
community to which he belongs. Educationally, he learns 
more quickly through it than through an unfamiliar 
medium (73, p. 13). 

The learning of reading skills is recognized as essential for 

success in school and in later life. Social implications for 

non-readers are far reaching as evidenced by a barrage of 

subtly imposed limitations in America confronting the illi-

terate or semi-literate individual. Lack of success for a 

student can lead to unhappiness and frustration. "That inept-

ness is seldom perceived as a reading skill deficiency, but 
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usually is reflected as an 'I hate school' syndrome" 

(40, p. 22). 

When speech sounds and words correspond to written sym-

bols, learning to read is easier. With this in mind, teaching 

concepts using the vernacular of black student speech have 

been developed and used with varying degrees of success. 

Authors who expound the importance of teaching children 

first in the native idiom of the home and community, however, 

do not agree on the method that will most effectively teach 

VBE speakers to read (18, p. 195). 

One method that has received limited acceptance is the 

reading of standard English materials in the dialect of the 

student. In this procedure, standard material for beginning 

reading is used; the teacher accepts as correct rendition of 

the passage encoded into black dialect by the student if it 

adheres to the child's vernacular. If a VBE speaker trans-

lates the sentence "Jack runs to Jim's house" into "Jack run 

to Jim house," the reading is accepted as correct. Two 

assumptions are necessary; it is assumed, first, that the 

student understands standard English and, second, that the 

teacher is knowledgeable about the linguistic features of 

standard English and VBE although the instructor does not 

need to be able to speak the varnacular (71, p. 16). 

According to Nichols, most children who translate standard 

English into the vernacular can read effectively, if some-

what more slowly than standard English speakers, by the 
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fourth grade level. The preparation of the teacher pre-

disposes this method to success or failure. "The reading 

teacher must be thoroughly familiar with the major phono-

logical and syntactical patterns used by the children in 

order to determine when a child reading aloud is making the 

right associations between meaning and the printed symbol" 

(45, p. 155). The advantages of accepting reading of 

standard English in dialect form are twofold. The child 

feels accepted when the teacher approves his speech and 

such a program can be started without waiting for materials 

to be developed (71, p. 19) . 

Using the dialect of the black vernacular speaker 

appeals to many educators in a language experience approach. 

Barnitz lists three principles of this system of teaching. 

1. Reading is a language based process which involves 
relationship of oral and written language patterns. 

2. The child's own material will be the most meaningful 
to learn to read. 

3. Reading is a natural extension of the thinking-
speaking-listening-writing process (2, p. 784). 

Gussett, in his efforts to teach mathematics to ghetto children, 

requests lists of nonstandard words with definitions from the 

students. These are used to formulate problems. They help 

to facilitate reading while "the teacher gives them and their 

language a degree of status that should encourage and motivate 

them" (22, p. 1). Language experience similarly involves the 

recording of the words the children speak, but the teacher 

sets down in writing stories taped by the children that will 

be used later for reading lessons. The idiom is recorded as 
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authentically as possible. Language experience is considered 

a creative process that builds pride as children learn to 

read. The goal of this method is to help children to learn 

to read in their dialect but transfer to standard English 

on a gradual basis (18, p. 196) . 

Views of language experience proponents differ on 

spelling procedures. Some indicate the phonology of VBE 

should be represented with spelling corresponding to the 

spoken language as closely as possible. Others, like 

Fowler, believe standard English spelling should be employed. 

Use of standard spelling promotes transition to reading in 

standard English and precludes the necessity for learning a 

new system of orthography when the transfer occurs (19, p. 278) 

Cagney's study in 1977 denies the effectiveness of the 

language experience approach for oral reading. This research 

focuses on the listening comprehension of first grade VBE 

speakers. Stories developed through the language experience 

approach were taped in nonstandard and standard dialects and 

played for the children. Responses to questions about the 

stories indicated that the children understood the narratives 

better when standard English was spoken. The research con-

cludes that "the results of this study do not support the 

philosophy of those who advocate that material for beginning 

reading instruction should be presented in the dialect of 

the student" (10, p. 609). 
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In the attempt to deal with dialect interference in 

reading, basal readers written in the vernacular rather than 

standard English have been developed. Seeking to present the 

language and culture of the black disadvantaged children, the 

texts combine syntactical features and lexicon of the black 

dialect with the conventional orthography of standard English. 

Dialect-based texts proposed for beginning readers are not 

intended as a substitute for texts in the standard dialect. 

A common misinterpretation of initial dialect reading programs 

presupposes that a dual language system is being sought. On 

the contrary, once a child becomes fluent in reading the 

dialect texts, a transition to standard English readers is 

begun (71, p. 25). Recommendation has been made that the 

transition program employ three phases: first, reading in 

black English texts; second, using both vernacular and 

standard English texts; and, third, makinq the transition 

to standard English texts only (35, p. 435). 

Reasons for the development of materials to teach reading 

in the vernacular of the black student include evidence of 

dialect interference between the child's home dialect and 

textbooks written in standard English, psychological harm 

from implications that the child's vernacular speech is in-

ferior, and emphasis on effective teaching of English as a 

second language to native speakers of other languages 

(71, p. 20). Standard English sounds like a foreign language 
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to black children who are exposed to standard dialect for the 

first time upon entering school. The reaction of the verna-

cular speaker too often is to become nonverbal in the class-

room when standard English is treated as the only acceptable 

form. Teaching English as a second language to VBE speakers 

is a way of helping the students to develop positive self 

images and racial pride. Acceptance of their vernacular 

initially destroys the stigmatic effect of learning that 

standard English is a more socially desirable dialect for 

use beyond their community (48, p. 648). 

Studies support the theory that a native speaker and 

reader of another language transfers his knowledge into 

English as the new language pattern is grasped. Reading skill 

learned in one language—Spanish, for instance—transfers to 

the second language—English—as the native Spanish speaker 

learns the English vocabulary and syntax. The two processes 

of learning a new language and learning to read are as 

separate in English as a second language situation. Differences 

exist between a Spanish speaker learning English and a black 

vernacular speaker learning standard English, but many 

believe the basic theory applies nonetheless (35, p. 435). 

In Schwartz' investigations of the attitudes of blacks 

and whites on the use of black dialect materials for beginning 

reading instruction, the findings indicate positive reactions. 

Schwartz reports "that the use of black dialect materials for 
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beginning reading instruction, especially as a transitional 

medium and when used in conjunction with standard dialect 

materials, is perceived positively by both black and white 

people" (51, p. 207). Group interviews with black parents, 

teachers, and community leaders reveal that those most opposed 

were parents while the teachers were ambivalent and community 

leaders most receptive to the concept (51, p. 202). The study 

further indicates the existence of ignorance about black 

dialect and bias against it (51, p. 208). 

Problems in the use of dialect texts do exist. Blacks do 

not speak a uniform dialect, nor do all VBE speakers use all 

elements of the vernacular. Variations range from Gullah and 

southern plantation idioms to systems nearly standard. Choosing 

the dialect text that will be appropriate for a class of students 

is one of the major difficulties in the use of this method 

(35, p. 434). 

Opposition to the use of dialect-based texts by parents, 

educators, and community leaders stem from several reasons. 

Some view the perpetuation of VBE as a threat to the upward 

mobility of black society members. Others, especially middle-

class blacks, feel embarrassed by the dialect or insecure about 

their own language ability. In addition, rejection of "a new 

type of paternalism toward the black community" (71, p. 29) 

wherein black leaders advocate adherence to the native idiom 
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may be happening, with black paternalism being no more attrac-

tive than white. Fear that reinforcement of black English will 

be enacted at the expense of standard English learning adds 

to anxieties (48, p. 648) . Whether negative reactions are 

real or imagined is not important. The controversy in itself 

creates impediments to the successful implementation of a 

dialect-based text program. Attitudes of community and school 

personnel affect attitudes of students, so the acceptance of 

dialect-based texts needs to be assured before their intro-

duction as a learning tool. 

Although the Chicago experiment in using dialect-based 

texts for beginning black readers has been judged successful 

(2, p. 783), an increasing number of those doing research 

fail to find reading interference due to differences between 

vernacular black English and standard English dialects. 

Simons and Johnson (1975) point out that reading improvement 

from dialect readers is unlikely because reading interference 

has not been demonstrated (60, p. 356). Liu (1975) finds that 

structural differences in VBE and standard English are not 

responsible for reading failure of black children (41, p. 197). 

Lass (1980) concludes "that the use of materials written in 

black English would not be cognitively more advantageous than 

use of standard English materials" (39, p. 446). 

The most prominent among the experimental methods used 

to teach reading to VBE speakers—English as a second language, 
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language experience, and dialect-based texts—place emphasis 

on attaining a good grasp of the vernacular. None of these 

methods has been supported by sufficient evidence to verify 

its effectiveness, nor has the positive effect of promoting 

pride in the black child's language been negated (25, p. 397). 

Learning standard English in addition to VBE is part of the 

bidialectalism theory. This view proposed that the native 

idiom should be relegated to the home and community rather 

than eradicated or used exclusively. In order to achieve 

facility in both dialects, recommendations often include 

postponing the teaching of standard English until black 

children develop their native language sufficiently to 

read fluently and understand the syntax. Beginning standard 

English in the sixth grade or later has been proposed by 

bidialectalists (62, p. 490). 

Despite the rhetoric treating VBE as a prestige dialect 

equal with standard English, relegating the use of the black 

dialect to informal situations does not confirm the equiva-

lency statements (19, p. 277). An opponent to enforced bidia-

lectalism who identifies the theory as a "political instrument" 

Sledd indicates that bidialectalism is exploitation by the ethno-

centric, white middle-class (aided by misguided blacks) against 

the poor and the ignorant. According to Sledd, enforced bi-

dialectalism may lead to a slightly better job for the black 

individual, or it may only lead to alienation from other blacks 
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without upward mobility. In addition, "its psychological con-

sequences are likely to be nervous affectation, self-distrust, 

dislike for everyone not equally afflicted with the itch to 

get ahead, and eventual frustration by the discovery that the 

reward for so much suffering is incredibly small" (61, p. 1315). 

Isenbarger and Smith showed the negative effects of 

forcing language change. They used a simulation game that was 

played by white standard-English-speakers in a college linguistic 

course (30, p. 211). Insistence that VBE speakers change their 

dialect is seen by some linguists as a destructive force. 

An approach to teaching black students that has been gaining 

support recognizes the psychological problems of dialect change 

and, therefore, recommends no change at all. Appreciation of 

dialect differences in which VBE is supported, taught, and 

valued is increasingly being promoted as an alternative to 

bidialectalism. Speaking and writing in the vernacular 

characterize this approach (19, p. 277) . Concentration on 

helping black children increase their verbal ability without 

comparison or contrast to standard English becomes the goal. 

To be effective, the instructor must believe in the equality 

of all dialects, accept VBE as an effective form of communi-

cation, and be proficient in the nonstandard dialect (19, p. 

p. 278). 

Several theories relate to the use of dialect study and 

literature written in black dialect. Exposure to speech variety 
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through the study of dialects is espoused as a means of 

helping the black student to retain pride in his speech as well 

as to apprise other students of the effectiveness of all dialects 

(52, p. 64). Wolfram suggests the "acceptance of dialect 

renderings of conventional reading materials" (71, p. 31). 

Black literature, used in some high school English and black 

studies classes, is not commonly taught in elementary grades. 

Golub presents a plan for the use of African and Afro-American 

poetry and prose in any grade; his proposal especially favors 

early exposure in elementary levels. The activities rely on 

pictures, passages from related literature, student partici-

pation, and games stemming from the selections to involve all 

the senses of the children (20, p. 970). These activities 

stressing the positive and enjoyable dialect possibilities 

aim to destroy any vision of VBE as an inferior communication 

medium. 

Since successful test-taking skills accompany high achieve-

ment in academic situations, the low scores of black students 

on reading achievement—especially compared to white scores— 

concern many people. Some linguists believe dialect differ-

ences that create a mismatch between VBE and standard English 

cause the discrepancy in scores. Studies of the effect of 

black dialect on the performance of black and white students 

have sometimes relied on tests written in a version of black 

English unfamiliar to VBE speakers because the language did 
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not correspond to the vernacular used in the community, causing 

those doing research to conclude that no grammatical inter-

ference existed. Thurmond's study where the vernacular of 

the children was used indicates that "the black English 

test was a much more accurate measure of the ability of 

black students" (6 8, p. 162). Therapists who are unaware 

that tests designed for standard English speakers are in-

appropriate for VBE speakers have inaccurately diagnosed 

black children as "communicatively handicapped, mentally 

retarded, or learning disabled" (54, p. 405). Proficiency 

and aptitude tests that require oral responses in standard 

English register deficiencies for black children that do not 

exist. Testing in VBE, however, does present dialect problems 

not experienced in situation^ where common grammatical features 

delineate a language. The feasibility of widespread use of 

tests in VBE, therefore, appears unlikely in the light of the 

inherent difficulties as well as the inconclusive results of 

studies. 

Teachers of Blafck Dialect Speakers 

Research does rather consistently support the contention 

that one element of the education of black students has re-

ceived too little attention--j-teachers. Often teachers feel 

negative toward VBE, considering it a form of substandard 

English. In addition, teachers commonly stigmatize VBE 
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speakers as inferior to standard English speakers, even 

giving lower scores to VBE speakers for the same work (36, p. 

618). Students feel rejected when the teacher rejects their 

form of speech (53, p. 454). Some teachers do not try to 

educate the black dialect speakers, while others do not 

understand the differences in standard English and black 

dialect (14, p. 643). Teacher bias in favor of standard 

English also interferes with student learning (12, p. 71). 

Much of the research in the latter part of the seventies 

deals with teacher attitudes toward VBE speakers either 

directly or indirectly. Increasing emphasis is being given to 

the importance of teacher knowledge and understanding of 

student dialects (38, p. 581). The study by Granger and his 

associates of teacher judgments of middle and lower socio-

economic status black and white children finds "a distinct 

social class and racial bias" (21, p. 795). Teachers, in-

fluenced by speech patterns of the children, evaluated both 

lower-class black and white children negatively (21, p. 795). 

Woodworth and Salzer investigated the theory that negative 

attitudes of teachers toward black dialect and its users 

influence evaluations of student performance. As anticipated, 

the findings showed evidence of teacher bias (72, p. 172). 

According to Stokes, teachers need to eliminate their own 

prejudices before trying to help black students learn how 

to deal with society's prejudices (66, p. 11). 
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Teacher response to students is being recognized as a 

key factor in black student success or failure. Reading 

achievement seems to be closely related to teacher attitude, 

teacher knowledge of black dialect and culture, and teacher 

ability to work with the students without confusing them 

(60, p. 357). Fluency in speaking and writing is possible 

for black students when the teacher accepts them and helps 

them to have confidence in themselves. Teaching style is 

now seen as less important than teacher acceptance and 

support of the black student (67, p. 44). 

Some teachers who work with black students frequently do 

not understand black dialect and have no knowledge of its 

structure. A study by Cunningham is one of many that support 

the need for teachers of VBE speakers to understand those 

elements of black dialect. Students who answer correctly 

in dialect but are misunderstood by the teacher are confused 

by nonacceptance of their answers. When students give answers 

in black dialect that are equivalent to correct answers in 

standard English, they deserve credit. Teachers who do not 

understand the linguistic system of VBE are not equipped to 

recognize those equivalencies: 

In comment after comment, teachers indicated that their 
basis for correction was either meaning change of gram-
matical acceptability or both. It appears that ignorance 
rather than racism may explain the great divergence 
between the correction rate for non-dialect-specific 
translations and that for black-dialect-specific trans-
lations (14, p. 652). 
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Being labeled "underachievers" usually relates to the 

inability of black students to read on grade level, if at 

all. Many times this deficiency results from low teacher 

expectations. A teacher's assessment of the black student 

often relates to evaluation of his verbal ability and reading 

and writing skills. When the black student lacks the pro-

ficiency expected of him, the teacher feels the pupil cannot 

learn due to his disadvantages. Thereafter, the teacher 

expects little of the black disadvantaged student, pays 

little attention to him in class, and concentrates on work-

ing with others who learn more easily or have no "deficiencies." 

Teacher expectation either motivates a student or discourages 

him, and a black student who has a low reading ability and 

low self concept is especially susceptible to influence due 

to teacher attitude (40, p. 24). 

Not understanding the black culture also interferes with 

teacher effectiveness. When students use ghetto rhetoric in 

the classroom, teachers misunderstand the implications in many 

instances and react inappropriately. When a black student 

receives criticism or correction for something that does not 

deserve censure, the child's resentment may inhibit him from 

future learning, cause him to behave disruptively, or encourage 

him to drop out of school. Understanding the styles of a 

black child's speech, however, does not mean a teacher should 

speak VBE. A teacher is considered a role model and needs to 

project that image through standard speech (11, p. 173). 
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Johnson reports that students often are confused by 

permissive teachers who attempt to get the students to 

decide what should be learned in the classroom. When the 

students fail to respond, they are considered nonverbal or 

incapable. Two cultural differences cause the wrong diagnosis: 

black children grow up in an authoritative household where 

they are told what to do, and black children are taught not 

to converse with adults as equals (31, p. 147). 

The language of black children is a cultural experience 

that cannot be separated from their way of life. Functional 

interference can be dissipated if teachers become aware of 

black child differences and learn how to deal with them. 

To help black students identify with school, the educational 

experience must build on their strengths and help them to 

want to learn. Learning through language is the base of 

school operation with the teacher remaining a prime determi-

nant for the black child's success or failure (17, p. 16). 

Special training for teachers of students who speak VBE 

is being increasingly advocated. In a 1979 Ann Arbor ruling 

(13, p. 8), Judge Joiner mandated special linguistic training 

in black English for teachers; the court agreed with the plain-

tiffs that teachers failed to help black students overcome 

their difficulties with standard English. The judge "empha-

sized problems that may occur when a teacher does not understand 

a student's language system and does not take those differences 

into account when teaching reading" (43, p. 557). 
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Specifically, the court directed the Ann Arbor school 

district to submit a plan "(1) to help the teachers of the 

plaintiff children at King School to identify children 

speaking 'black English" and the language spoken as a 

home or community language, and (2) to use that knowledge 

in teaching such children how to read standard English" 

(69, p. 1). The basis for the court action was a portion 

of the Equal Educational Opportunity Act passed by Congress 

in 1974 that mandates efforts to overcome language barriers: 

No State shall deny equal educational opportunity to 
an individual on account of his or her race, color, 
sex, or national origin by. , , the failure by an 
educational agency to take appropriate action to 
overcome language barriers that impede equal 
participation by its students in its instructional 
programs (69, p. 2). 

Explicit in the Ann Arbor decision was the finding that 

teachers unintentionally caused psychological language 

barriers to learning. Black English in itself did not cause 

any difficulty in student understanding in the classroom. 

Teacher failure to consider black English when teaching 

standard English was blamed (1, p. 10). The case is now 

closed, and the teacher program, completed and documented 

in 1980, has been designated successful but inconclusive 

(4, p. 1) . 

Workshops or inservice programs have gained adherents. 

Reports of training for teachers of VBE speakers have been 

positive. Attitudes of prospective teachers toward VBE can 
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be changed, according to Billiard and Driscoll. In a special 

training program, teachers exposed to an intensive prepara-

tory workshop evidenced better understanding and more positive 

attitudes toward VBE and its speakers than the control group. 

This leads to the conclusion that attitudes of teachers 

toward nonstandard dialect can be transformed (3, p. 1). 

Politzer and Lewis also report success in changing teacher 

behavior although no measureable pupil achievement resulted 

from the inservice program (49, p. 35) . Hoover indicates 

the effectiveness of a teacher workshop using speech 

varieties and attitude tests that apprise the participants 

of their lack of knowledge and understanding of the black 

students (29, p. 8). Pietras finds that inservice work with 

teachers of children who speak nonstandard dialects has 

greater relevance than undergraduate or graduate level 

course work (47,p.296). 

A prominent number of theorists now believe, however, 

that many of the harmful practices of teachers working with 

black children may be eliminated through college courses in 

linguistics. A study of the structural elements and develop-

ment of standard and nonstandard dialects exposes the simi-

larities and differences. Recognizing diverse features of 

VBE and standard English and learning to appreciate both 

is the basis for development of teaching techniques to 

capitalize on student strengths rather than to concentrate 
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on elimination of speech forms indigenous to the speaker and 

effective for him (28, p. 680). Teachers may not realize 

their attitudes conflict with their professional obligation 

to eliminate language barriers; linguistic courses can help 

them discover and acknowledge negative feelings, thus opening 

the way for positive responses to be initiated (42, p. 44). 

Teacher preparation is inadequate and needs to be changed, 

a process which is admittedly slow. Courses in linguistics 

need to be added to curriculum requirements for all prospec-

tive teachers. Presently, education majors are not required 

to take courses in social dialects despite the fact that 

communication is vital to their profession and knowledge of 

student differences essential to educator effectiveness 

(57, p. 306). In 1971 Burling expressed the view that linguists 

had only become aware within the previous five years of the 

degree of dialect variation separating the social classes 

of the United States. He indicates that "after decades of 

disgraceful ignorance a new generation of linguists has 

finally turned its attention to the characteristics of non-

standard English and, in particular, to the varieties of 

English used by many lower class black Americans" (9, p. 

221). Burling reiterates the problems generated by teachers 

who have no linguistic training: 

Teachers often present sound-letter correspondences 
in ways that are quite mysterious to their children. 
Some grammatical characteristics of non-standard English 
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can present problems to children who are given reading 
materials based on grammatical forms not found in their 
native speech, but instead of approaching the matter as 
one of quasi-foreign language learning, most teachers 
continue to assume that some grammatical forms are 
simply wrong. Their deprecatory attitude toward the 
language of their pupils inevitably affects their 
general attitude toward the children. Teachers 
expect children who use "poor" language to fail, and 
their expectations are easily communicated to their 
pupils who readily fulfill their prophecies. The 
children of poverty, the children who come from 
neighborhoods where some form of non-standard 
English is the everyday colloquial language, are 
failing in terrifying numbers in every ghetto 
schoolroom in the country (9, p. 222). 

No panacea for teacher failure exists, but an increasing 

number of language experts view lack of proper teacher train-

ing as a major factor in the educational failure of black 

children. Training for all teachers in general linguistics, 

language acquisition, and language variation as proposed by 

Shuy holds promise for improvement (57, p. 307). 

A number of authorities emphasize the need for additional 

research on vernacular black English. Somervill deplores 

the lack of empirical research on solutions to problems of 

reading experienced by VBE speaking students and stresses 

that investigations of alternatives have been limited in 

number (65, p. 259). Bock and Pitts indicate that enough 

studies have not been done on "dialectical effects on the 

communication process" as well as "the effects of a Black 

speaker on a predominently White audience's image of that 

speaker" or "the effects of a Black speaker on the perceived 
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speaker image of a mixed (Black-White) audience" (5, p. 25). 

Harber also professes a need for "additional educational, 

sociological, and linguistic research" (25, p. 400) on VBE 

as it relates to reading to preclude ineffectual solutions 

to a complex problem. Finally, Bronstein and his associates 

predicate the possibility that even educators who work with 

the ghetto student have little understanding of the complexi-

ties inherent in teaching standard English to the student 

who speaks a black dialect. These researchers state that 

"attitudinal studies are needed to substantiate the depth 

and breadth of these held views among educators at different 

levels of the educational spectrum and in different regional 

areas" (7, p. 6). It seems clear that more knowledge and 

understanding of the black language and its relation to 

the learning process are needed. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION AND TREATMENT OF DATA 

This chapter is composed of a detailed description of 

the procedures followed in the collection and treatment of 

data obtained from responses to the mailed questionnaire. 

The four divisions of the chapter consist of (1) Selection 

of Subjects, (2) Instrument, (3) Collection of Data, and 

(4) Treatment of Data. 

Selection of Subjects 

The survey design used is a cross-sectional survey, the 

earliest and most commonly used design in survey research. 

This basic survey design allows for the respondents to be 

used as subjects in the collection of standardized information 

from a representative sample of the population (1, p. 5), with 

the unit of analysis being the person. Descriptions and de-

terminations of relationships among variables at the time of 

this study are a part of the design. 

In order to conduct this study, two professional organi-

zations in the state of Texas that are composed of English 

teachers and language arts supervisors were selected. Members 

of the Texas Joint Council of Teachers of English and the 

Association for Texas Language Arts Supervision were considered 
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to be representative of other English teachers and language 

arts supervisors in Texas since their membership was composed 

of personnel from school districts across the State of Texas. 

After written approval was secured from both organiza-

tions, the 1980-81 rosters for the 2,288 member Texas Joint 

Council of Teachers of English and the 145 member Association 

for Texas Language Arts Supervisors were obtained. The lists 

were compared. When duplication of school personnel appeared 

on the rosters of both organizations, those names (comprising 

a total of 96 duplications) were deleted from the list of the 

Texas Joint Council of Teachers of English since the super-

visory membership was only a small proportion in comparison 

to the English teacher number. This action was taken to pre-

vent anyone from receiving two copies of the survey instrument. 

Surveys were mailed to each of the 145 members of the 

Association for Texas Language Arts Supervisors. Of the 2,192 

remaining members of the Texas Joint Council of Teachers of 

English after elimination of the 96 duplicate names, 735 names 

were randomly selected to receive questionnaires. The number 

of English teachers and language arts supervisors sampled is 

shown in Table I. 

Despite the apparent division of the organizations into 

one large group of English teachers and a smaller unit of 

language arts supervisors, no real separation existed between 

the two groups. Teachers of English belonged to the Association 
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for Texas Language Arts Supervision; language arts supervisors 

were members of the Texas Joint Council of Teachers of English, 

Therefore, no assignment and analysis of differences based on 

membership in the two organizations was attempted. 

TABLE I 

NUMBER SAMPLED FROM EACH ORGANIZATION 

Name of Organization 
Number 

in 
Sample 

Percent 
of 

Membership 

Association for Texas Language 
Arts Supervisors 145 100 

Texas Joint Council of Teachers 
of English 735 34 

Total 880 • • • 

Instrument 

An instrument constructed specifically for this study 

was used to collect data (see Appendix A). This instrument 

was four pages in length. It consisted of one page of demo-

graphic information and three survey pages divided into two 

parts. Section I of the instrument consisted of 39 statements 

pertaining to the use of vernacular black English and its 

acceptance by educators in the Texas school systems. With the 

exception of statement number 39 that required a written answer, 

responses to the first 38 statements required check marks on a 

scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree with no 
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opinion as an option. Section II assessed the attitudes of 

English teachers and language arts supervisors toward train-

ing for educators in the language and/or culture of vernacu-

lar black English speakers or other specialized programs. 

Options through the checking system were provided in Section 

II, along with space for write-in answers. The questions 

were constructed for direct keypunching from the question-

naire unless write-in options were used. 

Content validity for the instrument was established 

by a panel of two university professors of English and two 

English teachers who work with students who speak vernacular 

black English in an inner city public school of a large metro-

politan area. The panel approved all items with requests for 

minor changes in diction. The diction alternations were duly 

effected. Based on responses of the four panel members, it was 

determined that the instrument had good content validity. 

Collection of Data 

On May 8, 1981, 880 questionnaires were mailed. Nine-

teen days later, May 27, 19 81, a second questionnaire was 

mailed to the 598 individuals who failed to respond to the 

original mailing. The slow rate of return as reflected in 

Table II appeared to be the result of timing; year-end 

responsibilities of school personnel increase considerably 

in May, leaving little time for other than essential district 
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functions—a reason attested to by many who responded in June, 

On June 24, 1981, a total of 530 questionnaires had been 

returned. The data collection was terminated at this point 

with a yield of 60.2 percent return rate. 

TABLE II 

WEEKLY QUESTIONNAIRE RETURN BY FREQUENCY AND PERCENT 

Date 
Return 

Frequency 

Return 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

Percent 
of 

Total Return 

May 13 3 3 .3 

May 20 112 115 13.0 

May 27 167 282 32.0 

June 3 44 326 37.0 

June 10 186 512 58.2 

June 17 4 516 58.6 

June 24 14 530 60.2 

Treatment of Data 

Upon the return of the data, the Computing Center at 

North Texas State University keypunched and processed it. 

Frequency, percent, and related statistics for each question-

naire item in Section I and Section II were calculated for the 

total sample. In addition, a two-way analysis of variance 

factorial design was used to analyze the data obtained from 

the study. 
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Four hypotheses and thirteen research questions were 

addressed. A set of four hypotheses relating to factors of 

opinion, criteria for teaching VBE speakers, knowledge of 

VBE, and attitudes toward VBE were analyzed through specific 

responses on the questionnaire across four independent variables: 

(1) ethnic background of respondents, (2) present position of 

respondents, (3) highest degree held by respondents, and (4) 

district size of respondents. The second main effect was the 

dialect factor, relating whether or not the individuals super-

vise or teach pupils who speak vernacular black English. A 

comparison of the means was made to see if any statistically 

significant differences existed at the .05 level. The possible 

existence of an interaction between the two main effects was 

also determined in each instance. 

The research questions were analyzed in relation to the 

response frequency of the items. Reported responses, percen-

tages, and statistical treatment of the data are included in 

Chapter IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS 

The research objectives of this study were (1) to deter-

mine the perceptions held by selected English teachers and 

language arts supervisors of the use of vernacular black 

English (VBE) in relation to selected demographic variables, 

(2) to determine whether their perceptions differed signifi-

cantly from one another, and (3) to determine whether those 

who supervise or teach students who speak VBE differed signi-

ficantly in their perceptions of VBE from those who do not 

supervise or teach students who speak VBE. An opinionnaire 

containing four subtests was constructed to analyze respondents1 

opinions toward VBE, perceptions of the criteria for teaching 

students who speak VBE, knowledge of VBE, and attitudes toward 

students who speak VBE. 

The content validity of this opinionnaire was established 

by a panel of two university professors of English and two 

English teachers who work with students who speak VBE in an 

inner-city high school in a large metropolitan area. The 

instrument also requested the respondents to supply pertinent 

demographic information which were used as independent variables 

and two sections for responses which comprised the four subtests 

91 



92 

as dependent variables. Section I of the opinionnaire con-

tained 38 statements with a response scale of strongly dis-

agree, moderately disagree, no opinion, moderately agree, 

and strongly agree. Each of the statements defined a factor 

related to the dialect of black students called vernacular 

black English (VBE). Statement 39 of Section I requested 

a written response. Section II contained a series of four 

items relating to training for instructors who are supervisors 

or who teach students who speak VBE; three questions asked 

for checked and/or written responses, while the fourth item 

was a statement with yes, no, or undecided designations. 

In May, 1981, this instrument was distributed to 880 

English teachers and language arts supervisors randomly 

selected from school districts throughout the State of Texas. 

A second letter encouraging responses of those who did not 

reply during the first three weeks was mailed. Data collection 

was terminated with a return rate of 60.2 percent. 

Returned data were then coded, keypunched, and programmed 

for analysis at the North Texas State University Center Com-

puter Center. From the descriptive and inferential analyses 

generated by the computer, tables were constructed, and hypo-

theses were tested across a set of independent variables. These 

independent variables included ethnic background, present posi-

tion, highest degree held, professional assignment, and size 

of school district of respondents. Professional assignment 
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related to whether those surveyed supervise or teach verna-

cular black-English-speaking children. The following sections 

analyze (1) the demographic data in terms of response fre-

quency, (2) the response frequency to the items in Section 

I of the opinionnaire, and (3) the responses using a two-

way ANOVA to test hypotheses across the variables. 

Demographic Analysis 

Ethnic Background 

Responses to the question relating to the ethnic background 

were divided into four possible choices: Black, Hispanic, White, 

and Other, with specifications requested for the latter. Re-

sponses totaled 530 (corresponding to the number of usable 

questionnaires returned). 

Thirty-three, or 6.2 percent, indicated Black ethnicity. 

Nine, or 1.7 percent, indicated Hispanic. Four hundred and 

thirty-six, or 91.7 percent, indicated White. Two, or 0.4 

percent, indicated Other with further identification to Asian. 

Data presented in Table III relate to the ethnicity of the 

respondents. 



TABLE III 

ETHNICITY OF ENGLISH TEACHERS AND 
LANGUAGE ARTS SUPERVISORS 

94 

Ethnic Background Frequency Percent 

Black 33 6.2 

Hispanic 9 1.7 

White 486 91.7 

Other 2 0.4 

Total 530 100.0 

Size of School District 

Respondents indicated the size of the school district 

with which they were affiliated with a choice of non-applicable 

being selected for those who hold positions in a higher educa-

tion institution. The size of the school district was deter-

mined by its average daily attendance (ADA) of students. The 

seven categories produced a broad range of school district 

sizes, ranging from small town to large urban areas: (1) less 

than 1,500 ADA, (2), 1,500 to 2,999 ADA, (3), 3,000 to 4,999 

ADA, (4) 5,000 to 9,999 ADA, (5) 10,000 to 19,999 ADA, (.6) 

20,000 + ADA, and (7) Non-applicable. 

Fifty-one, or 9.6 percent, were from districts less than 

1,500 ADA. Fifty-eight, or 10.9 percent, were from districts 

of 1,500 to 2,999 ADA. Fifty-two, or 9.8 percent, were from 

districts of 3,000 to 4,999 ADA. Fifty-nine, 11.1 percent, 
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were from districts of 5,000 to 9,999 ADA. Eighty-seven, or 

16.4 percent, were from districts of 10,000 to 19,999 ADA. 

One hundred fifty-six, or 29.4 percent, were from districts 

of 20,000 plus ADA. Sixty-seven, or 12.6 percent, were in 

teaching or supervisory positions in institutions in which 

district lines did not apply. 

Responses from 530 individuals were recorded. Data 

presented in Table IV relate to the size of school district 

in which the respondents work. 

TABLE IV 

SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT OF RESPONDENTS 

Size of School District Frequency Percent 

Less than 1,500 ADA 51 9.6 

1,500 - 2,99 9 ADA 58 10.9 

3,000 - 4,999 ADA 52 9.8 

5,000 - 9,999 ADA 59 11.1 

10,000 - 19,999 ADA 87 16.4 

20,000 + ADA 156 29.4 

Non-Applicable 67 12.6 

Total 530 100.0 



96 

Position of Respondents 

Responses to the question regarding present position were 

divided into five categories: (1) English Teacher in Public 

School, (.2) English Teacher in Non-Public School, (3) Super-

visor in Public School, (4) Supervisor in Non-Public School, 

and (5) Other—Specify. Three hundred sixty-eight, or 69.4 

percent, were English teachers in public schools. Seven, or 

1.3 percent, were English teachers in non-public schools. 

Seventy-one, or 13.4 percent, were supervisors in public 

schools. Two, or 0.4 percent, were supervisors in non-public 

schools. Eighty-two, or 15.5 percent, specified the Other 

category, indicating higher education institutions as their 

occupational referents. Five hundred thirty respondents 

indicated their present occupations. Data are presented in 

Table V that relate to the present position of the respondents. 

TABLE V 

PRESENT POSITION OF THE RESPONDENTS 

Present Position Frequency Percent 

English Teacher in Public School 368 69.4 

English Teacher in Non-Public School 7 1.3 

Supervisor in Public School 71 13.4 

Supervisor in Non-Public School 2 0.4 

Other 82 15.5 

Total 530 100.0 
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Highest Degree Earned by Respondents 

Responses to the question regarding the highest degree 

held were divided into three categories: (1) Baccalaureate, 

(2) Master's, and (3) Doctorate. One hundred fifty-four, or 

29.1 percent, held a baccalaureate degree. Three hundred 

sixteen, or 59.6 percent, held a master's degree. Fifty-five, 

or 10.4 percent, held a doctorate. Of the 530 respondents, 

five, or 0.9 percent, did not respond to this item. Five 

hundred twenty-five responses were recorded. Data are pre-

sented in Table VI that relate to the highest degree held by 

the respondents. 

TABLE VI 

HIGHEST DEGREE HELD BY RESPONDENTS 

Highest Degree Held Frequency Percent 

Baccalaureate 154 29.1 

Master's 316 59.6 

Doctorate 55 10.4 

No Answer 5 0.9 

Total 530 100.0 

Professional Assignment of Respondents 

Respondents to the questionnaire were asked to record 

dichotomous answers to the question relating to their teaching 



98 

of students who speak vernacular black English or to their 

supervision of teachers of VBE speakers. Three hundred thirty-

eight, or 63.8 percent, indicated that they worked with students 

who speak vernacular black English or with their teachers. 

One hundred ninety-one, or 36.0 percent, teach students who 

do not speak VBE or supervise teachers of non-vernacular 

black English speakers. One, or 0.2 percent, did not respond 

to this item. Five hundred twenty-nine responded to this 

question. Data are presented in Table VII that relate to 

the respondents either being teachers or supervisors of 

teachers of children who speak (use) vernacular black English. 

TABLE VII 

ASSIGNMENT OF TEACHERS AND LANGUAGE 
ARTS SUPERVISORS 

Teachers or Supervisors of 
Teachers of VBE Speakers Frequency Percent 

Assigned to work with VBE speakers 338 63.8 

Not assigned to work with VBE 
speakers 

191 36.0 

No Answer 1 0.2 

Total 530 100.0 

Response Frequency to Opinionnaire Items 

Subjects were requested to respond in terms of five 

categories to each of the first thirty-eight items of the 
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questionnaire concerning respondents' perceptions of verna-

cular black English and its use in Texas school systems. 

Where no answer was given for a statement, a numerical code 

value of "o" was recorded. The perceptual response key was 

as follows: 

Code Response Category 

1 Strongly Disagree 
2 Moderately Disagree 
3 No Opinion 
4 Moderately Agree 

5 Strongly Agree 

Numerical responses were recorded in terms of absolute 

frequency, relative frequency, adjusted frequency, and 

cumulative frequency. Missing responses were recorded so 

that the possible total of 530 questionnaires were accounted 

for in the percentage frequencies. A response mean for each 

question was computed. Table VIII contains a list of the 

thirty-eight items in Section I on the instrument with fre-

quency responses and the mean for each item. 

Question thirty-nine of Section I, "If vernacular black 

English is incorporated into the curriculum, at what grade 

should it be taught, e.g., K through 4?" received written 

responses. The assigned numerical values provided a fre-

quency distribution reflecting those who rejected any use of 

VBE in the curriculum and those who designated various levels 

of usage. The responses are recorded in Table IX. 
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It should be noted that 158 subjects, representing 29.8 

percent of all respondents in Table IX, registered no response, 

A total of 239, or 45.1 percent, responded negatively to the 

use of VBE and 133, or 25.1 percent, suggested possible in-

clusion of VBE in the curriculum. 

TABLE IX 

INCORPORATION OF VBE IN SCHOOL CURRICULUM 

39. If vernacular black English is incorporated into the 
curriculum, at what grade levels should it be taught, 
e.g., K through 4? 

VBE Use in 
Schools Frequency 

% 
Relative 
Frequency 

Q. 

"o 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

% 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

No Inclusion 239 45.1 64.2 64.2 
Inclusion 133 25.1 35.8 100.0 
No Response 158 29.8 Missing 100.0 

Total 530 100.0 100.0 • t • 

Section II of the opinionnaire addressed individual 

problems, with each of the four questions relating to teacher 

training for those who work with VBE speakers. Item one stated 

that "Teachers of vernacular black English speakers should be 

trained to understand their language, valuer and culture." 

The three designated responses were (1) Yes, (2) No, or (3) 

Undecided. Tabulations expressed in absolute frequency, 

relative frequency, adjusted frequency, and cumulative frequency 
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gave a comprehensive view of responses. Absolute frequency 

indicated the number who specified individual answers or 

failed to specify while relative frequency expressed that 

information in percentages. Adjusted frequency indicated 

the percentage in terms of actual responses without accounting 

for those who did not answer, and cumulative frequency ex-

pressed the accumulation of those actual responses in per-

centages. Responses indicated that 357 educators, or 67.4 

percent, perceived that teacher training is desirable. The 

responses to question one are given in Table X. 

TABLE X 

FREQUENCY RESPONSES TO TEACHER TRAINING 
IN LANGUAGE, VALUES, AND CULTURE 

Response 
Absolute 
Frequency 

% 
Relative 
Frequency 

% 
Adjusted 
Frequency 

% 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

Yes 357 67.4 70.4 70.4 

No 84 15.8 16.6 87.0 

Undecided 66 12.5 13.0 100.0 

No Answer 23 4.3 Missing 100.0 

Total 530 100.0 100.0 . . . . 

Questions two of Section II asks, "What elements, if any, 

should be added to the curriculum in schools with significant 

numbers of students who speak vernacular black English?" Of 
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the 530 respondents, 275, or 51.9 percent, recorded elements 

to be included in the curriculum. As recorded in Table XI, 

however, 255, or 48.1 percent, did not respond to this 

question. 

TABLE XI 

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE ON ELEMENTS 
TO BE ADDED TO SCHOOL CURRICULUM 

Answers 
Absolute 
Frequency 

% 
Relative 
Frequency 

% 
Adjusted 
Frequency 

% 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

Response 275 51.9 100.0 100.0 

No Response 255 48.1 Missing 100.0 

Total 530 100.0 100.0 • • • • 

Few responses were recorded for question three, Section II, 

that read, "What type of training should teachers of vernacular 

black English speakers be required to take?" As indicated in 

Table XII, forty-five, or 8.5 percent, responded, with 485, or 

91.5 percent abstaining. 

Question four of Section II asked, "Where should teachers 

of students who speak vernacular black English be given train-

ing, if any training is deemed appropriate?" The response 

frequency is recorded in Table XIII. Of 530 possible responses, 

seventy-eight, or 14.7 percent, indicated a type of training 

while 452, or 85.3 percent, did not record an answer. 
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FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE TO REQUIRED 
TEACHER TRAINING 
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Answers 
Absolute 
Frequency 

% 
Relative 
Frequency 

% 
Adjusted 
Frequency 

% 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

Response 45 8.5 100.0 100.0 

No Response 485 91.5 Missing 100.0 

Total 530 100.0 100.0 • • • • 

Descriptive statistics for Section II reflect respondent 

approval of teacher training. An ambiguity exists, however, 

in the lack of response to the type of training, suggesting 

either the lack of effective programs or respondents 1 failure 

to apprise themselves of knowledge relating to available tools, 

TABLE XIII 

FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE TO THE TYPE 
OF APPROPRIATE TEACHER TRAINING 

Answer 
Absolute 
Frequency 

Q. 

"O 

Relative 
Frequency 

Q_ 

*o 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

% 
Cumulative 
Frequency 

Response 78 14.7 100.0 100.0 

No Response 452 85.3 Missing 100.0 

Total 530 100.0 100.0 • • • • 



110 

Analysis of Opinionnaire Subtests by Variables 

Each of the purposes of this study—to determine the 

perceptions selected English teachers and language arts 

supervisors held of the use of VBE in Texas schools, the 

criteria for teaching VBE speaking children, the knowledge 

of VBE, and the attitudes of respondents toward students who 

use VBE—was addressed in a separate subtest through hypotheses 

relative to the factors of ethnicity, professional status, 

degree held, and size of school district to ascertain if 

significant differences occurred. In addition, within each 

subtest these independent variables were analyzed in relation 

to respondents' assignment in respect to teaching students who 

speak VBE or instructing students who do not speak VBE. A two-

way analysis of variance was used to analyze the data for each 

sub-test. The raw scores were used in the statistical analysis 

and a significance level of .05 selected. 

Subtest #1 - Opinions of VBE 

Questionnaire items used to determine respondents' 

opinions of VBE were as follows: 

1. Vernacular black English is an effective communication 
system. 

2. Vernacular black English is as effective for communica-
ting as is standard English. 

3. Vernacular black English is merely another speech 
style. 

4. Vernacular black English is a standard American 
dialect. 

8. Vernacular black English speakers should be allowed 
to speak their own dialect. 
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9. Vernacular black English should be considered a 
separate language. 

11. If vernacular black English is incorporated into the 
curriculum, it will serve to harm VBE speakers more 
than it will help them. 

15. Tests in standard English given to vernacular black 
English speakers are discriminatory. 

36. Special classes in which vernacular black English is 
used should be offered for all VBE speakers, 

37. Vernacular black English should be used orally by 
teachers of students where VBE speakers are taught. 

38. The use of vernacular black English should be 
mandated as a teaching tool. 

Hypothesis one stated that there will be no statistically 

significant difference in the opinions of respondents (grouped 

by race, position, degree held, and size of school district) 

who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers 

from those who teach students who do not speak VBE or supervise 

their teachers as measured by the questionnaire. This hypo-

thesis was addressed by descriptive data presented in Tables 

XIV, XV, and XVI and through inferential statistics presented 

in Table XVII. Using .05 level of significance, two of the 

four independent variables—position and size of school 

district—were observed to be statistically significant 

as noted in Table XVII. 

In the position category, supervisors evidenced a more 

positive opinion level than teachers, but both expressed 

somewhat negative opinions toward VBE as indicated in Table 

XIV. Supervisors of those who teach students who speak VBE 

projected a considerably more positive rating than the teachers 

as seen in Table XV while supervisors of those who do not teach 
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students who speak VBE were more positive than teachers of 

that category, but the difference was less pronounced 

numerically as noted in Table XVI. 

Size of school district differences observed in Table 

XIV indicated that the group designated as not applicable to 

school district categories since it is composed primarily of 

college professors was considerably more positive than district 

groups. Medium size districts were slightly more positive in 

their opinions than large districts, with the smaller size 

being the most negative. As reflected in Tables XV and XVI, 

the same pattern described the relationship for those who 

either teach or do not teach students who speak VBE in 

conjunction with size of school district. 

No significant differences were recorded for race or 

degree. While all variables registered somewhat negative 

opinions, non-white respondents reflected a less negative 

level of opinion toward VBE than white, and those with 

doctorates were less negative than those with master or 

bachelor degrees. 

None of the four variables evidenced a significant 

difference for the second main effect of dialect, nor was 

interaction apparent as reflected in Table XVII. 

Subtest #2 - Criteria for Teaching Students 
Who Speak VBE 

Questionnaire items used to determine the criteria for 

teaching VBE speakers are as follows: 
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TABLE XIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE 
DATA FOR OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS OF VBE 

Variable Number 'Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 486 27.4012 7.4433 0.3376 

Non-White 44 28.4318 6.9830 1.0527 

Position 

Teacher 375 26.9760 7.2614 0,3750 

Supervisor 155 28.7226 7.6255 0.6125 

Degree 

B.A. 154 27.4415 7.6033 0.5724 

M. A. 316 27.0981 7.2470 0.4077 

Ed.D/Ph.D 55 29.3636 8.5448 1.1522 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 109 26.0734 7.7801 0.7452 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 111 27.6577 7.3019 0.6931 

Large (10,000- 243 27.6255 6.8781 0.4412 
20,000+) 

Not Applicable 67 29.0000 j 8.5102 1.0397 
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TABLE XV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
FOR OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS WHO TEACH OR 

SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 

Deviation 
Standard 

Error 

Race 

White 309 27.0647 7.2300 0.4113 

Non-White 29 27.7241 6.5895 1.2236 

Position 

Teacher 238 26.4370 6.9495 0.4505 

Supervisor 100 28.7500 7.4567 0.7457 

Degree 

B.A. 99 27.2323 7.2700 0.7307 

M.A. 200 26.6100 6.5422 0.4626 

Ed.D/Ph.D 37 29.0270 8.9984 1.4793 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 60 25.9333 7.4671 0.9640 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 77 27.1299 7.0175 0.7997 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

159 27.1006 6.6400 0.5266 

Not Applicable 42 28.8810 8.7156 1.3448 
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TABLE XVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
FOR OPINIONS OF RESPONDENTS WHO DO NOT TEACH 

OR SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 176 27 .9886 7.8098 0.5887 

Non-White 15 29 .2000 7.7386 1.9981 

Position 

Teacher 136 27 .9118 7.7387 0.6636 

Supervisor 55 28 .6727 7.9932 1.0778 

Degree 

B.A. 54 27 .8148 6.9066 0.9399 

M.A. 116 27 .9397 8.2864 0.7694 

Ed.D/Ph.D 18 30 .0555 7.7267 1.8212 

Size of District 

Small (1-2 ,999) 49 26 .2449 8.2222 1.1746 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 34 28 .8529 7.8860 1.3524 

Large (10, 
20 

000-
,000+) 

83 28 .6265 7.2880 0.8000 

Not Applicable 25 29 .2000 8.3267 1.6653 
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TABLE XVII 

TWO-WAY ANOVA: INFERENTIAL DATA FOR OPINIONS 
OF RESPONDENTS OF VBE 

Ethnic X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Ethnicity 1 44.822 0.816 0.367 

Dialect 1 126.263 2.299 0.130 

Ethnicity X Dialect 1 12.056 0.220 0.640 

Residual (Error) 525 54.910 t • • • m m • • 

Total 528 54.942 • • • • • • • • 

Position X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Pogition 

Dialect 

Position X Dialect 

Residual (Error) 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

525 

338.777 

127.827 

6 0 . 6 2 2 

54.258 

6.244 

2.356 

1.117 

0.013* 

0.125 

0.291 

528 54.942 

Degree X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation 
j.. ... 

d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Decree 2 124.773 2.304 0.101 

Dialect 1 141.211 2.608 0.107 

Deg]ree X Dialect 2 6.628 0.122 0.885 

Residual (Error) 518 54.152 • • * • • • • • 

Total 523 54.390 • • • • • • • • 
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TABLE XVII—(Continued) 

Size X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Size 3 136.855 2.508 0.058* 

Dialect 1 155.997 2.859 0.091 

Size X Dialect 3 15.070 0.276 0.843 

Residual (Error) 521 54.566 • • • • • • • • 

Total 528 54.942 • • • • • • • • 

* = Significance at the .05 level 
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5. VBE speakers should be orally corrected for 
grammatical or phonological errors. 

6. Vernacular black English speakers should be 
required to speak standard English. 

7. Vernacular black English speakers should be 
drilled in standard English grammar. 

10. Standard English should be taught to VBE speakers 
as a second language. 

12. Reading in standard English should be delayed until 
VBE speakers read in their own dialect. 

13. Student materials should be translated into the VBE 
dialect of the speaker in the lower elementary grades, 

14. Dialect-based readers should be used for beginning 
reading instruction. 

16. Tests should be administered in the dialect of the 
VBE speakers. 

Hypothesis two stated that there will be no statistically 

significant difference in the perceptions of respondents of 

criteria for teaching students who speak VBE (grouped by race, 

position, degree held, and size of school district) between 

those who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their 

teachers and those who teach students who do not speak VBE 

or supervise their teachers as measured by the questionnaire. 

Descriptive data presented in TABLES XVIII, XIX, and XX and 

inferential statistics in Table XXI addressed this hypothesis. 

The position of respondents, degree held by respondents, 

and size of school district in which respondents worked 

reflected statistically significant differences at the .05 

level as exhibited in Table XXI. Both teachers and supervisory 

positions recorded somewhat negative responses although 

teachers were more positive than supervisors as noted in Table 

XVIII. For those who teach students who do not speak VBE or 

supervise their teachers, the difference was much greater 
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TABLE XVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
FOR CRITERIA FOR TEACHING VBE SPEAKERS 

AS PERCEIVED BY THE RESPONDENTS 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 486 23.4033 3.2897 0.1492 

Non-White 44 23.2727 3.56 57 0.5376 

Position 

Teacher 375 23.8693 3.1430 0.1623 

Supervisor 155 22.2387 3.4284 0,2754 

Degree 

B.A. 154 23.8377 3.0943 0.2493 

M.A. 316 23.3892 3.2791 0.1845 

Ed.D/Ph.D 55 22.0727 3.8193 0.5150 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 109 23.4495 3.4278 0.3283 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 111 23.6667 3.1081 0.2950 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

243 23.6420 3.0707 0.1970 

Not Applicable 67 21.9403 3.9269 0.4797 
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TABLE XIX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR 
CRITERIA FOR TEACHING VBE SPEAKERS AS PERCEIVED 

BY THOSE WHO TEACH OR SUPERVISE 
STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 309 23.3366 3.3599 0.1911 

Non-White 29 22.8965 2.7819 0.5166 

Position 

Teacher 238 23.6933 3.1143 0.2019 

Supervisor 100 22.3600 3.5887 0.3589 

Degree 

B.A. 99 23.8182 3.2210 0.3237 

M.A. 200 23.2050 3.1018 0.2193 

Ed.D/Ph.d. 37 22.3243 4.3465 0.7146 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 60 23.0333 2.9800 0.3847 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 77 23.6753 2.9310 0.3340 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

159 23.4843 3.2332 0.2564 

Not Applicable 42 22.2857 4.4354 0.6844 
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TABLE XX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA FOR 
CRITERIA FOR TEACHING VBE SPEAKERS AS PERCEIVED 

BY THOSE WHO DO NOT TEACH OR SUPERVISE 
STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 176 23.5511 3.1510 0.2375 

Non-White 15 24.0000 4.7659 1.2306 

Position 

Teacher 136 24.2206 3.1474 0.2699 

Supervisor 55 22.0182 3.1357 0.4228 

Degree 

B.A. 54 23.9815 2.7914 0.3799 

M.A. 116 23.7069 3.5558 0.3301 

Ed.D/Ph.D. 18 21.5555 2.4307 0.5729 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 49 23.9592 3.8781 0.5540 

Medium (2^000-9,999) 34 23.6470 3.5238 0.6043 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

83 24.0120 2.6664 0.2927 

Not Applicable 25 21.3600 2.8705 0.5741 
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TABLE XXI 

TWO-WAY ANOVA: INFERENTIAL DATA FOR PERCEPTIONS 
OF RESPONDENTS OF CRITERIA FOR 

TEACHING VBE SPEAKERS 

Ethnic X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Ethnicity 1 0.740 0.068 0.795 

Dialect 1 10.022 0.915 0.339 

Ethnicity X Dialect 1 7.178 0.656 0.419 

Residual (Error 525 10.950 • • • • • • » • 

Total 528 10.922 • • • • • • • • 

Position X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Position 1 296.121 28.569 0.000* 

Dialect 1 9.201 0.888 0.347 

Position X Dialect 1 19.010 1.834 0.176 

Residual (Error) 525 10.365 • • • * • • • • 

Total 528 10.922 • • • • • • * • 

Degree X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Degree 2 65.251 6.059 0.003* 

Dialect 1 9.174 0.852 0.356 

Degree X Dialect 2 8.704 0.808 0.446 

Residual (Error) 518 10.769 • • m • • • • • 

Total 523 10.969 • • • • m m m * 
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TABLE XXI—continued 

Size X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Size 3 56.727 5.328 0.001* 

Dialect 1 12.325 1.158 0.282 

Size X Dialect 3 13.145 1.235 0.296 

Residual (Error) 521 10.647 • • • • • • • • 

Total 528 10.922 • • • • • • • • 

* = Significant at the .05 level 
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between teachers and supervisors than for those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers. 

Those respondents with a B.A. degree disclosed a more 

positive level of opinion than those with an M.A. degree or a 

doctoral degree according to Table XVIII. The doctoral level 

was much less positive than the other two, especially in the 

grouping for those who teach students who do not speak VBE 

or supervise their teachers as revealed in Table XIX. All 

levels, however, were reported in the somewhat negative range. 

According to the descriptive data in Table XVIII, size of 

school district significant findings was due to the more posi-

tive level of opinion of medium size districts, with large 

and small districts registering sequentially above the non-

district group which was considerably less positive than the 

other three. The same sequence—medium, large, small, and 

non-district group in descending order—occurred for those 

who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers 

also as indicated in Table XIX. A different order appeared 

in Table XX describing those who teach students who do not 

speak VBE or supervise their teachers. Large school districts 

were the most positive with small and medium following and 

the non-district group being much less positive than the 

other three. All groups manifested somewhat negative findings. 

The ethnic variable was not statistically significant 

according to Table XXI, but data shown in Table XVIII disclosed 
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that both white and non-white were in the somewhat negative 

range. The white group revealed a more positive level of 

opinion than non-white in this composite description as it 

did in Table XIX describing those who teach students who speak 

VBE or supervise their teachers. Those who teach students 

who do not speak VBE or supervise their teachers had a con-

trary response, with non-white informants being more positive 

in opinion than white. It should be noted here that the 

number of non-white respondents was considerably wmaller than 

their white counterparts, with 486 white and only 44 non-white 

respondents in all. 

The dialect relationship was not significant for any of 

the independent variables. In addition, no interaction was 

revealed. 

Subtest #3 - Knowledge of VBE 

Questionnaire items used to determine respondents1 

knowledge of VBE are as follows: 

17. The use of be by VBE speakers occurs according to 
a pattern. 

18. Leaving off endings in VBE speech is carelessness. 
19. VBE has a set of rules. 
20. VBE has a language system. 
21. Teachers of VBE speakers should learn to speak VBE. 
22. Teachers of VBE speakers should be required to spend 

time in the community of their students. 
23. Only teachers who themselves have spoken VBE can 

be effective in teaching students who speak VBE. 
24. Teachers of VBE speakers should be required to 

read research on black English. 
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Hypothesis Three stated that there will be no statistically 

significant difference in the knowledge of respondents (grouped 

by race, position, degree held, and size of school district) of 

VBE between those who teach students who speak VBE or super-

vise their teachers and those who teach students who do not 

speak VBE or supervise their teachers as measured by the 

questionnaire. This hypothesis was rejected with a statisti-

cally significant difference being recorded for all of the 

main effects. Dialect in relation to each of the four groups 

showed significance although no interaction occurred. The 

significance indicated that knowledge of VBE directly related 

to the dialect factor. Whether or not an educator teaches 

students who speak VBE or supervises their teachers tended to 

determine the educator's degree of knowledge of VBE. Table 

XXV provides the statistical analysis. Tables XXII, XXIII, 

and XXIV present descriptive data. 

As evident in the descriptive tables for race, white respon-

dents were more positive than non-white in knowledge of VBE, 

with both being somewhat negative. Although a somewhat 

greater differential existed between white and non-white re-

spondents who do not teach students who speak VBE or super-

vise their teachers, the descriptive result was the same, i.e., 

whites were more positive than non-whites, but both were 

somewhat negative. 
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TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF KNOWLEDGE OF VBE OF THE RESPONDENTS 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 486 23.6872 6.6450 0.3014 

Non-White 44 21.6364 7.4055 1.1164 

Position 

Teacher 375 22.6987 6.5322 0.3373 

Supervisor 155 25.4968 6.8027 0.5464 

Degree 

B.A. 154 22.7597 6.2841 0.506 4 

M.A. 316 23.2247 6.8128 0.3833 

Ed.D/Ph.D 55 26.9273 6.5768 0.8868 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 109 22.4404 6.6728 0.6391 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 111 23.1712 7.3136 0.6942 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

243 23.3704 6.1242 0.3929 

Not Applicable 67 26.3731 7.2652 0.8876 
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TABLE XXIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO TEACH 

OR SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 309 23.2233 6.7874 0.3861 

Non-White 29 21.1724 7.0309 1.3056 

Position 

Teacher 238 22.1597 6.5987 0.4277 

Supervisor 100 25.1600 6.9132 0.6913 

Degree 

B.A. 99 22.6465 6.4749 0.6508 

M.A. 200 22.4550 6.7420 0.4767 

Ed.D/Ph.D. 37 26.9189 6.9096 1.1359 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 60 22.1667 6 .9065 0.8916 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 77 22.0649 6.9950 0.7972 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

159 23.0943 6.3592 0.5043 

Not Applicable 42 25.9286 7.4781 1.1539 
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TABLE XXIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF KNOWLEDGE OF RESPONDENTS WHO DO NOT TEACH 

OR SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 176 24.5057 6.3434 0.4782 

Non-White 15 22.5333 8.2624 2.1333 

Position 

Teacher 136 23.6397 6.3533 0.5448 

Supervisor 55 26.1091 6.6156 0.8920 

Degree I l 

B.A. 54 22.9630 6.0344 0.8212 

M. A. 116 24.5517 6.7583 0.6275 

Ed.D/Ph.D. 18 26.9444 6.0242 1.4199 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 49 22.7755 0.9186 0.9186 

Medium (3,000-9,999) ! 34 25.6765 1.2867 1.2867 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

83 23.9036 0.6241 0.6241 

Not Applicable 25 27,.1200 1.3956 1.3956 
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TABLE XXV 

TWO-WAY ANOVA: INFERENTIAL DATA FOR 
RESPONDENTS' KNOWLEDGE OF VBE 

Ethnic X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Ethnicity 1 165.226 3.680 0.056* 

Dialect 1 202.656 4.514 0.034* 

Ethnicity X Dialect 1 0.056 0.001 0.972 

Residual (Error) 525 44.896 # • • • • • • • 

Total 528 

1 

45.347 • • * • • • • P 

Position X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Position 1 865.582 19.876 0.000* 

Dialect 1 214.448 4.924 0.027* 

Position X Dialect 1 7.094 0.163 0.687 

Residual (Error) 525 43.549 • • • • • • • • 

Total 528 45.347 • • • • • • • • 

Degree X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Degree 2 385.112 8.799 0.000* 

Dialect 1 226.829 5.183 0.023* 

Degree X Dialect 2 49.721 1.136 0.322 

Residual (Error) 518 43.768 • • • • • • • • 

Total 523 45.415 • • • • • • • • 
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TABLE XXV—continued 

Size X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Size 3 235.917 5.373 0.001* 

Dialect 1 223.822 5.097 0.024* 

Size X Dialect 3 50.590 1.152 0.328 

Residual (Error) 521 43.908 • • • • • • • » 

Total 528 45.347 • • • • • • • • 

* = Significance at the .05 level 
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The position of supervisors, on the other hand, indicated 

a somewhat positive response as reflected in Table XXII. 

Teachers were somewhat negative. A similar outcome for those 

who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers 

and for those who do not teach students who speak VBE or 

supervise their teachers was obtained as Tables XXIII and 

XXIV illustrate. 

Doctoral respondents also projected a somewhat positive 

response. The respondents with master's and bachelor's degrees 

were somewhat negative according to Table XXII, a result re-

peated for those who teach students who speak VBE or supervise 

their teachers as well as for those who do not teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers. A diverse element 

occurred, however, in the positioning of the lesser degrees. 

In the total description, the M.A. was more positive than the 

B.A. as it was for those who do not teach students who speak 

VBE or supervise their teachers. For those who teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers, the B.A. respondents 

were slightly more positive than the M.A. respondents. 

The non-district group was the most positive of the size 

of school district element, recording a somewhat positive level, 

with the large, medium, and small districts (in that order) 

being observed as somewhat negative as recorded in Table XXII. 

In the responses listed in Table XXIII, the non-district group 

of those who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their 

teachers was more positive than the district sizes, with all 
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groups being somewhat negative; the large district was the 

next, followed by the smallest, and ending with the medium 

size. For those who do not teach students who speak VBE or 

supervise their teachers as recorded in Table XXIV, the non-

district group was somewhat positive, and the rest were 

somewhat negative; the medium district size was second, the 

large district third, and the small district fourth. 

Subtest #4 - Attitudes Toward Students 
Who Speak VBE 

Questionnaire items used to determine respondents1 attitudes 

toward students who use VBE are as follows: 

25. VBE is the dialect of poverty. 
26. VBE is spoken by the uneducated person. 
27. VBE is a substandard dialect. 
28. VBE is an inferior dialect. 
29. VBE is a corruption of standard English. 
30. VBE is a careless form of English. 
31. VBE speakers hear different sounds from standard 

English speakers. 
32. VBE speakers cannot speak the sounds of standard 

English. 
33. VBE speakers cannot learn standard English. 
34. Speaking VBE is a barrier to learning standard 

English. 
35. Speaking VBE interferes with learning standard 

English. 

Hypothesis Four stated that there will be no statistically 

significant difference in the attitudes of respondents (grouped 

by race, position, degree held, and size of school district) 

toward students who speak VBE as measured by the questionnaire. 

Significant differences in position and degree, however, were 
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revealed at the .05 level as indicated in Table XXIX. 

Nonetheless, the dialect main effects were not significantly 

different for any of the groups, nor was any interaction 

noted. 

Both supervisor and teacher positions ranked in the 

strongly positive range with supervisors evidencing more 

positive attitudes than teachers as seen in Table XXVI. 

Descriptive data in Table XXVI indicate that the more 

positive level of supervisor response in relation to teacher 

response accounted for the significant difference in position. 

Attitudes of those who teach students who speak VBE or super-

vise their teachers evidenced similar numerical results as 

exhibited in Table XXVII. Those who do not teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers, on the other hand, 

did not respond as diversely according to Table XXVIII since 

the supervisor and teacher responses were not as markedly 

different. 

Degree description also indicated strongly positive 

attitudes. As noted in Table XXVI, those with doctoral certi-

ficates were considerably more positive than the M.A. and B.A. 

levels that followed in that order although very little 

difference between them was evident. For those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers, a reverse 

occurred with the B.A. respondents more positive than M.A. 

respondents although the doctoral group showed considerable 
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TABLE XXVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS TOWARD VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 486 35.8169 8.1726 0.3707 

Non-White 44 37.5682 8.7002 1.3116 

Position 

Teacher 375 35.4053 8.0682 0.4166 

Supervisor 155 37.3097 8.4627 0.6797 

Degree 

B.A. 154 35.4870 8.0164 0.6460 

M.A. 316 35.6646 8.3076 0.4673 

Ed.D/Ph.D 55 38.6909 7.9066 1.0661 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 109 35.0734 8.4433 0.8087 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 111 35.2613 8.5234 0.8090 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

243 36.3333 7.7523 0.4973 

Not Applicable 67 37.2239 8.9253 1.0904 



136 

TABLE XXVII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS WHO TEACH OR 

SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 309 36.1747 8.2364 0.4686 

Non-White 29 37.9655 8.7116 1.6177 

Position 

Teacher 238 35.6639 8.1029 0.5252 

Supervisor 100 37.9100 8.5210 0.8521 

Degree 

B.A. 99 36.0505 7.7491 0.7788 

M.A. 200 35.6500 8.4352 0.5965 

Ed.D/Ph.D 37 40.4054 7.6174 1.2523 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 60 35.7500 8.8253 1.1393 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 77 35.1948 7.9406 0.9049 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

159 36.5346 8.0691 8.0691 

Not Applicable 42 38 .4524 8.7156 8.7156 



137 

TABLE XXVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE DATA 
OF ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS WHO DO NOT TEACH 

OR SUPERVISE STUDENTS WHO SPEAK VBE 

Variable Number Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Race 

White 176 35.1364 8.0337 0.6056 

Non-White 15 36.8000 8.9299 2.3057 

Position 

Teacher 136 34.8823 8.0000 0.6860 

Supervisor 55 36.2182 8.3215 1.1221 

Degree 

B.A. 54 34.2778 8.4080 1.1442 

M.A. 116 35.6897 8.1191 0.7538 

Ed.D/Ph.D 18 35.1667 7.4931 1.7661 

Size of District 

Small (1-2,999) 49 34.2449 7.9622 1.1375 

Medium (3,000-9,999) 34 35.4118 9.8446 1.6883 

Large (10,000-
20,000+) 

83 
I 

35.8434 7.1183 0.7813 

Not Applicable 25 35.1600 9.0677 1.8135 
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TABLE XXIX 

TWO-WAY ANOVA: INFERENTIAL DATA FOR ATTITUDES 
OF RESPONDENTS TOWARD VBE 

Ethnic X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Ethnicity 1 123.127 1.824 0.177 

Dialect 1 134.191 1.988 0.159 

Ethnicity X Dialect 1 0.147 0.002 0.963 

Residual (Error) 525 67.485 • • • • • • • • 

Total 528 67.596 • • • • • • • t 

Position X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Position 1 404.277 6.042 0.014* 

Dialect 1 133.569 1.996 0.158 

Position X Dialect 1 20.854 0.312 0.577 

Residual (Error) 525 66.910 • • • • • • • 9 

Total 528 67.596 • t • • • • • • 

Degree X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 

Squares 
F 

Ratio Probability 

Degree 2 235.021 3.537 0.030* 

Dialect 1 124.497 1.874 0.172 

Degree X Dialect 2 158.875 2.391 0.093 

Residual (Error) 518 66.437 • • a • • • • • 

Total 523 67.566 • • • • • • • # 
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Size X Dialect Independent Variables 

Source of Variation d.f. 
Mean 
Squares 

F 
Ratio Probability 

Size 3 88.595 1.313 0.269 

Dialect 1 128.911 1.910 0.168 

Size X Dialect 3 43.078 0.638 0.591 

Residual (Error) 521 67.482 • • • • • • » • 

Total 528 67.596 • • • • • • • • 

* = Significant at the . 05 level 
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difference, thus accounting for the significant difference. 

A reverse order occurred for those who do not teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers as seen in Table 

XXVII. Those with M.A. degrees scored more positively, with 

the doctoral level and B.A. degree following; Table XXVIII 

indicates that slight numerical distinctions, however, differ-

entiated the three response groups although they were all 

strongly positive. 

While no significant difference in race was recorded, the 

non-white group registered the most positive level in the total 

response as recorded in Table XXVI as well as for those who 

teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers as 

reflected in Table XXVII and for those who do not teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers as indicated in Table 

XXVIII. Responses of the two groups were somewhat positive. 

Size of district also reflected somewhat positive attitudes 

for the total group with the non-district contingent being 

the most positive, with the large, medium, and small districts 

reflecting a descending order of response as indicated in 

Table XXVII. The non-district group of those who teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers was recorded in 

Table XXVII as being highly positive although the district 

sizes were somewhat positive. The order was reversed for the 

latter groups, however, since the small district category was 

second highest followed by the large district and the medium 
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size. According to Table XXVII indicating the attitudes of 

those who do not teach students who speak VBE or supervise 

their teachers, the large size was the most positive, the 

medium size next, the small size third, and the non—district 

group the least positive. All levels of those who do not teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers were some-

what positive. 

Chapter Summary 

Four null hypotheses were used to guide this study. 

Opinions of VBE, criteria for teaching VBE speakers, know-

ledge of VBE, and attitudes toward VBE were main effects 

in the factorial design employed to analyze responses 

statistically. The dialect of the students was the second 

factor for each variable. Demographic data supplied by 

respondents provided independent variable information on 

ethnic background of the respondent, present position of 

the respondent, highest degree held, and size of school 

district (a category which included university professors 

in a non-district grouping). Cross-tabulation of the demo-

graphic data with instrument responses provided the data 

for analysis. 

A two-way analysis of variance was used to analyze the 

data. Each hypothesis was accepted or rejected on the basis 

of a .05 level of significance. Mean differences were 

established and recorded in tables of descriptive statistics 
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for each hypothesis. Multiple comparison procedures were 

used to establish where mean differences existed; these 

inferential statistics were also recorded in tables to aid 

in the presentation of the findings. 

Table XXX presents a summary of the statistically signi-

ficant responses for the four hypotheses in relation to the 

independent variables and dialect factor. 

TABLE XXX 

SUMMARY OF STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT RESPONSES 

Variables 

Main Effects 

Variables Opinion Criteria Knowledge Attitude 

Ethnicity X 

Dialect X 

Position X X X X 

Dialect X 

Degree X X X 

Dialect X 

Size X X X 

Dialect X 

X = significance at the .05 level 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purposes of this study were to determine the per-

ceptions selected English teachers and language arts super-

visors held of the use of vernacular black English in schools 

in the State of Texas, whether these perceptions differed 

significantly, and whether those who teach students who speak 

VBE or supervise their teachers differed significantly from 

those who teach students who do not speak VBE or supervise 

their teachers. The focus of the subproblems was the 

determination of differences in opinion, perception of 

criteria for teaching students who speak VBE, knowledge of 

VBE, and attitude of respondents as a function of selected 

demographics. 

A review of the literature and existing research studies 

indicated the inadequacy of present teaching methods and 

procedures used for educating VBE speakers. Low student test 

scores attest to the lack of a coordinated program for VBE 

speakers. The inability of educators to isolate effective 

methods results in a variety of innovations that are in-

corporated into school systems sporadically, about which 

144 
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proponents and opponents make counter claims. One point of 

agreement exists, however, in the area of teacher attitude 

toward VBE and its speakers; the attitude of the instructor 

has been projected as the determining factor for success or 

failure of black-English-speakers. A thorough search of 

the literature failed to produce any research that dealt with 

Texas teachers and language arts supervisors in relation to 

students who speak VBE. 

In order to gather data for this study, an instrument 

was prepared by the investigator and validated by two English 

teachers who teach students who speak VBE and two English pro-

fessors at North Texas State University. Revision of the 

instrument was made following receipt of suggestions for 

clarification from the panel. The final instrument consisted 

of demographic data, Section I, and Section II. 

A total of 880 members of two professional organizations 

were selected to receive the instrument. English teachers and 

language arts supervisors were selected from the Texas Joint 

Council of Teachers of English and the Association for Texas 

Language Arts Supervision. A total of 96 duplicate names 

appeared on the two rolls; these names were deleted from the 

Texas Joint Council of Teachers of English roster of 2,288 

members. From the remaining 2,192 members, a random sample 

of 735 names was drawn to receive the questionnaire. Each 

of the 145 members of the Association for Texas Language Arts 
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Supervision was mailed a questionnaire due to its smaller 

membership. 

A total of 530 questionnaires was returned for the 880 

originally mailed. Responses to the 530 questionnaires pro-

vided the data for this study. 

Data derived from the questionnaire were treated statisti-

cally by means of two-way analysis of variance. 

Summary of Findings 

This section presents the findings for four hypotheses and 

thirteen research questions in two sections. The first section 

presents the four hypotheses in null form as they were postu-

lated for testing. These hypotheses were analyzed in Chapter 

IV. They are presented as subproblems. The second section 

presents the findings on thirteen research questions that 

were formulated to provide direction for the study. 

Subproblem 1 

1. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the opinions of respondents (grouped by race, position, 

degree held, and size of school district) who teach students 

who speak VBE or supervise their teachers from those who teach 

students who do not speak VBE or supervise their teachers as 

measured by the questionnaire. 

Hypothesis One was rejected on the basis of the reported 

data for two of the four demographic variables—position and 
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size of school district. A statistically significant 

difference existed at the .05 level between the perceptions 

of teachers and supervisors toward the use of VBE. Addi-

tionally, all four independent variables indicated a some-

what negative opinion of respondents toward the use of the 

black dialect. Supervisors consistently held more positive 

views than teachers, with the same results recorded for those 

who do not teach students who speak VBE as for those who do. 

The non-district members of the size of school district 

grouping accounted for the statistically significant difference. 

This group consisted primarily of English instructors or 

supervisors at the college level. 

The significant results for supervisors and the non-district 

group in relation to opinions of VBE suggested the possibility 

of a relation between the advanced position of the respondents 

and their acceptance of the dialect. Teachers in school 

districts apparently felt less open to the use of VBE. It 

also seemed possible that supervisors and college personnel 

were less closely associated with the dialect, a circumstance 

that could allow them to project a more distant and objective 

view. This possibility was born out by the data; those who 

teach students who do not speak VBE or supervise their teachers 

showed more positive opinions toward VBE than those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers. In 

addition, teachers who do not work with students who speak 

VBE evidenced a considerably more positive showing than those 

who do. 
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Neither race nor degree held was significantly different, 

although it is notable that those with doctoral degrees re-

vealed the most positive opinion ratio. While this did not 

indicate that the higher degree denoted more authoritative 

views toward the use of black English, it is possible to 

equate the advanced degree more consistently with institutions 

of higher learning, thus emphasizing the possibility of a 

greater emotional distance from VBE speakers as well as more 

advanced learning on the subject. 

Subproblem 2 

2. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the perceptions of respondents of criteria for teaching 

students who speak VBE (grouped by race, position, degree held, 

and size of school district) between those who teach students 

who speak VBE or their supervisors and those who do not teach 

students who speak VBE or their supervisors as measured by the 

questionnaire. 

Hypothesis Two was rejected on the basis of reported data 

from questionnaires by three of the four independent variable 

groupings. Position, degree held, and size of school district 

rejected the hypothesis at the .05 level, with all variables 

reflecting somewhat negative opinions toward criteria for 

teaching VBE speakers. 

Teachers, however, consistently evidenced a more positive 

rating than supervisors whether or not they teach students who 
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speak VBE. Those teachers who deal more directly with students 

appeared to evince greater concern about criteria for teaching 

the black dialect speaker than did the supervisors. The close 

association with students may account for the significant 

difference in mean response. 

The results of the degree held data analysis also suggested 

a like result. Those with bachelor's degrees gave consistently 

more positive opinions than those with master's degrees. The 

considerably less positive score of those with doctoral, degrees 

re-emphasizes that less personal involvement may result in a 

lowered concern for the mechanics of dealing with the specifics 

of VBE. 

The non-district group of the district size variable 

accounted for the significant difference in response means. 

These members projected a considerably less positive level in 

the somewhat negative range, a result that apparently indi-

cated a more limited concern relative to criteria for teaching 

VBE speakers. Little difference among response means occurred 

in the school district sizes. Small, medium, and large district 

response means were too similar to attempt any distinctions. 

The analogous responses, however, seemed to reflect the greater 

interest of school district personnel in providing a teaching 

base for black dialect speakers. 

The acceptance of Hypothesis Two by the race variable 

indicated that white and non-white educators perceived the 

criteria for teaching VBE speakers similarly. It should be 
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noted, however, that the white group of those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers had more 

positive response means than the non-white group, while the 

non-whites were slightly more positive than whites for those 

who teach students who do not speak VBE or supervise their 

teachers. This dochotomy may be the result of non*-white 

rejection of black dialect usage for those who teach students 

who speak VBE. 

Subproblem 3 

3. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the knowledge of respondents (grouped by race, position, 

degree held, and size of school district) of VBE between those 

who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers 

and those who teach students who do not speak VBE or super-

vise their teachers as measured by the questionnaire. 

Hypothesis Three was rejected on the basis of the find-

ings of the data. A significant difference at the .05 level 

of significance existed for all variables. Race, position, 

degree held, and size of school district showed differences 

in knowledge of VBE among the respondents according to the 

various categories. In addition, dialect for each variable 

evidenced a significant difference, indicating that knowledge 

of VBE was influenced by the factor of whether or not the 

educator teaches students who speak VBE. 
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White respondents' knowledge of VBE exceeded signifi-

cantly that of non-whites. It is possible that whites view 

VBE more positively as a dialect although both ethnic groups 

registered somewhat negative responses. Of special note was 

the greater gap in knowledge between whites and non-whites 

who do not teach VBE speakers or supervise their teachers; 

the non-whites were considerably less positive than the 

whites. Since the non-white educators represented only 9% 

of the total number of respondents, however, the ratio was 

too small to make other than cursory observations. 

Evidently those educators designated as supervisors had 

more knowledge of VBE than teachers. Significantly, both 

groups appeared in the somewhat positive range. This circum-

stance leads to the assumption that respondents1 knowledge 

of VBE was not extensive but contained positive elements. 

Supervisors of teachers of VBE speakers manifested a slightly 

greater degree of knowledge over teachers than those who do 

not work with students who speak vernacular black English. 

This suggested that a closer association with students who 

speak black dialect leads to increased knowledge. 

Respondents according to degree evinced mean responses 

that would have been expected. The respondents with doctorates 

accounted for the significant difference, showing a somewhat 

positive mean response considerably more positive than those 

with M.A. or B.A. degrees. Both of the latter were somewhat 
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negative with only slight variations in mean responses. 

From these results, knowledge of VBE appeared to be related 

to the attainment of advanced degrees. It may be that those 

who seek advanced degrees possess a higher level of academic 

curiosity and/or training relative to dialect usage. 

Size of school district data revealed that the non-

district responses were not only somewhat positive but also 

more positive than the school district personnel responses. 

In descending order with similar response means, large, 

medium, and small districts were all somewhat negative. A 

slightly higher mean appeared for medium-sized over large 

districts, however, for those who do not teach students who 

speak VBE or their supervisors. 

Size of district data followed the expected course relating 

to knowledge of VBE. The non-district educators would have 

been anticipated to be superior in knowledge although their 

low range of somewhat positive responses did not distinguish 

them from the district groups as markedly as might have been 

expected. The larger districts with greater incidence of 

inner city black communities that intensify linguistic 

differences evidenced more knowledge of black dialect for those 

who teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers, 

a not expected outcome; the slightly negative showing, however, 

raised the possibility of basic antipathy toward the use of 

VBE. 
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Subproblem 4. 

4. There will be no statistically significant difference 

in the attitudes of respondents (grouped by race, position, 

degree held, and size of school district) toward students who 

speak VBE as measured by the questionnaire. 

Hypothesis Four was rejected on the basis of data analysis 

for two of the four independent variables, position and degree 

held. No statistically significant differences for the main 

effect dialect existed for any of the variables. Disparity in 

relation to results for Hypotheses One, Two, and Three appeared, 

however, in the totally positive range of responses for Hypothesis 

Four. Due to the overwhelming incidence of somewhat negative 

response with an occasional low level somewhat positive re-

action, the positive aspect did not accord with the previous 

performances on opinion, criteria for teaching VBE speakers, 

and knowledge of the black dialect. 

Although both teachers and supervisors professed to 

strongly positive attitudes toward VBE, the strong supervisory 

response means accounted for the significant results. The 

response means were more positive and the differential greater 

between the two groups for those who teach students who speak 

VBE or supervise their teachers in opposition to those who do 

not work with black dialect speakers. This appeared to indicate 

that those who associated with students functioning in black 

English had more positive attitudes toward the dialect and its 

speakers than those who were isolated from that cultural group. 
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An extremely high strongly positive response was registered 

by those with doctoral degrees, especially for those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers. The 

master's group indicated only slight differences in response 

means from the bachelor's group and showed a slightly more 

positive level in the over-all descriptive analysis, but the 

master's degree group recorded a slightly less positive re-

sponse mean than the bachelor's degree group for those who 

teach students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers. This 

seemed to indicate an associative empathy for those who work 

more closely with black English speakers. The highly positive 

attitudinal approach of the doctoral degree holders suggested 

a more liberal attitude that may be the result of advanced 

knowledge of cultural dialects. Or it may indicate respondents1 

deliberate recourse to the positive answer. 

While the racial response means were not statistically sig-

nificant, the high, somewhat positive reaction was notable. 

Non-whites predictably offered a more positive response than 

whites in relation to all factors. 

Size of school district also showed no significant 

differences. The non-district group, however, recorded strongly 

positive responses while the school districts indicated somewhat 

positive reactions. The large district was the most positive, 

followed by the medium and smaller sizes. For those who teach 

students who speak VBE or supervise their teachers, though, 
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the small district reported slightly more positive responses 

than those of medium size. In addition, the non-district 

group of those who teach students who do not speak VBE or 

supervise their teachers indicated slightly less positive 

responses than those of large and medium sized school districts, 

with all groups being no more than somewhat positive. This 

response presented equivocal possibilities due to its incon-

gruence with previous responses. The most feasible approach, 

however, seemed to dictate the advisibility of disregarding 

this minor reversal since the non-district group as well 

as the large and medium sized school districts indicated 

such equal responses with extremely small statistical 

variation among them. 

Research Question Findings 

A series of thirteen research questions were posited to 

provide direction for various aspects of the study. The find-

ings are reported as they relate to the research questions 

which were investigated. 

1. Does the educator recognize VBE as a standard American 

dialect? 

While this question was answered affirmatively, the lack 

of strength in the response indicated opposition. Only a few 

respondents, 16.6%, answered with complete favor toward VBE 

as a standard American dialect, with the predominent percentage, 
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32.5%, of positive response being noted in the moderately 

agree category. The negative responses, however, fell mainly 

in the strongly disagree column, 24.9%. A smaller percentage, 

15.1%, expressed moderate disagreement. In addition, ten 

percent of the respondents failed to record an answer or 

selected no opinion, a circumstance that might be attributed 

to the reluctance of respondents to indicate their disapproval 

of acceptance of VBE as a dialect. 

2. Should all children be forced to function orally in 

one dialectical medium—standard English--in schools? 

An extremely favorable response to the mandatory use of 

standard English was recorded, with 74.0% of the respondents 

expressing agreement and 45.7% of that percentage indicating 

strong agreement. In addition, more than half, 63.6%, voiced 

the advisability of oral correction for grammatical or phono-

logical error. 

A corollary statement on the opinionnaire stating that 

VBE speakers should be allowed to speak their own dialect 

gained agreement of 49.4%, with 16.8% indicating strong agree-

ment. Only 40.4% objected. The apparent contradiction seemed 

to be clarified by notations from some respondents that use 

of VBE outside the school would be considered appropriate. 

It would seem, on the basis of the data, that ambiguity 

existed within the minds of the respondents. A surface approval 

of the use of VBE was expressed while a deeper element of dis-

approval appeard to emerge from the contradictory responses. 
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Correction of speech constitutes a means of eradicating the 

oral use of VBE. More than sixty percent approved of such 

correction, yet almost half of the respondents indicated that 

VBE speakers should be allowed to speak their own dialect. 

These contradictory responses indicated the possibility of 

hostility toward the use of VBE. 

3. Should standard English be taught as a second language? 

Teaching English as a second language for VBE speakers 

was rejected by respondents 57.9% to 33.5%, with 44.7% strongly 

objecting to such a procedure. Since the statement was posed 

directly to respondents on the questionnaire, this rejection 

appeared to be a straightforward disapprobation of that possi-

bility . 

4. Should dialect-based readers be used in beginning 

reading instruction for students who speak the dialect? 

Answers on the opinionnaire proclaimed absolute disapproval 

of dialect-based readers for beginning reading instruction. 

A total of 80.6% disagreed with the suggestion, with 63.6% 

expressing strong disapproval. Only 12.6% indicated approval 

and 10% of that percentage expressed only moderate agreement. 

The strong objection to the use of dialect-based readers 

seemed to emphasize the unacceptability of dialect-based 

readers to English teachers and language arts supervisors. 

5. Should tests be administered in the dialect of the 

VBE speaker? 
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Responses to the statement suggesting that tests should 

be administered in the VBE speaker's dialect indicated dis-

approval of such practice. Of 76.6% who disagreed, 54.9% 

expressed strong disagreement. Of 14.7% who approved, 11.7% 

indicated only moderate agreement. Rejection of tests in 

dialect form was complete and tended to support the rejection 

of VBE as a viable dialect. 

6. Does the educator believe that VBE has a set of lin-

guistic rules that can be categorized? 

Less than half of the respondents, 47.7%, perceived VBE 

as a speech form with a set of rules, with only 23.4% expres-

sing strong agreement. A fourth of the respondents, or 25.5% 

were unaware that classified rules have been documented for 

VBE. Either lack of knowledge or unwillingness to commit 

themselves could have accounted for the large percentage, 

25.8%, who responded with no opinion. 

In dealing with specifics related to the rules of VBE, 

however, the respondents indicated a greater cognition as 

well as evidencing an inconsistency since the pattern frequency 

of the specifics verifies the existence of rules, Recognizing 

that the use of be occurs according to a pattern elicited a 

66.4% positive response, with 33.8% of that statistic indica-

ting strong agreement, while a small 9.1% expressed disagreement. 

Noting that the practice of leaving off endings in VBE speech 

does not indicate carelessness were 58.1% with the largest 

percentage, 29.8%, indicating only moderate agreement. 
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These data suggested that a dearth of knowledge about 

VBE existed. When a recognizeable VBE feature was mentioned, 

the respondents appeared to relate to it more readily than 

to the direct approach specifying a set of rules. Moreover, 

the large percentage who expressed no opinion on the specifics— 

22.6% for be and 14.2% for leaving off endings—ostensibly 

indicated respondents' reluctance to commit themselves and, 

most of all, their refusal to admit that VBE is a standard 

dialect. 

7. Should special classes be offered for students who 

speak VBE? 

Of the 81% who disapproved of the idea of special classes 

for students who speak VBE, 63.6% indicated strong disagreement, 

The few who approved of special classes totaled 6.6%, with 

4.3% giving only moderate approval. 

Rejection of special classes for VBE speakers may indicate 

the educators' desire to keep students from being isolated in 

separate classes due to their language difference. It seems 

more possible, however, that educators resent the creation of 

classes for these special students, that educators expect the 

VBE speakers to gain standard English training through motiva-

tion, and that educators fail to recognize the learning 

difficulties for students who speak VBE. 

8. What type of training should be given to teachers of 

VBE speakers? 
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Too few responses, 8.5%, were recorded to permit a 

statistical analysis relating to the type of training for 

teachers of VBE speakers. The specified choices that were 

minimally marked were as follows: 

No training 
To Speak the VBE dialect of the students 
Learn the rules of VBE 
Study the culture of the black students 
Learn about the community of the black students 
Other 

Write in responses concentrated on the need for strong standard 

English training, linguistic education in standard English, 

classes in sociolinguistics, or foreign language study. 

A predominent answer indicated that teacher training 

should not be "required" but should be a voluntary effort. 

Respondents further suggested that emphasis should be placed 

on student effort instead of teachers, that the VBE speakers 

need to learn to cope with standard English rather than train-

ing teachers to work with the student language problem. 

9. Does the educator consider VBE to be a part of the 

pathology of cultural deprivation? 

The largest percentage of respondents, 47.1%, perceived 

that VBE is not a part of the pathology of cultural depriva-

tion, with more than half of that number expressing only 

moderate agreement. Of the 40.5% who agreed that VBE is 

associated with cultural deprivation, 27.5% indicated moderate 

agreement. The 6.6% differential between the percentages 

appears to be insufficient to base any assumption of rejection 

in view of the lack of conviction that was evident from the 
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large percentage of moderate responses. 

10. Does the educator consider VBE an inferior 

linguistic system? 

Respondents indicated that VBE is not an inferior language 

system, recording 50.6% in disagreement. Of that percentage, 

28.5% strongly disagreed with the statement that VBE is an 

inferior dialect. Of the 27.5% who perceived VBE as inferior, 

13.0% indicated strong agreement. 

While the positive perceptions of VBE as a dialect of 

stature appeared to be projected by the data, the high 

percentage of those who expressed no opinion, 20.2%, suggested 

other possibilities. The unwillingness to make a commitment 

suggested that those respondents did not desire to express their 

true opinion. A lack of knowledge or concern for exactitude 

by respondents did not seem to apply in relation to the concept 

of inferiority. 

11. Does the educator believe that the use of VBE retards 

a child's ability to learn standard English? 

Respondents indicated strong support for the theory that 

the use of VBE is a barrier to learning standard English. A 

total of 54.0% agreed with that concept. Furthermore, only 

a few respondents, 7.5%, failed to record preferences, an 

apparent indication that the respondents felt comfortable 

registering their perceptions of that aspect. 

12. Should the use of VBE be mandated as a teaching tool 

in schools where black students are present in significant 

numbers? 
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The use of VBE as a teaching tool was rejected by respon-

dents with very little dissension. Responses indicated strong 

disapproval of VBE usage in educational practice. Of the 83.9% 

who were against mandatory use of VBE, 71.1% expressed strong 

disapproval. Although some respondents indicated that the 

elementary levels, particularly kindergarten through the second 

grade, might use VBE in the curriculum if it were mandated, 

more than half supplied vehement responses indicating that VBE 

must not be used at any level. The responses were mostly 

reluctant with respondents indicating that they answered only 

because of their desire to respond to the survey. 

13. How much training should teachers of VBE speakers 

be required to have? 

Even though respondents expressed approval of teacher 

training for those who work with students who speak VBE with 

a 67.4% approval response, few ventured to indicate how much 

training or where teachers should be trained. It is possible 

that the respondents were unable to make such a determination 

based on their knowledge of available resources. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The data in this study supports the conclusion that 

English teachers and supervisors in Texas hold negative 

attitudes of vernacular black English and, by implication, 

its users. Response analyses for Hypotheses One, Two and 
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Three substantiate this view. Significant and non—significant 

findings almost exclusively fall within the negative range 

of response. Whether defining opinion, knowledge, or 

criteria for teaching those who speak VBE, a pervading 

reaction of disapproval permeates the data. 

Furthermore, the fact that Hypothesis Four results fall 

in approximately inverse order to that of the other three 

hypotheses minimizes the possibility that attitudes toward 

VBE and its users are indeed positive as the data indicates, 

The attitudes as expressed relegate VBE to the position of a 

prestige dialect, yet all other signs are at variance with 

that possibility. Rather than a proclamation of positive 

attitudes toward the black dialect and its speakers, the 

result implies that the respondents were aware of the positive 

and negative denotations and connotations of opinionnaire 

items in the attitudinal section and assigned their responses 

accordingly. 

Evidence supports the conclusion that teachers oppose 

the use of VBE in the schools. Reasons for this reaction may 

stem from concern for the welfare of the VBE speaker. The 

educator may believe that the happiness and prosperity of 

the black dialect user may hinge upon his ability to function 

effectively in standard English. Accepted in this context, 

abolishing the use of VBE in schools, if it is possible, seems 

to be a worthwhile goal. If indeed the use of VBE is a barrier 

to learning standard English as respondents believe, getting 
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rid of the black dialect appears a feasible response. Con 

tradictory witness of respondents on other questions, however, 

suggests that teachers oppose the use of VBE in schools partly 

because of their animadversion for the dialect and because of 

-their inability to understand how to deal with it. 

The data further supports the conclusion that English 

teachers and language arts supervisors in Texas who work with 

students who speak VBE have more knowledge of the black dialect 

than those who do not teach students who speak VBE or supervise 

their teachers. Hypothesis Three shows that differences in 

knowledge of VBE at the .05 level directly relate to dialect. 

The implication emerges that those who teach students who do 

not speak VBE or supervise their teachers have less knowledge 

of the black dialect than those who work with students who 

speak VBE. 

Since those who speak VBE are often concentrated in large 

Texas cities in cultural groups, many instructors are unfamiliar 

with the dialect and its users. Few districts in Texas train 

teachers to work with those who speak the black dialect, so 

teachers work out student language problems from whatever 

limited knowledge and expertise they have. This suggests that 

the ducational force in Texas entrusted with language instruction 

does not know enough about VBE to deal effectively with black 

dialect speakers. 

Although data on knowledge of VBE projected somewhat 

positive results in part, the basically negative reaction 



165 

indicates censure of the black dialect, Evidence indicates 

that those who do not work with VBE speakers have little 

background to develop an understanding and/or empathy for 

that dialect and its user. 

A final conclusion that impacts on the problem of 

effective education for VBE speakers is that teachers who 

work with students who speak VBE should be trained to under-

stand the language and culture of their charges. The data 

verifies the need for such instruction. With evidence indi-

cating that English personnel in Texas schools lack know-

ledge of VBE and with the increasing need for effective 

curricular programs for low scoring students who speak VBE, 

teacher training may provide a concrete platform through which 

knowledge of VBE may be gained and attitudes changed, thereby 

increasing the learning possibilities for black dialect speakers 

Recommendations 

On the basis of these data, several recommendations con-

cerning the teaching of students who speak vernacular black 

English and the training of teachers are made. 

No further study of opinions, knowledge, criteria for 

teaching VBE speakers, and attitudes of Texas teachers toward 

the use of VBE should be made. From previous research, it is 

clear that the attitude of the teacher is a primary factor in 

determining the learning success of a student. From this 

study, the negative attitudes that prevail in Texas schools 
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are apparent. More analyses of the same areas as this one 

would be redundant and therefore unproductive. If further 

studies are made, they should be formulated to determine why 

attitudes of teachers are negative toward the use of vernacular 

black English and its speakers. 

A teacher training program should be implemented in Texas 

schools where a significant number of VBE speakers exist. 

With the precedent of the district court decision in the Martin 

Luther King case in Ann Arbor, Michigan, the courts can order 

such programs if petitioned. Since negative attitudes of 

teachers seem to be at the root of the problem, changing those 

attitudes should improve educational possibilities for black-

dialect speakers. To instigate teacher training when the need 

for it is substantiated seems more efficacious than failing to 

respond to the need. Therefore, inservice programs, college 

courses, and/or other training seem to be warranted. 

No use of VBE related materials should be mandated in 

Texas schools. Furthermore, teachers should not be required 

to use the black dialect to teach students. Effective use of 

such tools depends upon the acceptance and cooperation of the 

educators, and Texas educators are not amenable to such pro-

cedures. In addition, research on the effectiveness of those 

teaching procedures has been inconclusive, so their use would 

be premature. 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 

This questionnaire is designed to provide you with the opportunity to express your 

perceptions of the use of Vernacular Black English. The information wil l be treated 

confidentially. 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 

Please check ( V ) the appropriate space in each column. 

Ethnic background: 

Black 

Hispanic 

White 

Other - Specify 

Present Position: 

English Teacher in 
Public School 

English Teacher in 
Non-Public School 

Supervisor in 
Public School 

Supervisor in 
Non-Public School 

Size of School District: 

Less than 1 ,500 ADA 

^ 1 ,500 2 ,999 ADA 

3 , 0 0 0 - 4 ,999 ADA 

5 , 0 0 0 - 9 ,999 ADA 

1 0 , 0 0 0 - 19,999 ADA 

2 0 , 0 0 0 + ADA 

Non-Applicable 

Highest Degree Earned: 

Baccalaureate 

Master's 

Doctorate 

Other - Specify 

Do you teach or supervise students who speak Vernacular Eilack English? 

Yes 

No 

168 
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OPINIONNAIRE 
Section i 

The following statements concern the use of Vernacular Black English and its acceptance by 

educators in schools. 

Please indicate wi th a check mark K ) on the scale below the degree to which youi believe 
each of the factors relating to the dialect of Black students called Vernacular Black English. 

0> 
2 » a £ m 

a s 2 5 z 

1. Vernacular Black English is an effective 
communication system. 

2. Vernacular Black English is as effective 
for communicating as is standard English. 

3. Vernacular Black English is merely 
another speech style. 

4. Vernacular Black English is a standard 
American dialect. 

^5. Vernacular Black English speakers should 
be orally corrected for grammatical or 
phonological errors. 

6. Vernacular Black English speakers should 
be required to speak standard English. 

7. Vernacular Black English speakers should 
be drilled in standard English grammar. 

8. Vernacular Black English speakers should 
be allowed to speak their own dialect. 

9. Vernacular Black English should be 
considered a separate language. 

10. Standard English should be taught to 
Vernacular Black English speakers as 
a second language. 

11. If Vernacular Black English is incorporated 
into the curriculum, it will serve to 
harm Vernacular Black English speakers 
more than it wil l help them. 

12. Reading in standard English should be 
delayed until Vernacular Black English 
speakers read in their own dialect. 

13. Student materials should be translated 
into the Vernacular Black English 
dialect of the speaker in the lower 
elementary grades. 

14. Dialect-based readers should be used for 
beginning reading instruction. 

15. Tests in standard English given to 
Vernacular Black English speakers are 
discriminatory. 

16. Tests should be administered in the 
dialect of the Vernacular Black English 
speaker. 

17. The use of be by Vernacular Black English 
speakers occurs according to a pattern. 
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18. Leaving of f endings in Vernacular Black 

English speech is carelessness. 

19. Vernacular Black English has a set of 

rules. 

2 0 . Vernacular Black English has a language 

system. 
2 1 . Teachers of Vernacular Black English 

speakers should learn to speak Vernacular 
Black English. 

22 . Teachers of Vernacular Black English 
speakers should be required t o spend 
t ime in the communi ty of their students. 

2 3 . Only teachers w h o themselves have spoken 
Vernacular Black English can be effect ive 

in teaching students w h o speak Vernacular 

Black English. 
2 4 . Teachers of Vernacular Black English 

speakers should be required t o read 
research on Black English. 

2 5 . Vernacular Black English is the dialect 
of poverty. 

2 6 . Vernacular Black English is spoken by the 
uneducated person. 

27 . Vernacular Black English is a substandard 
dialect. 

28 . Vernacular Black English is an inferior 
dialect. 

29 . Vernacular Black English is a corrupt ion 
of standard English. 

3 0 . Vernacular Black English is a careless 
fo rm of English. 

3 1 . Vernacular Black English speakers hear 
dif ferent sounds f rom standard English 
speakers. 

32 . Vernacular Black English speakers cannot 
speak the sounds of standard English. 

3 3 . Vernacular Black English speakers cannot 
learn standard English. 

3 4 . Speaking Vernacular Black English is a barrier 
to learning standard English. 

3 5 . Speaking Vernacular Black English 
interferes w i t h learning standard 
English. 

36 . Special classes in wh ich Vernacular 
Black English is used should be offered 
for all Vernacular Black English speakers. 

37 . Vernacular Black English should be used 
orally by teachers of s tudents where 
Vernacular Black English speakers are 
taught . 

3 8 . The use of Vernacular Black English 
should be mandated as a teaching tool 
in schools where Black s tudents are 
present in signif icant numbers. 

3 9 . If Vernacular Black English is 
incorporated into the curr iculum, at 
w h a t grade levels should it be taught , 
e.g., K through 4? 
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Section II 

Please answer the following statement by placing a check mark {</) by the answer you feel 

is most appropriate. 

1. Teachers of Vernacular Black English speakers should be trained to understand their 

language, values, and culture. 

Yes 

No 

Undecided 

On the following questions, place check marks (V') by the answer or answers you feel are 
most appropriate. (Check as many answers as are necessary to convey your feelings.) 

2. What elements, if any, should be added to the curriculum in schools wi th significant 

numbers of students who speak Vernacular Black English? 

None 

Dialect-based textbooks 

_ _ _ _ _ Tests administered in Vernacular Black English 

Student writ ing in dialect 

Teaching in the dialect of the Vernacular Black English speakers 

Other — Specify — 

3. What type of training should teachers of Vernacular Black English speakers be required 

to take? 

No training 

To speak the Vernacular Black English dialect of the students 

Learn the rules of Vernacular Black English 

Study the culture of the Black students 

Learn about the community of the Black students 

Other — Specify — 

Where should teachers of students who speak Vernacular Black English be given training, 

if any training is deemed appropriate? 

None 

Inservice training 

College Courses 

District Courses 

Other — Specify 



APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE LETTER TO BE SENT WITH SURVEY 



Dear 

Will you please take a few minutes and answer the 
following questionnaire and return it to me in the en-
closed envelope? 

Your answers will help me arrive at some answers 
to the serious questions which have been raised about 
black English and the possibility of its being taught 
in the public schools. Since your answers will repre-
sent the opinions of many educators, your cooperation 
is critical to the successful completion of this study. 

Your responses will be accorded complete anonymity 
as data will be used to produce statistical reports 
reflecting over—all responses. 

Your participation in this effort is appreciated. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mary Canuteson 

John J. Horvat, Ph.D 
Professor of Education 
North Texas State University 

Enclosures 
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE OF FOLLOW-UP LETTER TO 
NON-RESPONDENTS TO SURVEY 



Dear 

Several weeks ago a questionnaire was mailed to 
you requesting your opinions about black English. I 
would like to record your responses along with those 
that have already been received. Your answers are o 
critical importance to the study. 

I am enclosing another questionnaire for you to 
complete in the event the one mailed to you was mis-
placed. Please complete the questionnaire and return 
it in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope, 
jf your survey responses have been mailed, please 
disregard this letter. 

Thank you for your cooperation and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Canuteson 

mc 

Enclosures 
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