Standard English, the National Curriculum, and
linguistic disadvantage: a sociolinguistic account of
the careful speech of Tyneside adolescents.

James Richard Crinson
April 1997

NEWCASTLE UNIVERSITY LIBRARY

w-—n““m““w““““wm“““““ﬂﬂ““““www

m““““uﬂ“m“wﬂm“ﬂ““w““ﬂrwm““““ww“

/lfe.sis | 5ALA

A thesis submitted to the University of Newcastle upon Tyne in fulfilment of the

requirements for the award of the degree of Doctor of Philosophy



For Lesley, Jessica, and Robin

11

A



111

Acknowledgements

My thanks go to many people who have provided support of one kind or another with
this work. First of all my thanks to Prof Lesley Milroy who patiently guided me towards
seeing the true nature of the work I was doing, and who helped me as far as possible with
finding an appropriate shape for this thesis. Thanks are also due to Dr Li Wei and Dr Gerry
Docherty for help along the way, and to Dr David Walshaw for help with analysing the
statistics, and to Peter Haycock of Alderson Dodds, Blyth for help and advice on IT issues,
and Doug and Phil in the department. My thanks also to Bea Reed, Kathy Given and Beth

Ashforth from the University of Northumbria who provided ideas and interest, and to my
students at Northumbria who had to listen to some of this more than they might have wished!

[ am gratetul to the headteachers and staff at Greenbelt and Townhead schools for
allowing me access to their pupils, and for their willing support. My thanks also to the pupils
for their company when I made the recordings: in many ways the most interesting part of the

preparation of the thesis.

My thanks also to the staff and pupils of my current school, Holystone First School,
who have borne with me when I have been somewhat abstracted!

Finally my thanks and love to my wite Lesley, without whose advice and support I
would certainly have given up when a change of job made the writing of this thesis much
harder than I had imagined. The same to my children Jessica and Robin, who think that
writing a PhD takes a lifetime and who have always taken an interest in 1t above and beyond

the call of duty!




1V

Abstract

This study investigates adolescents' use of standard English in situations requiring careful
speech. An account is given of the historical, political, linguistic and educational
development of the concept of standard English, with particular emphasis on spoken standard
English. Popular conceptions of 'correct speech' are also considered, and all of these are
related to requirements in the National Curriculum for England and Wales for the teaching of
spoken standard English. This 1s related to a specific case, namely that of Tyneside English.
This variety 1s described, and an account is given of the area and its main social and
economic characteristics. Twenty four adolescents are chosen from two_schools which

contrast highly in terms of socioeconomic profile. The individuals are also selected to

provide a spread of levels of attainment, and both sexes are equall§ represented.

-

Phonological, grammatical, lexical and discourse variables are quantified using Labovian

quantification techniques and approaches which involve counting non-standard variants over

a period of time. Principal linguistic variables are: glottalised variants of (p) (t) and (k); non
standard verb and pronoun forms; non-standard lexical items, and certain kinds of discourse
markers. This process provides evidence of the extent to which young people use or do not
use spoken standard English. It 1s shown that in more careful speech young people from more
and less privileged backgrounds use only small frequencies of non-standard variants, but that
within this relatively small number differences do exist: certain items are used mainly by less
privileged boys, others mainly by girls, others by more privileged individuals in general. Use
of non-standard speech 1s shown to differ for different groups at different linguistic levels.
Important differences 1in gender and in social class emerge, but attainment also appears to
have a significant bearing on children's use of spoken standard English. The study concludes

by discussing pedagogical approaches which might increase awareness of 1ssues associated

with standard English.
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1. Introduction

This study originated from a remark made by a teacher in one of the schools in the
study, concerning spoken standard English. At the time there had been considerable debate
about whether, when and how pupils should be "taught" spoken standard English. The
teacher remarked that he felt that this was not necessary, since his pupils could, on leaving
school, speak standard English when they considered it necessary. He produced as evidence
tfor this work which he had carried out with pupils in drama lessons over a number of years.
Whenever they found themselves in role as a high status person, they changed their modes of
speech to a marked degree. As a drama teacher myself I was well aware of thisiphenomenon.
However, I felt that what occurred in drama could not be directly applied to what children
might or might not do in real life (a view originally expressed by A.D. Edwards (personal

communication)). The insight was nevertheless a valuable one, and a view which could be

tested using the methods of quantitative sociolinguistics. This study intends to shed some
light on this phenomenon, while at the same time 1nvestigating contlicting notions of standard

English as they impinge on the teaching and learning ot standard English 1n schools

1.1. Main aims
The aims of the present study are theretore as follows:

e To investigate children's use of standard English used 1n formal situations. To establish
what young people actually did when speaking to a stranger 1n using caretful speech, and
whether there were any differences between the kinds of speech used by boys as opposed
to girls, lower class as opposed to higher social class, and lower-attaining as opposed to
higher-attaining puplils.

o To investigate the notion of standard English as currently used by a variety of people:

linguists, educationalists, and non-specialists, especially politicians. The aim here would




be to establish how conflicting criteria might give rise to confusion in legal, educational,
linguistic and pedagogical operationalisations of the concept of standard English.

» To place the above investigation in the social educational and political context of current

debates on language and education.

1.2. Areas of study

The first part of the study looks at three aspects of standard English:
legislative/political, educational/linguistic and historical/linguistic. Thus we consider the
reports and Acts of Parliament which affect the teaching of standard English, and spoken
standard English 1n particular. We consider a range of movements in education and in
language/linguistics which have had an impact on the teaching of standard English, including
notions of compensatory education and linguistic disadvantage. And finally 1n this section we
consider the history of standard languages in general, and the relationship of non-standard
dialects and languages to them. An account i1s given of Tyneside English and its development,
and how the vernacular in Tyneside 1s used today. Some background is also provided on the
Tyneside area, and its historical, geographical, and industrial context, in order to enable the

reader to understand the context in which the individuals in the study operate.

The empirical part of the study incorporates a number of different disciplines and
procedures. Formal interviews were carried out with 24 pupils lasting between 45 minutes
and an hour. These were analysed according to procedures which derive from the quantitative
approach to sociolinguistics pioneered by William Labov (e.g. 1972a, 1972b), and developed
by Trudgill (1978) and Milroy (1987a) amongst others. Some consideration 1s also given to
discourse markers in the speech of the youngsters in the study, using as a theoretical
background the work of Schiffrin (1987). The work done by Giles and his associates 1n
Wales and Canada on Communication Accommodation Theory (CAT) 1s also considered
when analysing the social context of the interviews, and the effect of different perceptions of

the interview on the language used (e.g. Giles (1973) Giles and Powesland (1975), Giles and

Coupland (1991)).



Three strands - linguistic, historical, and educational combine to make up the current
situation regarding standard English, where educators are required by law to teach it to
children. The present study aims, in teasing out the complex background to this concept, to
shed some light on the current status of standard English. and to enable educators to make
rational decisions as to when and how and indeed whether to intervene to equip children with

the linguistic skills they need for adult life.

1.3. Organisation of the study

The study begins (Chapters 2 & 3) with a look at the educational background to the
study, 1n terms of the legal framework, the links between language and education, and issues
surrounding linguistic disadvantage. We consider in Chapter 2 government reports on
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English, from the Newbolt report in 1921 to the revision of the National Curriculum by
Dearing 1n 1995, 1n the light of developing official views to the teaching of spoken English.

Chapter 3 discusses compensatory education and linguistic deficit theories, from their
beginnings in America, through the work of Bernstein, to Labov. We consider recent work on
spoken English, including the work of the National Oracy Project, and the work of linguists
such as Halliday, Labov, Trudgill and Wells. The section concludes by considering work on
school culture (especially Eckert (1988, 1989). We also consider the work of influential
developments within education which have had an impact on the teaching of English. These
include the work of Wells et al in Bristol (1981 1985 1987), The National Oracy Project (e.g.
Norman (1992) the work of the Language in Use team (e.g. Doughty et al 1971) , and the
LINC (Language in the national Curriculum) project) e.g. Carter (1992).

Chapter 4 constitutes a consideration of the historical and theoretical background to
the concept of standard English. We look at what a standard language can be considered to
be, and work from a particular definition stemming from the work of Kloss (1967), and
developed by Joseph (1987). We consider the way Latin and English emerged as standard
languages, and noted that the key factors in the emergence of these were historical. social and

political, not linguistic. We consider the development of English towards standardisation in



greater detail, and then consider the differences between present day standard languages, and
dialects, looking at the reasons given for considering standard languages to be superior. The
example of Irish and its relationship with standard English is considered. The history of
prescriptivism in language is discussed, considering the ideas of eighteenth century writers
such as Swift and Johnson, and nineteenth century writers such as Archbishop Trench.
Milroy and Milroy (1985) 1s used as a basis for distinguishing two traditions of
prescriptivism about language, and the legacy of these traditions in modern day writers such
as Honey (1983) and Marenbon (1987), whose work has been heavily influential on many of
the politicians charged with supervising the development of a curriculum for English. The
chapter concludes with a description of Tyneside English, and its differences from standard
English.

Chapter 5 moves on the social and regional background to Tyneside, in terms of
geography, housing, industry, and cultural life, and dialect. The aim here 1s to create a
context for the account of the empirical investigation which follows. Figures are included
which 1llustrate the relative decline of heavy industry, and the increase ot thg Service sector.
Unemployment and other indices of deprivation are considered for the difterent wards 1n
North Tyneside where the two schools are located. Full descriptions are given of the two

towns in the study, and of the schools. The backgrounds of pupils are also discussed 1n this

section.

Chapter 5 describes the procedures adopted for the collection of data. The pilot
project which was carried out to test some of the ideas in the study 1s described. Issues such
as the age groups chosen, composition of groups, and the fundamental 1dea of contrasting
research sites are dealt with in this chapter. An account 1s given of the treatment of non-
linguistic variables of social class, sex, and attainment.

Chapter 6 provides a full account of the linguistic literature which provides a basis
for the study reported here. Background detail is provided for the methods used for analysing
the data at all linguistic levels. Thus, with regard to the phonological variables, the work of
Labov. Milroy Trudgill and others 1s discussed, and the relevance of the quantitative

approach is outlined. We consider various approaches to the quantitative analysis of



glottalised variants of fortis stops, and the theoretical justification for the approach adopted
In the present study is outlined, giving especial emphasis to an approach based on syllables
rather than words. Similar background is provided for the study of the grammatical, lexical
and discourse variables analysed in this thesis, looking in particular at the kinds of variables
studied and their relevance to the teaching of spoken standard English. Chapter 6 also
considers relevant non-linguistic variables, 1.e. age, sex, social class and attainment, reterring
In each case to difficulties and issues regarding the use of these as variables in a
sociolinguistic study. We might point out here (and see further below 6.2) that we will follow
the National Curriculum in referring to all aspects of syntax and morphology as grammar.
The chapter concludes with a consideration of three important sociolinguistic 1ssues which
have particular bearing on the analysis of real-life conversational data. Thése issues are:
speech style, linguistic 1dentity, and the selection of speakers. In each cas% literature 1s
considered which has relevance to standard English. Particularly important here 1s the work
of Giles, Coupland‘ and others involved with social psychology and communication
accommodation theory; the work of John Gumperz; and the work ot Le Page.

Chapter 7 outlines the methods adopted in collecting the data. An account 1s given of
the pilot project, and what was learned as a result of this. Then the procedures adopted 1n the
main study are described, including procedures for selecting individual subjects, data
collection, interviewing, and recording procedures.

Chapter 8 provides an account of the linguistic procedures used 1n analysing the
data. The classification system for the phonological variables 1s described and exemplified,

and environments which were excluded are also explained. Examples are given of

grammatical and lexical items which were counted as non-standard, and some technical
problems concerning the borderline between lexical and phonological tokens are also
exemplified. A broad classification 1s introduced for the discourse and pragmatic markers
which were used as variables, using the work of Schiffrin (1987). The chapter concludes with
a discussion of the statistical techniques used to analyse the data.

Chapter 9 presents the results of the analysis. Results are presented for data at the

various linguistic levels (phonology, grammar, lexis, and discourse). First of all they are



presented according to one non-linguistic level: sex, school (social class) and attainment.
Then the data are analysed according to two non-linguistic levels, to show the interaction of
the two vanables.

Chapter 10 summarises the findings from the current research. It considers the ways
in which the term standard English has proved useful, and whether in fact the individuals 1n
the study can use standard English in the range of linguistic levels studied. Some key 1ssues
are 1dentified which would be relevant to teachers and to those who may revise the national
curriculum for English. An assessment 1s made of the contribution of the present study to
educational and linguistic debates.

Chapter 11 briefly summarises where the contribution of the present study might lie,
and the limitations of the present study and possible avenues for future research are
identified.

We begin, howevér, with the political and legislative background through which

spoken standard English became a salient issue in educational thinking in England and

Wales.



2.

Standard English and education: historical and political|

perspectives

2.1. Introduction
The first two chapters of the study concern the relationship between standard English.
education, and linguistic disadvantage. We bring together a number of rather disparate
strands which constitute essential background for any account of language i1ssues in schools.
In the present chapter the main 1ssue 1s the complicated history of standard English in relation
to education. We consider government reports which touch on the teaching of English right
up to the review of the National Curriculum carried out by Sir Ron Dearing in 1995. In
Chapter Three we consider various perspectives on the nature of spoken English as perceived
by scholars from the fields of education, linguistics, and sociology, and the approaches
recommended by these scholars to the central problem of perceived disadvantage on the part
of lower class and ethnic minority children. We finally consider ethnographic work 1n
education which explores the culture of the school. These two chapters attempt to pull
together the diverse strands of thought which make up current pedagogy in spoken English,

and the role of standard English within this, before moving on to looking at standard English

from a historical and linguistic perspective.

As mentioned in chapter 1, and discussed further in 6.3, the term grammar in the

present study 1s used to cover syntax and morphology, following the usage in government

documents.

2.2. Conflicting views of English

The place of English 1n the school curriculum has never been clear. Crowley (1989)
discusses the progress of English in the school curriculum, and argues that social and
political ideology has never been far away. The aim to create social homogeneity has been

one strand of this. Sampson (1921:35), for example, argues that
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There is no class in the country that does not need a full education in English.
Possibly a common basis of education might do much to mutigate the class

antagonism that is dangerously keen at the moment, and shows no sign of losing 1ts
edge...If we want that class antagonism to be mitigated, we must abandon our system
of class education and find some form of education common to the schools of all

classes. ...The one common basis of the common culture 1s the common tongue.
(1921:35)

Another has been to move English into the place formerly held by Latin and Greek: hence the
emphasis on the study of great writers (Shayer (1970), provides an account of this process).
Another view of the purpose of teaching English has been to counteract 'barbarism'.
The Newbolt report (1921), set up to bring about the aim of a common curriculum based on
English envisaged by Sampson, describes the job of the Elementary School teacher as 'to
fight against the powerful inftluences of evil habits of speech contracted in home and street.
The teacher's struggle 1s not with 1gnorance but with a perverted power.' (1921:59) The 1dea

of teaching standard English was also being envisaged in this period:

First, systematic training in the sounded speech of standard English, to secure correct
pronunciation and clear articulation: second, systematic training in the use of
standard English, to secure clearness and correctness both in oral expression and in

writing....(Newbolt 1921:19).

The Cox Report (D.E.S. 1989:2.20-2.27) presents several views of English teaching
which it says co-exist in English and Welsh schools. The views are based on the following:
e personal growth;
e cross-curricular (emphasising the role English plays in supporting other subjects);

e adult needs (needs of employers and of children themselves);

e cultural hentage;

e cultural analysis.

[t will readily be seen that these do not all sit easily with the need to teach standard
English, though some clearly do. English as a school (and indeed university) subject is and
has always been a battlefield, and 1t has always been a vehicle for political and public
concerns (see 4.5 for a discussion of expressions of these concerns in newspapers, in the

courts, from politicians (the Conservative cabinet minister Norman Tebbit), and from

members of the British royal family (Prince Charles). Gramsci argued that debates about



standard language become especially intense when other problems are also occurring, for
example ‘the formation and enlargement of the governing class' (1985:183). We need to
consider the common threads in this historical debate, and to see if any light can be shed on

the current situation which obtains in the National Curriculum for England and Wales.

2.3. Government reports on English

There have been a number of reports on the place of English in schools. The major
ones are Newbolt (Ministry of Education 1921) Bullock (Department of Education and
Science 1975) Kingman (Department of Education and Science 1988) Cox (Department of
Education and Science 1989), and the revisions leading to the Dearing Review (Department
for Education 1995): which was preceded by reports in 1993 and 1994. The laét differs in that

It was a revision of the whole curriculum and the others related purely to English. It differs

also 1n that 1t was a revision led by Department for Education officials with commuttees of
(mainly) teachers as sounding boards. The others had been staffed by expert_s on English,
with a small presence of primary headteachers and secondary English specialists.

In addition to these reports have been numerous 1nitiatives, sponsored by government
or by quasi-official bodies such as the Schools' Council, the National Curriculum Council,
(N.C.C.) and the Schools' Curriculum and Assessment Authority (S.C.A.A.). These include
the National Oracy Project, the National Writing Project, and the Language 1n the National
Curriculum Project (L.I.N.C.). I shall have more to say on these later.

In many ways the debate has been remarkably static for at least 80 years. On the
other hand the terminology has changed, as has the research base on which the conclusions
are built. What follows 1s an attempt to disentangle some of the threads in national reports on
the teaching of English, and particularly those threads which relate to the seemingly new

primacy of standard English in the National Curriculum.
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2.4. The Newbolt report (1921)

The Newbolt report (1921) stressed two aspects of English: (a) the command of the
mother tongue as a means of communication, and (b) the study of literature as a record of
human thought and experience. It advocated a move from classical literature to English
literature. It also emphasised English as a mode of communication, however, and stated that
every teacher in English is a teacher of English' (1921:243, original italics). It recommended
more speech and drama work, and the teaching of a grammar of function rather than form. It
hoped also for a uniform grammatical terminology: the wish also enshrined in the terms of
reference for the Kingman committee. The hope for a more effective command of the
communicative aspects of English are captured in the comments from employers who
submitted evidence. Lever Brothers, detergent manufacturers, in written representation the
committee, commented that "it 1s a great surprise and disappointment to us to find that our
young employees are so hdpelessly deficient in their command of English. (1921:350). The
Board of Education document relating the Newbolt report to elementary schools (ages 5 - 14)

(Board of Education 1925) comments that:

The definite progressive training which 1s required to widen experience, to build up
vocabulary, to cultivate the ear and the voice, to refine utterance and to correct bad
habits of speech, has not generally received sutficient attention...not infrequently the
outside influences outweigh the influence of the school, and the children's speech
degenerates as they grow older. (1925:11-12)

The emphasis on degeneration, poor standards, and bad habits 1in spoken English 1s one which
remains with us in 'folk linguistics' (a term used in Doughty et al 1972) to the present day.

These reports emphasise that the problem, 1f problem it 1s, 1s not a new one.

2.5. The Plowden Report (1967)

The Plowden Report was not a report on English. Its purpose was to review the

nature and purpose of primary schools. However, i1t included a section on the curriculum.
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Since Plowden was perhaps the most influential report ever published on primary education

(1.e. pupils aged 4 - 11), its comments on spoken language are worth examining.

Usage is always changing and teachers must not burden their pupils with the
observance of outworn conventions. Correctness should be sacrificed rather than
fluency, vigour or clarity of meaning. When relationships are sound. children can
usually accept and benefit from correction by their teachers of gross grammatical
errors and of the use of phrases like 'kind of' which impede clear communication. It 1s
more difficult to decide whether accent is to be tolerated, welcomed or modified. All
sorts of personal and social as well as pedagogical questions are bound up In this
problem, and whenever the matter 1s discussed in the press, wide differences of
opinion and strong feelings are revealed. (1967:211).

The report goes on to discuss the then forthcoming Project English, which was to become the

Schools Council Programme in Linguistics and English Teaching,” directed by
M.A .K.Halliday, and staffed by Peter Doughty, John Pearce, and Geoftrey E:"Thornton. The

Plowden report's hopes for this project were as follows:

...Project English will study amongst other questions the lessons that linguistics has
to offer to teachers, and its findings will be awaited with interest. In the meantime we
offer the following propositions for the consideration of teachers:-

(a) Children are interested in words, their shape, sound, meaning and origin and this
interest should be exploited in all kinds of incidental ways. Formal study of grammar
will have little place in the primary school, since active and imaginative experience
and use of the language should precede attempts to analyse grammatically how

language behaves.
(b) The time for grammatical analysis will come but 1t should follow a firmly laid

foundation of experience of the spoken and wrtten language. When 'rules’ or
generalisations are discussed these should be induced from the child's own
knowledge of the usage of the language. The theory of grammar that 1s studied
should describe the child's language and not be a theory based on Latin...(1967:223)

Plowden here is looking to linguistics to solve a number of problems. In the first extract we
see the view, still current today among many teachers, that fluency, vigour, and clarity should
come first. The term 'correctness’ 1s of course one which has come under scrutiny, largely as a
result of the influence of linguistics and the work of Trudgill (esp. 1985), and teachers and
advisers in English have questioned the usefulness of the term 'correct’, preferring terms like
appropriate’. And the second part of the first extract, with its reference to 'gross grammatical

errors' and 'kind of shows how tar we have moved since 1967. The 'gross grammatical errors’
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of which the authors were thinking are almost certainly dialect features of the sort discussed
In the present study, since from personal observation older primary school children rarely
make 'gross grammatical errors' of any other kind (see Perera 1984, and Chapters six and
seven below). Similarly, 'kind of (a discourse marker in the terms of this study, following
Schitfrin (1987, 1994)), needs to be analysed in terms of pragmatics, not grammar: changing
this usage would need intervention (if this were deemed necessary) in a very different way
from errors of grammar. However, the views expressed in this extract would not now be
expressed in this way by liberal educators, though they are so expressed by other groups,
educated and less so: see 4.5 in the present study. Thus the systematic nature of the
contribution of linguistics has had some influence. Perhaps we might hope that in time views
on this subject will become more informed on the part of the public at large.

The second passage calls for language awareness activities of the sort promoted by
the LINC project (see belhow 2.9), and which are fairly common today, and 1t makes a plea for
an approach where use precedes analysis. These are approaches which are largely adopted 1n
Britain today. Secondly the report seeks a model of English through which grammatical study
can successfully be carried out. This was the task which the Kingman committee was charged
with (2.7), though we are still far from having a pedagogical model of language which

commands wide assent and general understanding on the part ot teachers.

2.6. The Bullock Report (1975)

The Bullock Report (Department for Education and Science 1975) does not contain
the words 'standard English’. However, it has much to say about the teaching of talk, of
correct and accurate written English, and of language study (including 'a knowledge ot the
modest collection of technical terms useful for discussion of language (1975:172)). It also has
a good deal to say about compensatory education, especially whether children from

disadvantaged homes lack appropriate language, and whether something can be done to

improve the situation.
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The Bullock report was set up to explore the central question of whether reading
standards had fallen, for whom, and how much. Significantly, the projects which gave rise to
the work of Labov and other researchers in America also had their genesis in concern about
reading standards, especially among the Black population. (See Labov 1972b, Shuy et al
(1968, Wolfram and Fasold (1974)). In England the report was a response to comments from
employers, who were, as in the time of the Newbolt report, raising the subject of a perceived
lack of reading ability in their young employees. Although the report was not concerned
specifically with an ethnic group, there was an awareness that under-achievement in reading
might well be associated with one social class. Surprisingly, however, the questionnaire did
not include information on social class, or indeed ethnic origin. It does draw on other
contemporary evidence (1975:22), and draws attention to the finding from an investigation by
the Inner London Education Authority (ILEA), that 'the proportion of poor %readers in the
semi-skilled and unskilled groups increased from 17.9% and 25.9% respectively to 22.0%
and 28.8% in 1971' (1975:22). In the light of this it is strange that the research design did not
collect data on social class, since it would seem to be at the heart of any survey of reading
problems.

The questionnaire was given to a wide range of primary and secondary schools, and
information was assembled on classes at ages 6, 9, 12, 14. There was also an individual 1n
cach class whose whole language ‘diet’ was recorded. The bulk of the report relates to reading
standards, both within English and across the curriculum, and the report made the notion of
language across the curriculum the main focus for curriculum development for some time.
However, we are concerned here with the relatively smaller part of the report which deals
with spoken and written English. We will consider spoken English first. The sections on talk
are concerned with the place of talk activities in English, and 1in other subjects, and encourage
more discussion groups, more exploratory talk, open questioning on the part of the teacher
and so on. However, there are sections on the issues connected with standard English and RP.
[ will give a reasonable flavour of the Bullock report's view on this, because this formulation
became the liberal view of this 1ssue, and the one which later politicians and educationalists

of a different political persuaston wished to attack.
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The point to be emphasised is that the child's language should be accepted...To
criticise a person's speech may be an attack on his self-esteem. and the extent to
which the two are a associated is evident from the status accorded to accent in society
at large...We believe that a child's accent should be accepted, and that to attempt to
suppress 1t 1s irrational and neither humane nor necessary. The teacher's aim should
be to indicate to his pupils the value of awareness and flexibility, so that they can
make their own decisions, and modify these as their view alter. (1975:143)

This view of accent is one which has been largely accepted, (though not wholly: see Honey
(1989)). The tormulation is a distinctly liberal one, emphasising the right of the individual to
have a regional accent, and the potential damage if the teacher were to do otherwise. In fact
this formulation (followed in good part by the Cox Report (1988, 1989)) is a little too
confident about drawing an absolute distinction between lexis and phonology: see section 6.2
below. Nevertheless the formulation became very influential, and certainly represents a gain

on earlier generalisation about 'barbarisms', some of which relate to phonology, some to

syntax, and so on. The report continues:

The question of contormity to acceptable standards of grammar and diction is rather
more difficult and certainly one in which more teachers feel the need to change the
speech habits of their pupils. However, a view that has long been held by linguists is
that an utterance may be ‘correct’ in one linguistic situation but not in another. Any
one person belongs to a number of speech communities, and correctness therefore
becomes a matter of conform to the linguistic behaviour appropriate to the situation
in which he 1s talking. Many people find this notion of relativity hard to accept, but it
seems to us far more reasonable to think in terms of appropriateness rather than
absolute correctness. This 1s to operate positively rather than negatively, in the sense
that one is seeking to extend the child's range of language use, not restrict it....In the
course of the child's life in school there should be a gradual and growing extension of
his powers of language to meet new demands and new situations, and this again takes
us firmly to the need for an explicit knowledge by the teacher of how language

operates. (1975:143)

Here we see repeated almost word for word the opposition between correctness and
appropriateness referred to in the discussion of Plowden above. The last sentence emphasises
the provision of new situations for the child to operate in, and requires in-service training for
teachers to facilitate this. This was a breakthrough, and gave new legitimacy to the growing

oracy movement (see 3.3). The report goes on to consider at length the differences between
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Speech and writing, considered by many educational linguists today to be at the heart of the
pedagogical issues surrounding standard English (Stubbs 1986, Perera 1984). This again was

New to many teachers, and the formulation here was very intluential.

2.7. The Kingman Report (1988)

The Kingman report was set up by the government of Margaret Thatcher with a very specific
aim:
to recommend a model of the English language as a basis for teacher training and

protessional discussion, and to consider how far and in what ways that model should
be made explicit to pupils at various stages of education. (1988:1)

In terms of awareness of current linguistic theory, the Kingman Report%is much more
sophisticated than its predecessors. This partly reflect the composition of the committee (of
which more below), and partly reflects what had happened between the publication of
Bullock and Kingman.

To take the second point first, the Schools Council Programme 1n Linguistics and
English Teaching had a considerable eftect, but only on enthusiasts (of which the present
writer was one). There were teachers and university education tutors who introduced an
element of language awareness or knowledge about language into their courses, using pupil
materials called Language in Use (Doughty et al 1971). Secondly, in the light ot the
increased awareness of language, books were published which highlighted the part linguistics
could play in teaching English. Among these we mught reter to Trudgill (1985) Carter (1982),
Hawkins (1984). Thirdly, Her Majesty's Inspectorate (H.M.I.) published two booklets 1n a
curriculum series. They were entitled Curriculum Matters 1: English from 5 - 16 (1985) and
English 5 - 16: the responses to Curriculum Matters 1 (1986). Contained 1n this document,
which related to an entitlement curriculum, was a suggestion that as well as speaking and
listening, reading, and wrting, there should be an aspect of English called 'teaching pupils
about language'. This produced a storm of protest, so much so that the second volume was

produced. discussing the response. However, the idea had taken root, and would not
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disappear, especially with a government 1nstinctively keen on ‘grammar and 'correctness..
The final area of change was the move towards introducing an 'A' level in English language:
the examination pre-university for 16 - 18 year olds. This enabled a number of secondary
school English teachers who traditionally had been mainly taught literature (see Shayer 1970)
to acquire some skills in language and linguistics, and to represent to their purely literature-
based colleagues that the study of language could be as challenging and liberating as the
study of literature. All of these created a climate where linguistics was felt to have a part to
play, though suspicions remained, and still do. Primary teachers, while also having eschewed
the teaching of formal grammar, tended to be keener on the possibility of teaching language,
since many of them acquired an understanding of phonics during initial training in reading,
grapple on a daily basis with developing speech and literacy skills in young children, and deal
with the etfects of accent and dialect on written and spoken English.

The other tactor ailuded to earlier which highlights the changed situation was the
composittion of the committee. (See Rosen (1988) and Cox (1991) for accounts of the
political tratficking which surrounded the constitution of these commuttees and their reports.)
The Bullock report had a large number of people on its committee from the world of
teaching. To be specific, ten members were University lecturers in Education or LEA English
advisers. A further six were practising teachers, ot which four were primary and two
secondary. The remainder included a publisher, a chief education officer, The editor of The
Economist, and the vice-chancellor of Oxford University. This composttion of the great and
the good from the world of education became unacceptable in the political climate of the late
eighties in England and Wales. Thus the Kingman commuttee, had reduced this number of
representatives from education-based professions to three: a college lecturer who had been a
primary headteacher, two secondary teachers, and an adviser/inspector from a local education
authority. There were no representatives from the influential English in Education group
represented by such academics as James Britton, who had been a member of the Bullock
committee, or Harold Rosen. The academics on the working party were linguists or literature-
based academics, rather than education-oriented professionals, and the rest of the committee

were in the main industrialists and wrnters (including, for one meeting only, the children's
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writer Roald Dahl). The composition of this committee, selected as it was by the secretary of
state at the time, naturally gave rise to a different kind of report. Equally, the committee's
composition also affected the reception given to the report by teachers, who felt their views
had not been represented, and therefore were not well disposed towards its findings.

The findings of the Kingman report were mostly very well-informed, however, and in
terms of the linguistic background underpinning the report it was a step forward from many

of the previous reports. It distinguishes between three social groups in which children will

find themselves:

the tamuly, the peer group, and the wider group, in social terms, of their 'public
world'. The public world of children is largely bounded by the school, where standard
English will be the norm. In each of these groups the conventions of language
behaviour are likely to be different, and children ought, in our view, to be aware of
how all three have their own legitimacy. The conventions may be dssociated with
difterent accents, different dialects, and (in the case of some communities) different

languages. (1988:9)

This 1s a much more sophisticated analysis than anything we have seen so far. It does
not pick out any one level of linguistic analysis for 'correction’, but rather relates lexical,
syntactic and other choices (including choices of one language rather than another) to 'the
way they must adapt their speech to fit patterns accepted by particular social groups’
(1988:9). It also calls attention to the use older children will make 'not only to i1dentify with
certain groups but also to exclude others.' (1988:10). It also deals with standard English

specifically:

When children go to school for the first time, their language may differ in may
respects from standard English, depending on where they live, their parents’ speech
habits, and so on. However, one of the school's duties is to enable children to acquire
standard English, which 1s their right. This is not a matter of controversy: no item of
evidence received by the Committee contained disagreement with this point.

(1988:14)

The specific reterence to speech habits in this passage implies that the commuttee are

here requiring spoken standard English, as well as the written form, of all schoolchildren. If
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there was no controversy at that time, there certainly was subsequently, since the implications
of this were great. Should teachers intervene and change (not correct) verb forms, pronoun
usages and so on of the sort discussed in chapter 4 (see (4.10) paradigms relating regularities
iIn Tyneside English to those in standard English )? Do children learn these anyway by a
certain age as they go through the processes Kingman calls attention to above? Or must these
be taught, and 1if so when? One politician felt that non-standard English should be corrected
even In the playground (John Patten, Secretary of State for Education, radio interview).
Would teachers have the knowledge to correct only grammatical and lexical errors, leaving
phonology alone? And would discourse features of the sort stigmatised by the Plowden report
be corrected? The Kingman Committee seemed unaware of the potential controversy here.

In a later chapter which discusses how the model should be used, the committee

makes a very compelling plea for more (and more effective) teacher education.

It 1s important for teachers to have clear and informed views about accent. For
example, 1t 1s indetensible to make a pupils feel at any time and 1n any way ashamed
of his or her accent. As one witness to the Committee pointed out, 'more than 12
years ago, the Bullock Report declared fairly..."We believe that a child's accent
should be accepted, and that to attempt to suppress it 1s irrational and neither humane
nor necessary'...'Yet only recently I heard a tape recording of some 11 year olds... in
Northumberland who were being asked to tell the teacher about a book they had been
looking at. One of them said, in the accent of the region - "It's aboot (about) tigers.
His teacher said "Not a boot, Nigel; a boot i1s something you wear on your foot..."

.(1988:42-3)

This kind of 1gnorance about accent and dialect and the distinction between the two
concepts still exists amongst teachers. Kingman's linguistically reasonable statement that ‘all
languages are rule-governed systems of communication, and none 1s linguistically superor
(1988:42) is still being questioned by academics, albeit non-linguists (e.g. Marenbon 1987,
Honey 1989). And the popular view (see the discussion in 4.5) remains similar to that of the
teacher from Northumberland.

Kingman then says a good deal about acquiring 'the vocabulary, syntax and

conventions which are characteristic of different types of discourse' (1988:43), and promotes
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the study of language as used in different contexts, as well as practising using language 1n

different contexts.

2.8. The Cox Report (1988, 1989)

The Cox Committee (whose chair, Professor Brian Cox had also been a member of
the Kingman Committee) was charged with producing a curriculum for English 5 - 16. The
first part of the report (D.E.S. 1988) covered ages 5 - 11. The second part (D.E.S. 1989)
included much of the first part, and extended it to age 16. The report caused much
controversy, and was criticised by the political right and left. It became a battleground
because Professor Cox had been charged with producing a document which would satisfy
cries 1n the Conservative party for 'standards' to be restored in English. The c?mnﬁttee took
1ts job very seriously, and produced a document which satisfied a large part c;f the teaching
profession, and in many ways laid down an entitlement for pupils which prior to that they had
not previously had access to. It did not quieten the debate, however, because the; committee's
statements (especially on the 1ssue under discussion) did not satisfy members of the
government and of 'think tanks' close to the government that the revision had been rigorous
enough. Cox (1991) provides an account of this process and of the highly political
atmosphere 1n which the committee conducted its business.

The 1988 report contained, amongst other things, chapters about standard English
and linguistic terminology, as well as ideas, teaching programmes and assessments for the
three designated 'profile components' of speaking and listening, reading, and writing. The
second report (1989) contained additionally a chapter about 'knowledge about language'.
While there were other chapters, tor example on literature and on assessment, these three
chapters took up a large proportion of the Cox Report, and also took up nearly all the
discussion which followed its publication. Publications and courses proliferated discussing
Kingman and Cox (e.g. Jones and West 1988, Stubbs 1989, Winch 1989 Cameron and
Bourne 1988). In 1989 a government sponsored project (L.I.N.C.) was set up to promote the

ideas in Kingman and in these chapters in Cox: see below 2.8.
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The areas of argument and debate were the following. Cox placed great emphasis on
finding the appropriate spoken and written language for different situations, and on
recognising appropriateness in the language of others. It argued that those who are able to
operate 1n a wide variety of contexts 'are freer and more independent than those whose sense
of linguistic inadequacy restricts their behaviour, their responses, and their opportunities.’
(1988:11).

Cox argued that 'all children have an entitlement to learn, and if necessary to be
explicitly taught, the functions and forms of standard English.' (1988:13). The commuttee
suggested that the bulk of the work on standard English should be done with older children in
secondary school (11 - 18). Many felt that younger children could enjoy teaching which
focused on language, and yet others felt that children should be caught young (pre-7) and
corrected’ betore habits become ingrained. (See John Patten's comments referred to above).

The chapter on kr;owledge about language argued that teaching children about

language should be done in the broadest contexts of modern linguistics:

The broader approach that we advocate covers not only sentence structure but also
larger patterns of organisation, not only the forms of written academic English, but
also a range of stylistic and dialectal varieties, not only language structure but also
meaning and use. (1989:6.8).

This view was contested by those who wanted both Cox and Kingman to come up
with a relatively small set of grammatical terms such as 'noun’ and 'verb’, and to legislate for
these to be taught alongside correct punctuation and spelling. Cox (1991) describes the way
sentences promulgating this view were inserted at the last minute into drafts of the report by
civil servants who were presumably acting on the direct instruction of ministers.

Cox queried the actual communication problem brought about by differences
between standard English and non-standard dialects: 'Non-standard forms are rarely more
than a social irritant to some people' (1988:13). This view tended to denigrate the arguments
put forward by politicians and w