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ABSTRACT 

The evolution of the concept of language interference and how 

it has been instructiona11y applied to Spanish English Chicano children 

in the United States was the central thesis of this work. The study 

attempted to answer the following questions: (1) What does language 

interference mean? (2) How is it used? and (3) Why is it used in 

teaching English to Spanish speaking Chicano students in the United 

States? 

The study revealed that: 

1. Two implicit paradigms, the languages as habit formation and 

the languages in contact, explained the meaning of language 

interference. 

2. The guiding assumption operating under the language as habit 

formation paradigm had never been examined; thus, the wide 

acceptance of the habit formation theory, which defined inter

ference as differences between two languages causing difficulty 

and interference. 

3. The unexamined assumption in the habit formation paradigm when 

examined with twelve Spanish English bilingual children in 

grades 2, 4, and 6 was not valid; thus its instructional prac

tices regarding language learning and language teaching are not 

valid. 

xv 



4. Given the new knowledge about language learning and teaching 

(applied sociolinguistics and applied psycholinguistics), the 

definition of language interference had to be expanded and 

redefined; thus a new paradigm emerged--languages in communi

cative use--but its unexamined assumptions need to be examined 

now. 

5. The wide acceptance of the habit formation definition of 

language interfere!nce was due to racism, prejudice, and elitism 

in intellectual guise. 

6. Given that the habit formation definition of language interfer

ence is invalid, then changing teachers' perceptions, attitudes, 

and understanding about language learning and teaching, and 

bilingualism would necessitate a demythification process. 

This study was a descriptive, theoretical, and epistemological 

examination of a phenomena that occurs when two languages are used to 

communicate. How reality is described depends on one's governing gaze, 

operating assumptions (both implicit and explicit), logic of reasoning, 

and theory building. If a theory is built on an unexamined assumption, 

i.e., has never been tested with reality, then its perpetuation builds 

an illusion, a myth that people try to make real. The construction and 

description of reality are challenging tasks in any field of study. 



CHAPTER I 

LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE OR INFLUENCES: 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The central thesis of this work is to examine, analyze, and re-

consider the concept of language interference as it has been applied to 

Chicago Spanish/English bilingual students. In the process of this exam-

ination, analysis, and reconsideration the beginnings of a new theoretical 

framework will develop. This framework seriously challenges the current 

use and misuse of the concept of language interference in prevailing edu-

cationa1 practices in bilingual education, English as a second language, 

language testing, and evaluation. By historically tracing the use and 

misuse of the concept of language interference, we can begin to under-

stand its evolution, its transformation, and its application in the con-

text of the sociopolitical history of the Chicano experience in the educa-

tiona1 system. Underlying the Chicanos' educational experiences are deep-

rooted attitudes and beliefs about second language learning and language 

teaching, which are related to the intellectual presence of the "cultural 

and historical mystique" (Romano, 1967, 1968, 1969) of minorities in this 

country. Basically they are racism, prejudice, and ignorance in inte11ec-

tua1 disguise. 

Current psycho linguistic and sociolinguistic theory and practice 

(praxis) about language development, language use, language learning, and 

language teaching will provide the basic theoretical grounds for 

1 



developing the concept of language influence and interference in the 

context of a new logical framework. 

The Purposes 

The purposes of this work are three-fold: 

2 

1) to historically trace and examine the popular, current notion of 

language interference among Chicano Spanish/English bilinguals 

related to its sociopolitical influences, its theoretical bases, 

its research support, its practical applications, and its essen

tial validity as a basis for school decision making; 

2) to offer a conceptualization of language influence and interfer

ence based on current theory, research, and knowledge about lan

guage use (sociolinguistics) and language learning and processes 

(psycho1inguistics); and 

3) to support the new developing theory and knowledge by examining 

the concepts of language influence and interference using fea

tures of language from oral reading and retelling of selected 

Chicano Spanish/English bilingual children. 

This study, thus, is a treatise emerging from a critical examina

tion of current theory, previous research, present applications, and data 

generated to examine significant issues related to the concept of language 

influence and language interference. It also attempts to view language 

change from a positive stance, i.e., by using and accepting language 

strengths instead of focussing on language weaknesses. 
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Organizational Structure 

The volume of literature relating to this work is massive. So 

the presentation of the literature under the various categorical con

texts, logical frameworks, and discussions has been contoured by the or

ganizational patterns needed to develop this treatise. The following is 

a schematic overview of the organizational structure with respective 

rationales. 

1) The remainder of Chapter I presents the sociopolitical history 

of the Chicano in the educational system of the United States as 

represented by the educational literature. This provides a con

text essential for understanding how the technical meaning of 

language interference has been generated and transformed. 

2) Chapter II will develop and document the historical use and in

terpretation of the concept of language interference by social 

scientists and educators. By examining the wide discrepancies 

of the interpretations of language interference, its misuse and 

misapplication in educational practices can be understood. 

3) Chapter III will critique the traditional view of language inter

ference and offer a logical framework that incorporates the no

tion of language influence. It will be argued that there are 

influences from the first language (L1) that do not interfere 

with the construction of meaning in the second language (L2). 

This argumentation will expose the circularity of the logical 

frameworks of the traditional concept of language interference 

and will conclude that "language interference" is a misnomer and 



a misconception. It calls for viewing language influences from 

LIon L2 as. resulting from strengths, not only from weaknesses. 

4 

4) Chapter IV will highlight the current psycholinguistic and socio

linguistic theoretical bases that are related to language devel

opment (first and second), language use, language learning, and 

language teaching. This presentation views and uses new know

ledge in order to begin restructuring the traditional point of 

view which pivotally guides understanding about how children 

learn language. This understanding ultimately will facilitate 

how the learning environment is organized and how the expansion 

of language and thought is monitored. 

5) To demonstrate and contrast the language-influence view with the 

language-interference vj.ew, Chapter V examines the concepts of 

language influence and interference during oral reading and re- • 

telling. The oral reading and retelling of twelve Chicano 

SpanishiEnglish bilingual students in second, fourth, and sixth 

grades is thoroughly examined, analyzed, and described. So

called "interferences" are examined in detail, i.e., phonologic

ally, morphologically, syntactically, and semantically. Quanti

tative analysis (frequency) and qualitative analysis (comprehen

sion and meaning loss) are included in the description. 

Reading was selected as an example of language use. Since 

the students are Chicanos who acquired English as a second lan

guage, it was reasoned that by analyzing their productive control 

of English reading and retelling, we could monitor the amount of 

Spanish influence or interference (meaning loss). The detailed 
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description of the analysis will help to support the thesis that 

there are L1 influences that do not interfere with the construc-

tion of meaning during the reading process. Looking at language 

influences and interferences in other contexts would require 

other studies. 

6) Chapter VI will summarize and conclude the basic findings and 

positions that were developed throughout the thesis. It will 

also address the implications that the concept of language inf1u-

enc~ and language interference (meaning loss) have for: 1) teach-

er education implications; 2) curriculum revision and pedagogical 

implications; and 3) needed research. 

The Intellectual Presence of the 
Cultural and Historical Uystique in 
Educational Research and Practice 

By tracing the historical educational view of the Chicano within 

its sociopolitical context and as represented in the educational litera-

ture during this century, we can begin to understand why the concept of 

language interference among Spanish/English bilinguals has been so widely 

accepted. 

Early in this century Chicanos came to be considered a "problem" 

to educators, particularly in the southwest. As a group they did not ap-

pear to achieve well in school. Historically, Mexican American students' 

underachievement in school has been explained from an intrinsic cause-

effect point of view. Usually it has been attributed to their cultural 

or linguistic background or both. 
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In the past this underachievement and low attainment among Chi

canos has been commonly referred to as a "Mexican problem." In the 

1920's, the Mexicans were intentionally segregated from their Anglo coun

terparts because their Spanish language was assumed to retard their 

achievement in English language instruction. In the next decade, the 

1930's, the "Mexican problem" began to appear increasingly in the educa

tional literature (Manuel, 1930; Reynolds, 1933). The trend continued 

in the 1940's and 1950's. Tireman (1948) and Burma (1954) reported the 

educational problems of Mexican American students: their language inabi

lities, high drop-out rates, low achievement, and intelligence scores. 

However, George I. Sanchez, in Forgotten People (1940), and Carey 

McWilliams, in North from Mexico (1949), began to question the so-called 

"Mexican problem." 

In the 1960's Mexican American students' non-achievement was at

tributed to what were characterized as linguistic (Englemann and Bereiter, 

1966) and cultural (Reissman, 1962) deficiencies. In the 1970's the Chi

canos' non-achievement was commonly attributed to their language, cul

tural differences, and socioeconomic level. 

The "Mexican problem" has evolved into a present-day "language 

learning problem" to be remedied--"deficiencies" requiring compensatory 

measures. Federal programs such as compensatory education, Title I, Mi

grant Education, Remedial Reading, and Title VII (Bilingual Education) 

were created to improve the English language development of "Limited 

English speakers." The references "Mexican problem," "remedial," "com

pensatory," and "limited English speakers" reflect a deficit point of 
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view. They are based on the assumption that it is some deficiency in 

the Chicano pupils that causes their low achievement. 

Garcia (1977. p. 3) summarized the deficit educational view in 

the following statement: "The research and documents of the first six 

decades of this century, in effect, rendered the Mexican American and 

his bi1ingua1ism--which have a history of more than two hundred years of 

linguistic and cultural deve10pment--speech1ess and cu1ture1ess." 

In order to substantiate this statement, a systematic review of 

the educational literature was undertaken for the purposes of this study. 

The earliest documentation can be traced to 1922 (Young, 1922). Most of 

the early educational research was devoted to intelligence testing (Garth, 

1925; Sheldon, 1924; Garreston, 1928). Vaca (1970) critiques and gives a 

detailed account of these psychological studies. High rates of mental 

retardation among Mexican Americans soon became an identifiable label and 

"problem." Since the early 1920's the genesis of the deficit view can be 

traced. What follows is a characterization of each decade's focus regard-

ing the Chicano's intellectual presence in educational literature. 

The 1920's: The "Problem" 
is "Mental Retardation" 

With the rise of psychologists' interests in intelligence testing 

and instrument development in the 1920's, it is of no surprise that the 

results by Mexican Americans became an anomaly to be studied and rationa1-

ized. As a group, Mexican children did not do well on these tests (Garth, 

1925), nor did they do well on achievement tests. 

Correlations between low intelligence scores and low scholastic 

achievement scores soon became the explanation for the Mexican child's 



8 

lack of success in school. Reynolds (1933) reported various studies 

that were related to the question of retardation (e.g., Flores, 1926; 

Mitchell, 1926; Parr, 1926; Taylor, 1927; Garretson, 1928). These com-

parative studies between Anglo children and their Mexican American coun-

terparts investigated either the relationship of language difficulty to 

intelligence and reta~dation or achievement in reading. 

The tests used in these research studies were treated as reliable 

and valid even when the population they were administered to had not been 

included in the reliability and validation process of the test develop-

mente However, despite these questionable research practices, the myth 

of "mental retardation" due to language difficulty among Spanish-speaking 

children was born. The writers reasoned that language difficulty stemmed 

from knowing Spanish and then having to learn English in school. This, 

therefore, produced an educational problem. The "bilingual problem" of 

Mexican American children was intrinsically rooted within the children 

and their families, not the school, nor societal prejudices. Consequent-

ly, lack of achievement was blamed on the child. The causes were lan-

guage difficulty (Manuel and Wright, 1929), which resulted in low intel-

ligence. According to Manuel (1930, p. 150), language instruction was 

" •.. one of the major aspects of the "Mexican problem." 

The 1930's: The "Problem" 
is "Bilingualism" 

During the decade of the 1930's the shift from mental retardation 

as a cause for lack of achievement among Spanish speaking children changed 

to direct language cause. Reynolds (1933), Kelly (1936), and Burbeck 
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(1939) specifically note that the educational problem facing the schools 

was "bilingualism." For example, Burbeck (1939, pp. 49-50) stated that: 

"The problem of bilingualism has not always received sufficient consider-

ation in the public school • the Spanish speaking nationalities and 

the Japanese seem to be our greatest bilingual problems. The problem of 

bilingualism might be considered as that of acquiring a second language." 

This author presents the views that acquisition of a second language was 

problematic and that learning to read and speak English was an undertak

ing with "appalling difficulties." While she asserted that learning a 

second language was difficult, no scholarly investigations in support of 

the contention were offered. 

Not only was learning to speak English as a second language viewed 

as a problem for Spanish speaking children, so was learning to read 

(Kelly, 1936, p. 209): "Bilingualism and its effects upon the reading 

aspects of language is a problem of vital significance to education in 

the southwest. Large groups of the population are bilingual •••• " 

This statement was based on a study of 629 Spanish speaking and 

English speaking students who took the Iowa Silent Reading Test in three 

northern Arizona cities. The results revealed "that the deficiencies of 

the Spanish speaking were not confined to anyone phase of reading abi

lity" (p. 211). The validity, reliability, and appropriateness for the 

population of this standardized reading test were not reported. Test 

performance was equated with reading competence and deficiencies were as

sumed to have been "proven." 

Tireman, Dixon, and Corne1ias (1935) and DeVargas (1937) focussed 

on teaching methodologies tor the acquisition of English vocabulary prior 
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to learning to read. It was reasoned that "in non-English speaking com-

munities the vocabulary becomes of first importance. Reading cannot be 

introduced at once but must wait until the proper oral background is 

formed" (Tireman et al., 1935, p. 118). Proper oral background is equat-

ed with English vocabulary. No distinction is made between receptive 

control (listening and reading) and productive control (speaking and 

writing). Nowhere is there consideration for the child's strength in 

his/her own language. The focus was on "lack of vocabulary" in the sec-

ond language (English). 

The 1940's: The "Problem" is to 
"Change" Mexicans through Education 

Faced with more Spanish speaking children attending schools in 

the 1940's, the school responded by declaring that "the problem of educa-

tion of the Mexican children in our schools [was] a serious one " 
(Andras, 1943, p. 328). Bilingualism continued to be a " •.. chal1eng-

ing problem to the educator in general and to the speech teacher in par-

ticular" (Lynn, 1945, p. 175). It is interesting to note that "bilin-

gualism" was seen here as a problem; in many other places in our world it 

is considered a prized asset. The view of bilingualism as a problem in 

this country is rooted in socioeconomic, political-linguistic, and his-

torical events. 

At the turn of the century waves of poor immigrants with differ-

ent languages and cultures carne to America. They provided the cheap labor 

of America's expanding industrialization. Having a working-class status, 

being poor, and having no formal education contributed to their low so-

cial status. But, with the thrust to attain the democratic ideal of 
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education for all (now "equal educational opportunity"), assimilation of 

immigrants through education became "the challenging problem" for the 

schools. Imposing English became a primary means of assimilation. 

Mexicans were both origj.n~l settlers and immigrants to the southwest. 

They have a history of being "conquered" and economically "exploited" 

(Acuna, 1977). Distorted perceptions of the Mexican soon became widely 

accepted stereotypes and prejudices (Romano, 1968). 

In the 1940's these prejudices surfaced in educational literature 

such as the following (Rojas, 1946, p. 204): 

Bilingual children, in general, are the children of cultural 
and racial minorities • • • from the educational point of 
view, however, language is the most conspicuous, and prob
ably the most fundamental problem . . • it is the only prob
lem over which the schools have direct and complete control. 
The schools cannot change the socioeconomic status of the 
bilingual nor alter his appearance, but they can help him 
overcome his language disability. 

The reasoning here is: school should change what they can about 

minority bilinguals. Language is what they can change. 

Even Hispanic American citizens and scholars began to think and 

write about the "language disability" of their own children. This "con-

spicuous and fundamental problem" was compounded by another issue--that 

language could be directly controlled by the schools. Within this decade 

there were several articles (Dann, 1940; Tireman, 1941, 1942, 1943, 1944; 

Wedberg, 1942; Flicker, 1947; Finnochiaro, 1949) and books (Tireman, 

1948; and others) that gave specifics about how a teacher could change 

''bilingual'' children through education. 

The suggested practices ranged from training the ear to overcome 

"foreign accents" to acquiring isolated vocabulary to mastering oral 
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English before reading. Imitation, drills on isolated units of language, 

and repetition of patterned sentences were advocated. Given the know

ledge base at that time about how language is learned, it is not surpris

ing that these practices were sanctioned. Although there were conflict

ing views about learning theory, behaviorism greatly influenced and 

supported many of these practices of language teaching. 

Certainly, the educational solutions to the "bilingual problem" 

were based on the knowledge base available, but they were also greatly 

influenced by historical attitude. Segregation existed as a sociopoliti

cal policy. 

The "language problem" became a basic justification to continue 

the practice of segregation, turning what had become an unconstitutional 

activity into one that could appear to have a rational basis. The ra

tionale given for segregating centered on the fact that first-grade 

Spanish speaking students needed special attention in learning English; 

therefore, in order to give them special attention and not hold back 

their English speaking counterparts, they needed to be segregated. They 

would get separate but equal education. Even though this practice was 

becoming recognized as illegal, school systems continued to use it. At

tempts to discontinue segregation practices were reported in the litera

ture, but still little progress was indicated. In one particular Los 

Angeles school it was reported that "segregation of Mexican Americans was 

discontinued this year. However, since many of the first-grade Mexican 

children do not speak English or do not speak it well, thirty-three of 

them have been segregated until they learn the language which requires 

about a year" (Jeidy, 1947, p. 203). 
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Strickland and Sanchez (1948) questioned the practices of segre-

gation and called it prejudicial and discriminatory. They surveyed ten 

school systems in Texas in order to determine: 1) the extent to which 

segregation was being practiced; 2) the rationale for the practice; and 

3) the degree to which the practices really upheld the reasons. They 

found that: eight out of the ten schools "employed" segregation prac-

tices; "segregation" was carried out on a purely arbitrary basis, deter-

mined solely by local custom, tradition, and prejudice (p. 23); the 

"practices [did not] correspond to the reasons given for segregation" 

and that "no pedagogically defensible techniques or procedures were em-

ployed for the determination of those youngsters needing segregation be-

cau/?e of language handicaps or other special needs" (p. 23); and "segre-

gation instead of being designed for furthering the education of Spanish 

surnamed children, was discriminatory and prejudicial to their educational 

development" (p. 23). 

Segregation practices coupled with the view that Mexican children 

had a "language bilingual problem" resulted in perpetuating the non-

achievement view about Mexican children. 

The 1950's: The "Problem" is a 
"Dual Handicap" and "Language Barrier" 

Not only was segregation still an issue in the 1950's (Edwards, 

1952) but bilingualism became a "dual handicap" (Rowan, Kendall, and 

Strough, 1950; Chavez and Erikson, 1957) and a "language barrier" (Teel, 

1954). To confront these "language handicap" and "barrier" explanations 

for the causes, practical solutions, and remedies began to appear. 
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For example, Tireman (1955) elaborated the view of education as 

compensation for deficiency. He stated that "The reading problems of 

most bilingual children arise, generally from the home situation" (p. 

33). His solution was to remedy the "meager experiences" of the home 

environment with the school "compensating with a rich and satisfying 

program." This, in turn, [would] solve the children's vocabulary prob

lems in English reading. 

Chavez and Erikson (1957) also attributed "poor health and dis

couraging economic and environmental situations" as explanations for the 

"low level of attainment" among Spanish speaking children. Their solu

tion to this problem was the need for expert teachers. They reasoned 

that "children who are handicapped by inadequate knowledge of English re

quire the best that can be had in instruction" (p. 201). Abraham (1957, 

p. 475), in addition, called for teachers who understood "why they [the 

students] won't talk, or are often late, or dress shabbily." Besides 

needing "enriched school environments," "expert teachers," and "under

standing" to resolve the "bilingual language handicap problem," Rowan, 

Kendall, and Stroud (1950, p. 426) suggested that " ... persistent pa

tience is required." 

These authors were setting the stage for the cultural and linguis

tic deficit advocates of the 1960's. Abraham stereotyped; Rowan, 

Kendall, and Stroud mislabled; Chavez and Erikson created a deficit term 

"handicapped"; and Tireman continued to perpetuate the notion of an in

ternal basis for "reading problems of non English speaking children." 

The works of these authors are research-based. Their conclusions 

are speculations about why a particular group of children in American 
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society appear to do poorly on tests. Unfortunately, these generaliza-

tions have become accepted truths and common misconceptions. The his-

torical evolution of racist manifestations in our educational system and 

among educational writers and researchers is understandable yet alarming. 

Even in the 1950's, Wallace (1956) stated that there wasn't enough con-

elusive research to finding concrete solutions for the educational prob-

lems of bilingual children. Even he was still viewing bilingualism as a 

problem. 

To summarize, this decade is an extension of the view of the 

Mexican as a "problem" in United States schools. Culture and horne en-

vironment have been added to language in the list of "causes" for retar-

dation, lack of school attainment, and reading problems. 

The 1960's: The "Problem" is 
"Cultural and Linguistic Deprivation" 

"Hey I'm Depraved because I'm Deprived" 
West Side Story 

During the decade of the 1960's the concepts of cultural 

(Reissman, 1962) and "linguistic" (Bereiter and Englemann, 1966) depri-

vation greatly influenced educators, researchers, Congress, and the gen-

eral public. The blame for continued underachievement and low education-

al attainment still rested on the Chicano child's so-called inabilities. 

Horne and language were now firmly established as the primary causes of 

school failure. The genesis of the same deficit view had gained wider 

acceptance. The child's "language problem," "bilingual disability," 

"mental retardation," "dual handicap," and "language barrier problems" 



were relabeled "deprivation." Carter and Segura (1979, pp. 27-28) de-

scribe this decade: 

More general interest and massive financial investment in solu
tions to educational and social problems of the Mexican 
American characterized the 1960's. The Chicano movement played 
a key role in supporting the demands for equal educational op
portunity and self-determin"ation. Rationales of cultural de
privation gained ascendancy, as did compensatory programs based 
on the concept. 

16 

Federal programs such as Head Start, Compensatory Education, Mi-

grant Education, Title I, and Title VII (Bilingual Education) were funded 

in order to "remedy" the "deprivation" of minority children including 

Mexican Americans. What resulted was nationwide institutionalization of 

the "deficit view." By getting to the child "early" Head Start programs 

would intervene positively where the family couldn't. The program would 

provide the child with the "rich experiences" that his/her family "lacked." 

For older children, where it was too late, "compensatory" and "remedial" 

programs would try to lessen the achievement gap by supplanting current 

educational practices with intensified versions of the same practices. 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 primarily focussed on 

helping "disadvantaged" children. Title I was aimed at providing addi-

tional help in the basic skills, whereas Title VII was specifically for 

the "limited English" speaker. 

Likewise, Migrant Education was created in order to expand the 

schools' responsibilities. High absenteeism and transient behavior char-

acterized the migrant Mexican child. The itinerant lifestyle was/is not 

compatible with conventional school expectations. The itinerant patterns 

that characterized our nation's migrant workers, the essential gatherers 

of fresh fruit and vegetables, had supposedly shortchanged their childrens' 
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experiences. The school neither understood nor accepted these workers' 

lifestyle. Usually travel is associated with broadening one's knowledge 

of the world; however, a migrant's travelling experience and knowledge 

were not recognized. "They've only seen the world from the back of a 

migrant worker's truck," said one report. Most school programs adopted 

a clinical view; i.e., they viewed the child as without strengths, in

flicted with a sickness to be cured, with only symptoms of weakness and 

with deficiencies that need to be compensated for. 

Educators, in general, continued to view the Chicano child as 

"handicapped," "limited," "disadvantaged," and "problematic." For exam

ple, Ching (1965, p. 22) echoes Tireman's earlier view: "Teachers who 

work with bilingual children are often confronted with pupils who have 

handicaps in relation to the language backgrounds necessary for success

ful reading. • •• Before the child with a language handicap can begin 

to read successfully, he must command a meaningful English vocabulary." 

The child's Spanish language competence was not considered; in

stead it was regarded as a "handicap." Hoben (1966, p. 28) not only re-

stated that Mexican American children " . come to school with a lan-

guage handicap • • • ,," but also added that "often the child who is ex

periencing difficulty in school has not mastered even one language." The 

latter is a common-sense assertion and not a supported conclusion. All 

children, by the time they come to school, are able to communicate their 

needs. Mastery 'is often judged by an elitist's yardstick, for only he 

who judges holds the evaluative "power." 

Perales (1965, p. 99) also said that "students of Hispanic de

scent' possess a limited Spanish vocabulary and they will borrow from 
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their equally limited English vocabulary to complete their expressions." 

He also was interested in "correcting" their Spanish errors. Calderon 

(1963) concentrated on recommending the eight "most common" mistakes 

made by Spanish-speaking children and advocated that these mistakes could 

be corrected, e.g., the "sh" and "ch" confusion. These "mistakes" were 

viewed as deficiencies and not as dialect features. These misconceptions 

about dialect difference parallel views in the same period on Black 

English and other low-status English dialects. 

Arnold (1968, p. 634) focussed on the widespread condition of 

the "disadvantaged" Mexican American children by stating that "mass fail

ure and deficient reading appear symptomatic of a more fundamental prob

lem. Many of these children have little knowledge of English, the lan

guage of instruction in the schools." The focus was still on knowing 

the English language; however, not all educators held such deficiency 

attitudes. 

New views began to emerge based on new research building on in

sights from linguistics and psycholinguistics. Kaufman (1968), Modiano 

(1968), and Krear (1969) advocated initially teaching literacy, to Spanish 

speaking children in their mother tongue. Teaching Spanish speaking chil

dren to read in their language became a controversial educational practice 

in bilingual education. However, as Icing as it was seen as transitional 

and English as a Second Language was also a curricular component, the 

practice was not seriously challenged. Any solution to the Chicano 

child's "language problem" was welcomed. 
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Rosen and Ortego (1969) reported that poorly trained and unso-

phisticated teachers with cultural biases and profoundly ignorant no-

tions concerning how language is learned were tragically too common in 

the schools. Goodman (1969) also advocated that there was definitely 

an urgent need to modernize teacher behaviors and attitudes pertaining 

to the language differences of their pupils. Knowledge and acceptance 

of the child's language were being called for at the end of this decade, 

but still the "deprivation" view lingered. Its remnants remained in the 

decade of the 1970's. 

The 1960's were greatly influenced by the civil rights movement, 

the war on poverty, the student movement, and "el movimiento Chicano." 

These events were the catalyst for mobilizing masses of people wanting 

and demanding their civil rights, educational opportunity, and social le-

gitimacy. The nation's very constitutional foundation was being tested 

and challenged. Minorities wanted more than tolerance and an end to dis-

crimination. They demanded the right to their own language and culture, 

not the right to assimilate but the right to be accepted as themselves. 

They rejected the melting-pot notion that had dominated school programs 

for immigrants. 

The 1970's: The "Problem" is Equal 
Educational Opportunity for the Culturally 
and Linguistically "Different" Child 

Carter's (1970) book, Mexican Americans in Schools: A History 

of Educational Neglect, begins this decade and Carter and Segura's (1979) 

book, Mexican Americans~ A Decade £f Change, ends it. In the interim 
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much activity ensued in the forms of: 1) national studies about the 

status of the Mexican American student in education, e.g., the United 

States Commission on Civil Rights (1971, 1973, 1974); 2) significant leg

islation, both federal and state; 3) litigations (Teitlebaum and Hiller, 

1977); and 4) continued support of federal programs and research. 

Equal Educational Opportunity and desegregation practices charac

terized this decade's enormous goal for educational equality. However, 

achievement and school attainment among Chicano students still was dispro

portionately low. Test scores on standardized achievement tests continued 

to be the single criterion for evaluation despite their narrow scope and 

growing criticism towards their use. The "back to basics" movement influ

enced educators and created a crisis view among our nation's parents, 

teachers, legislators, and the general public. Legal precedents were 

set, e.g., Lau vs. Nichols (1974), Aspira vs. School Board of New York 

(1974), Serrano vs. Priest (1971), etc. The deficiency view still pre

vailed but was now disguised as the "culturally and linguistically differ

ent" problem. The teaching of English was still an issue. However, the 

deficiency view was seriously questioned and challenged (Vaca, 1970; 

Ginsburg, 1972; Arciniega, 1973; Brischetto and Arcineaga, 1972; Weinberg, 

1977; Carter and Segura, 1979). 

During the 1970' s (bilingial education was supported but it was ex

pected to prove itself in a short span) the expansion and growth of bilingual 

education for our nation's "language" minorities marked a turning point 

away from the United States' political "ethnolingualcentric" stance. 

The turning point, though, was still basically founded on the compensa-
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tory framework of the 1960's federal legislation. The "limited English" 

terminology in the federal guidelines represents again the "language" 

problem concept that saw its birth in the 1930's. Several key works on 

language and education have become the basic resources, e.g., Anderson 

and Boyer's (1970) Bilingual Schooling in the United States; Williams' 

(1970) Language and Poverty; Spolsky's (1972) The Language Education of 

Minority Children; Engles' (1973) The Use of Vernacular Languages in Edu

cation: Revisited; Saville and Troike's (1971) Handbook of Bilingual 

Education; Paulston's (1974) Implications of Language Learning Theory for 

Language Planning; Turner's (1973) Bilingualism in the Southwest and many 

more. The boom in in-service, curriculum development, teacher prepara

tion programs in institutions of higher education, and implementation of 

Title VII programs in elementary and secondary schools preceded needed 

research and planning. But despite the many obstacles, the '~ilingual 

movement" made significant strides in beginning to provide equal educa

tional opportunity for decades of "educational neglect." This past de

cade has been ·one of significant growth and change. Needs have been 

identified. Concrete plans and implementation to disseminate information 

and conduct national research have been made (e.g., the new bilingual re

search center at the Southwest Regional Lab, SWRL; the National Clearing

house for Bilingual Education; the new office of Bilingual Education and 

minority affairs in the new Department of Education; and the National 

Association of Bilingual Educators, NABE). Also, state-wide and local 

chapters have mushroomed and the National Institute for Education has 

been designated by Congress to orchestrate the research. 
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Despite growing movements to build a positive attitude among some 

educators about bilingualism and Spanish English speakers, many educators 

are still clouded by misconceptions about language use, language 1earn-

ing, language development, and language acquisition despite the growing 

knowledge explosion in psycho1inguistics, sociolinguistics, child 1an-

guage development, and educational linguistics. "English language" 

achievement on a standardized test still seems to be the focus and often 

the single yardstick for educational achievement. 

The 1980's: The "Problem" 
is "Semi1ingua1ism" 

The advent of the concept of semi1ingua1ism is potentially dan-

gerous. It is a new label for cognitive deficiency; i.e., if a child 

does not learn some basic concepts in his first language, then he/she 

will be cognitive1y deficient in L2 as measured by a standardized 

achievement test (Skutnaubb-Kangus, 1976). This basic assumption, again, 

is focussing on the negative, placing an emphasis on weakness and assum-

ing a resultant deficiency. The confusion with how language and thought 

expand and develop is evident, i.e., that learning concepts is solely de-

pendent on language. However, this does not mean that language does not 

play an important part, but it is not language alone that determines con-

cept development. Likewise, confusion exists about whether a single test 

score actually indicates cognitive development. 

The nature of the expansion of language and thought still needs 

to be further explored. Piaget (1961) and other psychogeneticists have 
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made major contributions, but more investigations are needed to further 

its understanding. 

Advocates of the concept of semilingualism are promoting an unex

amined concept with a new label for old practices, i.e., relabelling mi

norities' "lack of achievement" in school. 

Summary 

Table 1-1 provides an overview and summary of the history of "The 

Chicano's Intellectual Presence in Educational Literature." The focus of 

the problem and the most common myths, fallacies, and habitudes are in

cluded for each decade. 

The genesis of the deficit point of view as an explanation for 

Chicanos' "lack of success in school and educational achievement" is 

deeply rooted in the historical, cultural, and educational mystique. 

Romano (1967, p. 8) explains that " ••• no matter from which group they 

corne, those in power describe their own station in life as resulting di

rectly from goal-oriented behavior, a competitive urge ••• in short, 

they place the reasons or causes of their 'successes' somewhere within 

themselves." Others who do not fit or who are not successful are labeled 

as inferior. " the reasons or causes of 'inferior' status [are 

placed] somewhere within the minds, within the personalities, or within 

the culture of those who are economically, politically, or educationally 

out of power" (p. 7). 
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Table 1.1. The Chicano's intellectual presence in educational 
literature. -- The genesis of the language-deficit 
view in educational practices by decade. 

Decade Focus 

1920 The', "Problem" is "Mental 

1930 The "Prob lem" is 

1940 

1950 

1960 

"Bilingualism" 

The "Problem" is to 
"Change" Mexicans 
through Education 

The "Problem" is a "Dual 
Handicap" and "Language 
Barrier" 

The "Problem" is 
"Cultural and 
Linguistic 
Deprivation" 

Myths, Fallacies, and 
Habitudes 

a) Spanish speaking children are 
mentally retarded due to language 
difficulty. 

a) Spanish-speaking children do not 
achieve in school because they 
are bilingual. 

b) Learning English is difficult. 

c) "Bilingualism and its effects 
upon the reading aspects of 
Language is a Problem." 

a) The Mexican could be changed 
through schooling. 

b) The bilingual child's language is 
a problem; therefore, it is the 
only problem that the schools 
have direct and complete control 
over. 

c) Because the Mexican children have 
a language problem, they must be 
segregated. 

a) The school must compensate for 
the Mexican children's deficien
cies by providing "a rich and 
satisfying program." 

b) Bilingual children's reading 
problems arise generally from 
their horne situations. 

a) Horne and language are the primary 
causes of school failure. 

b) The school must remedy the depri
vation of Mexican Americans. 



Table 1.1. -- Continued 

Decade 

1970 

1980 

Focus 

The "Problem" is Equal 
Educational Opportunity 
for the Culturally and 
Linguistically 
"Different" Child 

The "Problem" is 
"Semilingualism" 

Myths, Fallacies, and 
Habitudes 

c) Before the child with a language 
handicap can begin to read suc
cessfully, he must command a 
meaningful English vocabulary. 

a) The "Limited English" child must 
be helped. 

b) English language achievement is 
the yardstick for educational 
success. 
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c) Bilingual children must not mix 
their languages. If they do, it 
is an indication that they "know" 
neither well. They are said to 
be "alingual," "nonlingual," or 
"semilingual." 

a) If children don't learn concepts 
in their native language, they 
will be cognitively deficient 
when learning those concepts in 
a second language. 

b) Semilingualism is determined by 
a score on a standardized 
achievement test. 



CHAPTER II 

THE HISTORICAL USE AND INTERPRETATION 
OF THE CONCEPT OF LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE 

BY SOCIAL SCIENTISTS AND EDUCATORS 

Introduction 

In Chapter I the genesis of the language deficit view of Chicano 

children in the American educational system was traced and documented by 

decade. The purpose was to develop the historical sociopolitical back-

ground about how language learning has been viewed and to set the stage 

for understanding why the pejorative aspects of the concept of language 

interference gained such wide acceptance and popularity. 

In this chapter the use and development of the concept of lan-

guage interference since its inception in the 1950's, including the vari-

ous definitions of language interference and their pedagogical applica-

tions, will be addressed. Related research and its theoretical bases 

will be presented as well as a discussion of the phenomena most commonly 

cited as language interferences among Chicano Spanish English bilinguals. 

Finally, the use of the concept of language interference for instructional 

purposes will be analyzed to provide a basic background for understanding 

the impact that this concept has had in bilingual education and how it 

has been transformed within the genesis "of the deficit" educational view 

of Chicanos. It will be shown that curriculum, methodology, and evalua-

tion in biliteracy and English as a second language instruction have been 

substantially based on this deficit interference view. 
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Various Definitions of 
Language Interference 

27 

The concept of language interference has had various definitions. 

Weinreich's (1953) definition in Languages in Contact is the most widely 

cited source. He originally defined language intereference in the fo1-

lowing manner: 

The practice of alternately using two languages will be called 
BILINGUALISM, and the persons involved, BILINGUAL. These in
stances of deviation from the norms of either language which 
occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their famili
arity with more than one language, i.e., as a result of language 
contact, will be referred to as INTERFERENCE phenomena •••• 
The term interference implies the rearrangement of patterns 
that result from the introduction of foreign elements into the 
more highly structured domains of language, such as the bulk of 
the phonemic system, a large part of the morphology and syntax, 
and some areas of vocabulary (p. 3). 

The part of this definition most often used by others as a cri-

terion for determining language interference is "those instances of devi-

ation from the norms of either language which occur in the speech of bi-

1ingua1s." Weinreich was attempting to describe the phenomena and was 

greatly influenced by structural linguistics, which was historically domi-

nant at that time. A basic preoccupation of structural linguists was the 

detailed description of what later linguists called linguistic perform-

ance--the observable, surface representations of language processes. 

They were less interested in causes than effects. 

Structural linguists, such as Lado (Linguistics across Cultures, 

1957) took Weinreich's description of language intereference and trans-

1ated it into instructional practices. He developed the notion of con-

trastive analysis between Spanish and English whereby points of interfer-

ence were equated with points of difficulty to be identified and mastered. 
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The method for mastery was drawn from behavioral learning theory and 

consisted of repetitive pattern drill. According to George (1972, p. 

161), "since Lado took it for granted that such mastery was a function 

of time and effort, the features subject to mother-tongue interference 

were the ones he considered necessary to make the object of intensive 

drills, and tests." Once a phenomenon was identified as an interference 

no attempt was made to consider its relative importance in effecting 

learning or effective communication; thus, sounds, words, and structure 

were given equal importance. 

In Language Teaching: ~ Scientific Approach (1964, p. 217) Lado 

defines interference as "added difficulty in learning a sound, word, or 

construction in a second language as a result of differences with the 

habits of the native language." Also related to this definition was the 

notion of transfer which grew out of the theories of behavioral psycholo

gists at the time. Their influence on verbal learning theory can clearly 

be seen in Lado's definition of transfer, which is: " •.• the extension 

of a native language habit into the target language the language being 

taught or learned with or without the awareness of the learner, we have 

FACILITATION. When the transferred habit is unacceptable in the target 

language, we have INTERFERENCE, and an extra learning burden is assumed" 

(p. 222). 

The behaviorists' view of language learning as the acquisition of 

a set of "habits" is clear in this definition, and a behavioral defini

tion of learning interference has been merged with the linguistic view of 

language interference. It is clear that Lado is equating receptive 



control with productive control. In other words, learning can only be 

evaluated based on the overt response. 
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When one compares Weinreich's definition to Lado's, what surfaces 

are these two distinct interpretations of the same phenomena. On the one 

hand, Weinreich's meaning is that of the descriptive linguist; whereas 

Lado, adding behavioral learning theory, assumes that learning a second 

language will be difficult because of unacceptable transferred habits 

from the first language to the target language. What concerned Weinreich 

was the appearance of "deviations from the norms of either language II as a 

result of language contact. However, Lado saw the learning of a target 

language from quite a different view. The "deviations" became learning 

difficulties to be overcome and mastered through patterned drills. 

These two definitions establish the range for the wide interpre

tation and use of the concept of language interference. Those who lean 

more toward Weinreich's descriptive definition include Saville and Troike 

(1971), Fishman (1972), Corder (1967, 1974), Pi11ai (1973), Dulay and 

Burt (1975), Rozencvejc (1976), and Mackey (1977). On the other hand, 

Olguin (1968), Thonis (1970), George (1972), Larson (1972), Larson and 

Smalley (1972), Christophersen (1973), Hocking (1973), Modiano (1973), 

and Ziros (1976) adapt Lado's prescriptive definition. Disagreements of 

how deviations and "errors" in language performance affect second

language learning and proficiency stem from these two views. 

Corder (1974, p. 96), when explaining the importance of language 

errors as " ..• a strategy employed both by children acquiring their 

mother-tong~e and by those learning a second language," comments that 

"these are ascribed from the habits of the mother-tongue ••. " (p. 97). 
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Since the use of "interference" is merely associated with the "habits" 

of the mother tongue, Corder (1974, p. 111) views " ••• the making of 

errors [as] an inevitable and indeed necessary part of the learning pro-

cess." He strongly challenges the behavioral habit formation theory of 

learning. He does, however, make reference to the notion of "negative 

transfer" or interference in the context of explaining the "making of er-

rors in the second language" (1967, p. 133). Interference is neither de-

fined nor elaborated, but it appears that he has incorporated part of 

Lado's learning interference view. 

Fishman (1972, pp. 148-150) treats languag~ interference in a 

similar manner to Corder, relating it to the phenomena of switching be-

tween languages: 

Within the topical subdivision of behavior toward language 
we once again meet the topic of interference and switching 
.... The absence of or presence of interference and 
switching can have cognitive, affective, and overt implemen
tational implications for language maintenance and language 
shift. Certainly both interference and switching are re
lated to the domains and variance sources of bilingualism on 
one hand, and to sociocultural processes and type of inter
action on the other hand. 

He assumes that the meaning of interference is commonly understood and 

does not elaborate, but within the given context one cannot readily infer 

what is meant by interference. And so Fishman is read by others accord-

ing to their own interpretations. 

Saville and Troike (1971, p. 7) define interference as "how one 

of a bilingual's languages influences his use of the other -- the use of 

non-native sounds, constructions, or word choices as a result of influ-

ence from the native language." To them, interference is a synonym for 



language influence. However, in the following discussion language in-

fluences are transformed into problems: 

Comparable problems occur in grammar and vocabulary, i.e., 
from phonemes, all of which result from the tendency of a 
speaker to carryover the habits of his native language 
into the second, or to translate 'directly from the one 
into the other •..• All these problems of perception 
and use of a second language which arise from the native 
language habits of the speaker are termed interference 
(p. 13). 
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So by their arguments influences equal interferences which equal "prob-

lems in perception and use of ~ second language." The'use of the phrase 

"native language habits" may also 'imply a behavioral view of language 

learning. 

In translating the concept of language interference into educa-

tional practice, one can see the influence of the deficit educational 

view of the Spanish/English Chicano bilingual as well as behavioral 

learning theory on the thinking of Saville and Troike (1971, p. 49) at 

this particular time in the following statement. Interferences are lan-

guage problems that the child must learn to overcome by "effective and 

efficient second language teaching [that] requires a sequential and sys-

tematic presentation of structural elements with students of all ages." 

Dulay and Burt (1974, p. 27) question the use of the label, in-

terference, when they explain that: " ••• although these phenomena have 

been labeled interference, we can easily see that they are entirely dif-

ferent from interference as defined by the habit formation account of 

second language learning, that is that interference simply reflects the 

speaker's uncontrollable tendency to use first language habits in second 

language speech." 
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Dulay and Burt recognize that there are two sources for the use 

of interference in second language learning discussions. They raise the 

question about "interference" phenomena that don't quite fit into the be

havioral habit formation formation theory but stop short of challenging 

the use of the concept of language interference; nor do they offer an al

ternative explanation. 

Pillai (1973), Rosencvejc (1976), and Mackey (1977) take somewhat 

compatible views to Dulay and Burt. Pillai attempts to provide a theo

retical framework for understanding the phenomenon of language interfer

ence and the use of contrastive analysis as a pedagogical strategy in 

language teaching. He directly quotes Weinreich's definition of inter

ference. Mackey (1977, p. 201), on the other hand, defines interference 

as "the use of elements from one language while speaking or writing. 

These elements may include words, expressions, structures, or even 

sounds." In 1965 (p. 234) his interpretation was extended: "It [inter

ference] is characteristic of the message not the code •. It·varies quan

titatively and qualitatively from bilingual to bilingual and from time to 

time in the same individual, ranging from an almost imperceptible stylis

tic variation to the most obvious sort of speech-mixture." 

Evidently Mackey had extended Weinreich's use of "instances of 

deviation from the norms of either language" by attempting to analyze 

and measure the "relative amount of total interference" (1965). He found 

that " ••. interferences in the message [had] the long-range effect of 

increasing the incidence of free variation in the speech of the bilingual, 

far beyond what is normally permitted by either language" (p. 239). In other 
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words, this meant that the bilingual's linguistic repertoire expanded as 

a result of the use of elements from one language on another. 

Rosencvejc's (1976, p. 1) definition of interference included 

" the bilingual's breaking of the rules of equivalence between the 

languages in contact as manifested in his speech by deviations from the 

norm." He was concerned with the theoretical explanation and description 

of " ••• speech communication as it takes place between contacting multi

lingual communities . • . and in describing linguistically the change and 

restructuring of language -- that instrument of human communication -

that occur when speakers of different languages must communicate and 

their communication is hampered by the particular structure of the 'in

struments' of their respective communities" (p. 2). His interest is look

ing at syntactic structural deviations from a view of divergence and 

convergence. 

These latter interpretations of the interference concept are de

scriptive in nature. Saville and Troike's is the only interpretation 

that draws pedagogical implications. What is interesting to note is that 

each interpretation in its own way attempts to describe language change. 

To be valid they must be based on a theory of linguistic change. In the 

field of linguistics there does not yet appear to be a useful theory of 

language change. 

As previously stated, the language habit formation school of 

thought highly influenced the interpretation and pedagogical application 

of Weinreich's original descriptive concept of language interference. 

Olguin (1968), in Shuck Loves Chir1ey, systematically uses contrastive 

analysis of Spanish and English to assess a bilingual child's degree of 
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language interference. What is a descriptive view becomes a prescrip-

tive imperative. In his teaching application, Olguin suggests that any 

interference "errors" must be habitually eradicated by using intensive 

drill in paired word distinctions such as "cheap and sheep" and "chip 

and ship" until the child can not only hear the difference but also say 

it "correctly" without an accent. He strongly recommends repetition of 

sentences to prevent word order reversals. But his overall emphasis is 

on the sound systems. Since all influence between languages is inter-

preted as interference, the only acceptable outcome of instruction is 

performance in the target language totally free of even the slightest in-

fluence from the native language. The only good influence is a dead in-

fluence in this view. What is missing is any evidence that any particu-

lax influence does interfere with linguistic effectiveness in some 

manner. 

Olguin's interpretation is representative of the pedagogical 

leaps made by many others based on structural linguistic analysis and 

the influence of the behaviorists' habit formation theory about language 

learning. 

Thonis (1970, p. 109), when discussing the development of Spanish-

English biliteracy, states that: 

Central to' the learning problems of the li~erate pupil who is 
now applying his reading skills to'a new language is the 
problem of interference. For example, the Spanish speaking 
pupil has learned to rely upon the five·simple vowel units 
which are constant and'unchanging except for slight differ
ences which exist between open and closed syllables. He 
must learn to deal with the inconsistencies of the vowel 
system of English which may confuse him by its many vowel 
symbols for the same sound, by the same vowel symbol for dif
ferent sounds or by both these irregularities in English. 
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She does not explain exactly what is meant by "interference," 

implying that it is the differences between the "vowel' units" in Spanish 

and English. She clearly does view interference as a "problem." She 

later defines "negative interference" in reading; i. e., ". • • when the 

native language learnings actually impede progress in word recognition 

and in comprehension of English" (p. 138). And she draws on the behav-

iora1 learning view as she cautions the reading teacher " •.. to be 

alert to situations in which negative transfer takes place and [to] pro-

vide practice to deal with such learning difficulties" (p. 138). Her 

concept of language interference has apparently been influenced by Lado. 

"Language interference" had been transformed to fit the thinking 

of the 1960's, which viewed the Chicano as linguistically and culturally 

"disadvantaged" and "deprived.". Learning English, even if the Chicano 

child was literate in Spanish, was consistently viewed as problematic. 

The concept of language interference had acquired a new value, "negative" 

in ter f erence.· 

Hocking ,(1973, p. 85) supports this direction by stating that 

"interference is the adverse·effect of features of a known language on 

the acquisition or use of another language." His position is explicated 

in the following statement: 

Interference problems are distinctly more persistent than 
others; it is not, in my experience, uncommon to find'speak
ers of English as an L2 whose only surviving mistakes are 
all of this kind i.e.spe~ling greatfu1 for grateful. The 
conclusion is that interference problems do indeed need spe
cial treatment, not so much, or not only, in remedial teach
ing situations, where there is often not sufficient time to 
get rid of them completely but from the first stages of 
teaching (1973, p. 95). 
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His special tr7atment is greatly influenced by behav·ioral learning the-

ory, for he makes reference to how it has been attacked in the last ten 

years " •.. but that we have yet no more than the adumbration of a 

theory to put in its place; that we are back. more or less where we 

started. However, if we do not know how interference works, there is no 

doubt whatever that it does work" (p. 85). 

Yes, we do know that "it does work"; if by "does work" Hocking 

means it exists, it happens, it is? And, if we don't know "how" it works, 

then how can we professionally and scientifically advocate "how" to "get 

rid of it"? 

Larson and Smalley (1972) never really define the concept of in-

terference, but when discussing it they cite Weinreich (1953), Lado (1957, 

1964), and Briere (1968). TheiL assumption that learning a second lan-

guage is problematic is shown in the following statement: 

If languages can be learned, what, then is the problem? Once 
established, this strongly entrenched habit syste~ that we 
call language does not disappear easily. This pre-existing 
set of habits -- the first language -- is one of the great 
barriers to learning a second language. A great deal of the 
learner's knowledge and experience transfers to the second, 
but the habits of the first language also seriously interfere 
when a second is learned (p. 63). 

The "habits" of the first language "seriously interfere." They 

further develop the notion of first language "contamination"; i.e., "the 

learner contaminates it [the second language] [with] foreign accents, 

mistakes in grammar caused by interferenc·e from another language, [and 

with the] assumption that the areas of words in the new language are like 

those in· the mother tongue ••• " (p. 65). Their solution for approaching 

the "language learning problems of interference" are by systematically 
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planning lessons and techniques " ••. for discovering contaminations 

and eliminating them with corrective exercises ••• " (p. 68). 

Larson and Smalley (1972) view language as a "system of learned 

habits." Mistakes, errors in the second language, are considered L1 con-

taminations which must be eliminated. The influence of the behavioral 

psychology view of second language learning is obvious. Interference is 

now a "contamination." 

George (1972, p. 160), views the concept of language interference 

as " •.• synonymous with interference from the mother tongue." He fur-

ther explains this synonymity in the following psycho10gi.ca1 explanation, 

disregarding 75 years of research on child language development: 

It is assumed that the newborn child's mind is blank, to use 
eighteenth century terms •... Then the blank is inscribed 
upon [neural pathways are established] for reception and pro
duction of whatever linguistic forms are most frequently ex
perienced, the mother-tongue .... An additional language, 
learned later, is not registered on a blank area, but has to 
be superimposed on one which is already marked with familiar, 
mother-tongue tracings, which form the basis for proactive 
inhibition. The familiar patterns will be preferr2d to new, 
different ones, and this preference constitutes the basis 
for mother-tongue interference (pp. 160-161). 

In translating the "definition" of "mother-tongue interference," 

George shows once more the "habit formation theory" influence and assump-

tions about the relationship between teaching and learning: 

It would seem good teaching to move from familiar to less fa
miliar, and so to use the positions of the mother-tongue 
sounds as s~arting points for the description of the English 
sounds • • .' to go from the simpler to the more complex fea
tures. Children perceive items through patterns more readily 
than through unpatterned repetition . • • [and] that a first 
need for beginners is time, so that 'attention to sounds, and 
several periods of practice may precede their use in words 
and sentences. Given this time, the teacher should be 
able to prevent defective prpnunciation of sounds • • ~ 
(p. 174),; 
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George's teaching suggestions imply a systematic, pattern-learned 

sequential acquisition of second I'anguage starting with sounds, moving to 

words and sentences. This is evidenced also by the following subtitled 

divisions: Mother-tongue Interference in Pronunciation, in Vocabulary, 

and in Syntax. He further states his position on "mother-tongue inter-

ference" by declaring that "unwan.ted forms in pronunciation and vocabu-

1ary can often be attributed with near certainty to mother-tongue inter-

ference; [and that] it is more difficult to be sure that unwanted· forms 

in syntax are so attributable" (p. 182). "Unwanted forms"·has now been 

added to the concept of language interference. Mostly his teaching sug-

gestions.refer to oral language production. 

Modiano (1973), on the other hand, like Thonis, relates the con-

cept of language interference to learning to read. Modiano adopted the 

"problematic" view of Chicano's English language learning as evidenced by 
. 

the article's title, "Juanito's Reading Problems: Foreign Language Inter-

ference and Reading Skill Acquisition." In her summary she asked a ques-

tion: "How does the use of a foreign language interfere with the acquisi-

tion of reading?" (p. 35).. Her answer was "In every way." The view of 

reading acquisition that she advocated was the sequential step-by-step 

model of reading development. She also assumed that oral control in the 

second language must precede learning to read: 

His acquisition of the decoding ·ski11s is greatly hampered 
because he cannot hear many of the sounds and words of the 
foreign language; he cannot perceive the letters and visual 
configurations by which the words are represented; and he 
can seldom link the sounds a·nd the symbols meaningfully. 
What he learns he learns by rote. The lack of vocabulary 
and nonrnastery of grammatical structures greatly impede his 
comprehension of what h.:. does read ••• " (p. 35). 
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The first language interfered with the acquisition of the for-

eign language, in this case of the Spanish speaking child, Juanito, 

learning to read English. According to Modiano (1973, p. 34), "Juanito 

has great difficulty in learning to read directly in English. Once he 

learns to decode, he continues to have great problems in understanding 

what it is he is reading until he learns to understand and speak the sec-

ond language." 

The concept of language interference was not defined. "Interfer-

ence" was a hamper, an obstacle, a problem. It is a reflection of the 

decade of the 1960's view of the Chicano, a different manifestation of 

the language deficit view, a product of the historical genesis of the 

"language learning problem" of Chicano children. 

A similar deficit view by Ziros (1976, p. 285) can also be seen 

when she cites Garcia: 

When the Chicano speaks in Spanish or English, explains Garcia, 
phonemes and morphemes from the one language may intrude on 
the other. This is the phenomenon labeled "interference" 
caused by the contact of the two languages. [And adds that] 
..• if the Chicano is not trained to hear the differences, 
he will substitute Spanish phonemes for the English ones, just 
as we all do when learning another language. 

Weinreich's definition has been transformed to only include 

"caused by the contact of two languages." And training is advocated in 

order to "hear the differences" so that the Chicano will not substitute 

Spanish phonemes for English ones. "On the sentence level, ·the Chicano 

may also experience both morphological and lexical interference. That is, 

he may intermingle grammatical structures and vocabulary from both lan-

guages" (p. 285). 
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The "deficit" view is subtle. The Chicano student has to be 

trained to "hear the differences" so that his first language is not used. 

What Weinreich pointed out was a universal which is unavoidable; however, 

Ziros suggests it can be eradicated through training. The fact that 

there is no research to support this is ignored or sidestepped. 

In summary, the historical transformation of the concept of 1an-

guage interference from Weinreich's original statement has undergone a· 

wide range of interpretations since 1953. Behavioral language learning 

theory, the "deficit language view" of the Chicano, and the translation 

of descriptive linguistic analysis to pedagogical practice has been the 

basis for the varied interpretations. 

Christophersen (1973, p. 13) seriously challenges the over-

concern of some linguists with analysis of linguistic structure in terms 
.. 

of application to education: " we cannot assume axiomatically, as 

linguistics are inclined to do -- or were in the 1950's and 1960's --

that the units used in analyzing language are those needed in learning 

it." 

The criticism is further detailed when Christophersen (pp. 17-18) 

discusses language interference in the context of the utility of contras-

tive analysis. "[Contrastive analysis] was advocated as a means of pre-

dicting the learner's difficulties, of identifying the points where there 

would likely be interference from the source language; and the remedy 

proposed was pattern drill to establish the right habits." 

He stated that "it is a valid criticism of courses designed on 

structuralist lines that their adherents seem to hold an exaggerated 
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belief in the efficacy of contrastive analysis and drill as a cure for 

all ills" (p. 18). 

Christophersen's criticisms are very important in that they: 1) 

expose the influence of structural linguistics on educational practices; 

2) raise questions about its efficacy; and 3) challenge the proposed 

remedy of pattern drill to establish the right habits. He is raising 

basic questions about the discrepancy between how language is learned and 

how language is taught. This issue will be more thoroughly addressed in 

Chapter IV. 

Research Related to the Concept of 
Language Interference among 

Spanish English Chicano Speakers 

Although the proceeding section indicates a great deal of litera-

ture concerned with language interference among Spanish ·English Chicano 

bilinguals, research related to the'concept of language interference 

among Chicano bilinguals is scarce. The few studies that do exist are 

not primarily concerned with "language interference" but with investigat-

ing language development, language errors, second language learning, or 

language difficulties and problems. Most of the studies have been con-

ducted in the past decade. Dulay and Burt (1974, p. 2) attribute the 

lack of " ••• research on the process of child second language learning 

• • • due to the widespread acceptance of the behaviorist learning prin-

ciples developed by experimental psychology, namely, the principles of 

habit formation." 

Moore and Marzano (1976, p. 161) characterize the language re-

search on Spanish English Chicanos by stating that: 



Most of the attempts appear to have been founded on logic 
without observation. That is, they are simply statements 
of the types of errors one could expect, given the differ
ence between English and Spanish, with no attempt to ac
tually observe the oral language patterns of children 
from a Spanish spe~king environment to determine the rela
tive frequency of those hypothesized errors. 
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Both of these statements describe the state of oral language re-

search with Chicano Spanish ·English bilinguals. On the one hand, the 

research has primarily been influenced by a "borrowed" learning theory 

from experimental psychology; while on the other, when exploring the con-

trastive analysis hypothesis, few attempts have been made to actually 

collect children's language samples. 

Lado's (1956) study is included in this section because it is so 

widely cited, even though it applied to English speakers learning Spanish. 

He compared the sound systems of both languages. The "pronunciation 

problems" vJere identified by this comparison, and he concluded that the 

problems involved " ••• deep seated habits resulting from a lifetime of 

practice in using the native language. . students must establish the 

new pronunciation habits in digestible doses, in other words, in graded 

steps, and that takes time and effort" (p. 29). During this era a struc-

tural description such as this constituted a study. In Linguistics across 

Cultures .(1957, p. vii) Lado generalized his own Spanish/English phonemic 

comparison to all second language teaching: "We can predict and describe 

patterns that will cause difficulty in learning, and those that will not 

cause difficulty, by comparing systematically the language and culture to 

be learned with the native language and culture of the student." 

Lado and his book have greatly influenced second language teach-

ing practices for the last 30 years, despite the fact that '~irtually no 
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research on the process of child second language learning" existed before 

1970 (Dulay and Burt, 1974a, p. 2). According to Lado, language inter-

ference was viewed as the points of difficulty between two languages. 

Interference was not explicitly defined, but the implication is that it 

made learning a second language difficult. This contrastive analysis 

paradigm treats language interference as if it were due to the native 

speaker's unfamiliarity with the language he/she is learning. It is 

Lado's (1957, p. 59) central assumption that ". those structures that 

are different will be difficult." However, the behavioral theoretical 

basis of the contrastive analysis" • is being seriously questioned, 

if not by L2 acquisition theorists, by psychologists of verbal learning 

and memory" (Dulay and Burt, 1974b, p. 107). 

In 1969, Lance and others conducted an exploratory study of 

English bilinguals. The population was a family in Byron, Texas repre-

senting three generations. Four structured conversations were audio-

taped and transcribed. McBride Smith (1969) makes several references to 

interference responding to the Lance et a1. study: 

Very little of their non-standard English can be attributed 
to interference from Spanish; most of their mistakes are 
more reasonably traced to something that might be called 
arrested language development (p. 17). 

• • • some of the mistakes that seem to come from Spanish 
interference are the result of the child's own knowledge 
of Spanish affecting his production of English because the 
parents of these children make the same mistakes (pp. 17-18). 

She does not explicitly define interference, but states in her 

descriptive analysis that there are Spanish interferences that are prob-

1ems. The demonstration of language interference is illustrated by giv-

ing a couple of examples in the children's usage of double negatives, 
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adverbial and adjective word order, the verbs to make and to do, and the 

interchange between in and on. She notes that " ••• interference from 

Spanish is not a major factor in the way bilinguals construct sentences 

and use the language" (p. 17). Although the concept of Spani$h language 

"interference" was not significant to this study, it was used implicitly 

as a potential category for describing Chicano's language usage. Through

out the description errors and mistakes are explored; however, the number 

of times that the Chicano speakers' English language approximated "stan

dard" usage is not even considered. Instead the researcher proposed that 

by studying the Spanish speaking children's language, their English prob-

lems might " . enable the teachers to deal with them more effectively" 

(p. 17). 

Cohen (1976) reported part of a study conducted in the fall of 

1970 in Red\olOod, California. Ninety Mexican American children in grades 

K-2 were asked to tell stories about three pictures in both English and 

Spanish. The children's stories were taped and transcribed. They wanted 

to document the children's deviations from "school" English and "school" 

Spanish. "The intent was to determine the extent to which the students' 

language differed from the language which their teacher would use. Analy

sis was conducted with an eye to the relative influence of three sources 

of deviation from school language: a. child language; b. nonstandard di

alect; c. language interference" (p. 126). 

Cohen's use of language interf.erence is compatible with 

Weinreich's. He describes it as " ••• deviations from the norms of 

either language which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of 

their familiarity with more than one language" (p. 126). Cohen further 
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states that the concept of interference has been overemphasized in try

ing to explain the difficulties that children encounter in ~'mastering a 

second language." Even though Cohen mentions the overemphasis, his error 

or deviation categories are treated as sources of difficulty in both 

Spanish and English. Thus child language, interference from English, 

interference from Spanish, and non-standard dialect are viewed as prob

lematic. Although the analysis is very complete, Weinreich's definition 

of language interference is inconsistent with Cohen's extension of its 

meaning; i.e., to Cohen it becomes a source of difficulty. His instruc

tional implications are based on this assumption of difficulty and on the 

premise that description of the difficulties will aid the teacher. This 

reasoning is very similar to Lado's contrastive analysis hypothesis. 

Cohen (1976, p. 163) says: "As stated at the onset, a knowledge of the 

source of the confusion [presumably the language deviations?] should help 

the classroom teacher know what teaching technique to employ to handle 

the various kinds of language pro~lems arising in classrooms character

istic of language contact situations." 

In relation to the concept of language interference, the most sa

lient aspect of this study is that its implications are inconsistent with 

Weinreich's original definition. A behavioral view of teaching and learn

ing turns the pedagogical implications to "interference" and a source of 

confusion. 

In contrast, Dulay and Burt (1975, p. 26) "found that syntactic 

interference from the first language was almost non-existent for Spanish 

children learning English in the United States." They develop a logical 

framework that seriously questions the behaviorist theory of second 



language learning; i.e., "interference defined as the automatic trans

fer, due to habit, of the surface structure of the first language onto 

the surface of the target language" (p. 26). 
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To support this premise, they examined the English acquisition 

of about 500 Spanish speaking children in bilingual programs in the 

United States. They used the Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM) which.pur

ports to collect representative samples of language in use. They found 

that the second language errors were similar to the first language devel

opment errors of a native English language speaker. 

Another interesting finding was the universal hierarchical order

ing of acquisition common among the children. Their theoretical view of 

"creative construction" as a natural process in second language acquisi

tion as related to first language acquisition was upheld. One criticism 

that can be raised about the study's findings is the limitations of the 

BSM itself because it is structured and controls talk. Monitoring chil

dren's natural language longitudinally would generate more extensive data. 

The particular sociolinguistic interaction generated by the BSM interest

ingly does not represent the children's natural language use. However, 

this does not negate its important contributions, i.e., that the surface 

structure errors of the second language users were similar to the surface 

structure errors of native first language users. 

Dulay and Burt are the first to systematically challenge Lado's 

contrastive analysis hypothesis and to demonstrate through research its 

lack of empirical validity. 

The concept of language interference as reported in research has 

been influenced by behaviorism, the contrastive analysis hypothesis, and 



the view that second language learning is problematic. Throughout the 

reputed research included in the rest of the section, such influences 

emerge implicitly and explicitly. Dulay and Burt are the only critics 
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of the concept of language interference in testing its hypothetical prem

ises against reality, i.e., that contrastive analysis and "habit forma

tion" are valid theoretical bases for language teaching. Dulay and Burt 

present a very strong case. 

The next study is a good example of how the literature in this 

field compounds behavioral speculation, misconception, and minimal re

search. Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez (1975, p. 188) attempted " •.• to 

measure the interference with auditory conceptualization caused by Spanish 

language background and to determine the relationship of this interfer

ence with reading skill." The 80 subjects were second graders who were 

randomly selected from two schools in Riverside, California. Thirty-four 

were Mexican American, while the rest were from other ethnic backgrounds. 

The auditory discrimination was assessed by using three tests: 

1) the Lindamood Auditory Conceptualization Test; 2) an interference test 

where sounds chosen were based on Olguin's book Shuck Loves Chirley 

(1968); and 3) a non-interference test based on consonants. No further 

detailed explanation is given except for a table depicting the sound se

quence of the latter two tests, i.e., the sounds chosen to assess inter

ference and non-interference. 

Reading ability was measured by the reading grade level scores of 

the oral reading of individual words from the Wide Range Achievement Test 

and the silent reading comprehension of both words and connected discourse 

from the Cooperative Primary Test. Means and standard deviations of the 
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interference and non-interference test scores were computed based on the 

number correct. The analysis showed significant interaction with eth

nicity; and thus, they concluded that their first hypothesis was upheld, 

i.e., that "Mexican American children score lower in auditory conceptu

alization on a Spanish interference test than on a non-interference 

test" (Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez, 1975, p. 189). However, after the 

analysis of variance between reading level, ethnic group, and the inter~ 

ference and non-interference tests, a multiple regression was performed 

to determine the amount of variance in reading associated with the vari

ous factors and to determine any influence of SES. When the Spanish 

language interference factor was forced as a first predictor, it did 

not signi.ficant1y predict reading test scores. In fact, "among Mexican 

American children a score reflecting degree of Spanish/standard English 

interference with auditory ~onceptua1ization [was] positively related to 

reading ability" (p. 189). 

The researchers thus concluded that "The results of the study 

have indicated that there was indeed Spanish language interference with 

auditory conceptualization. However, the potential importance of this 

finding was diminished by the further result that degree of interference 

was not significantly related to reading ability" (p. 194). 

Their results did not match their expectations that "disruption 

of auditory conceptualization may, in turn, cause a decrement in reading 

ability. Knowledge of such interference would allow educators to gear 

their instructional programs to minimize its impact" (p. 187). Then in 

their discussion they proceed to raise unfounded implications that ap

pear to be highly speculative in light of: 1) the small sample size, 
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and 2) the construct va1~dity of how the "interference" measure was ob-

tained since the contents and procedures of the construction of the in-

terference and non-interference tests were not included. Again in this 

study the concept of interference is assumed. It is never explicitly 

defined or discussed. And clearly their attempt at an operational dif-

ference failed. The only implied explanation is the following one, 

which reflects the researc~ers clinging to interference theory in spite 

of their own results (Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez, 1975, p. 187): 

While training in auditory conceptualization may be desirable, 
it is also important to know whether there are any sys~ematic 
factors which interfere with this ability. One possible fac
tor is Spanish language background. Olguin (1974), Ornstein 
(1971), and Tireman (1945) have shown that there are sounds 
which listeners with a standard English bacground discriminate, 
but which may be confused-by listeners with a Spanish language 
background. These confusions may lead Mexican American listen
ers to fail in discriminations basic to auditory conceptuali
zation. Disruption of auditory conceptualization may, in turn, 
cause a decrement in reading ability. 

The possibility of interference with the "desirable training in 

auditory training" is attributed uncategorica11y to "Spanish Janguage 

background." The guiding premises in Olguin's, Ornstein's, and Tireman's 

studies reflected the genesis of the deficit view of the Chicano child. 

Olguin saw Spanish as an obstacle to learning English. The 

points of "difficulty or confusion," again, are not based on research 

but on structural linguistic description and comparison between English 

and Spanish. These comparisons are viewed as problematic. 

Tireman assumed that vocabulary and sounds were the Mexican 

Americans' "problem" in learning to read. Olguin and Tireman both ac-

cepted the view that the Spanish language caused "difficulties" in the 



acquisition of English reading without considering the question of how 

language is learned, as Dulay and Burt did. 
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The concept of language interference is being viewed as a pos

sible "decrement" in reading ability based on the assumption that "audi

tory conceptualization" of sound systems is positively related and a 

predictor for determining reading ability. However, knowing sounds in 

oral language is being confused with the reading process. The implicit 

assumption that seems to be operating is that print is speech written 

down. Therefore, if this is so and sounds are part of speech, then it 

would follow that one must first know the speech parts in order to read. 

Consequently the above logic would lead one to assume that not knowing 

how to say the sounds would cause difficulty in reading and therefore 

interference. 

The above reasoning is implicit in the following statement by 

Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez (1975, p. 194): "The present study has in

vestigated one other aspect of this problem [the linguistic problems of 

the children with Spanish backgrounds]: phonological interference with 

auditory conceptualization and thus with reading." 

This assumption has been questioned by the psycholinguistic the

ory of the reading process (Goodman, 1965, 1967, 1969; Weber, 1968, 1970; 

Smith, 1971, 1973, 1978). Knowing how to discriminate between sounds in 

a test does not predict reading ability. According to Goodman (1970), 

reading ability is based on an efficient and effective use of the reader's 

three cueing systems (graphophonic, syntactic, and se~antic) and his or 

her strategies (predicting, self-correcting, sampling, and confirming) 

to construct meaning. 
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Even though Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez (1975, p. 194) began 

with the preceding assumption and "the results of the study indicated 

there was indeed Spanish language interference with auditory conceptua1-

ization, • • • the importance of this finding was diminished by the fur-

ther result that the degree of interference was not significantly related 

to reading ability." They did offer this alternative as an explanation: 

Goodman maintains that reading is a 'psycho1inguistic guessing 
game' in which aspects of print are guessed from phonological, 
syntactic, and semantic cues. Such a viewpoint suggests that 
any specific interference experienced by children may be com
pensated by alternative cues in their reading. Thus Mexican
American children's reading ability may be affected by inter
ference at specific phonological conflict points because the 
redundancy of connected discourse provides them with other 
bases for decoding. This explanation and the preceding one 
need substantiation through further research, however (p. 195). 

The deficit orientation of these researchers is reflected in 

their interpretation of Goodman's psycho1inguistic theory of the reading 

process. Certainly, Goodman would argue that none of the cueing systems 

compensate for each other. They, on the contrary, are used by the reader 

in an integrative basis. Also, when Goodman (1970, p.259) says that 

"reading is a psycho1inguistic guessing game" he does not ~ that "as-

pects of print are guessed from phonological, syntactic, and semantic 

cues." Rather, he means the reader's focus is on constructing meaning 

and that they use print selectively based on various aspects of the read-

ing process to predict meaning. 

The Mathewson and Pereyra-Suarez (1975) study can also be crit-

ica11y questioned based on its imp1icationa1 statements regarding teach-

ing practices. Even though their analysis of their data did not confirm 

the hypothesis about "the positive relationship between a score 
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reflecting degree of Spanish/standard English interference with auditory 

conceptualization and reading ability," they suggest the following: 

If auditory conceptualization is to be regarded as a means 
to extend competence in perceiving the phonemic structure 
of standard English, then instructing Mexican American 
children in conceptualizing sounds not distinguished in 
Spanish may be desirable. However, if this instruction is 
meant to increase reading skill, its efficacy is doubtful 
(p. 195). 

These instructional implications are inconsistent with the find-

ings. Saying that teaching the perception of English phonemic struc-

ture may be des~rab1e implies that learning a second language sound sys-

tern is prerequisite for auditory competence, as if sounds stand alone. 

However, they do qualify its efficacy as it relates to reading ability. 

Vallejo (1976) reported a study on the oral language of five- to 

six-year-01d preschool Mexican American children in San Antonio, Texas. 

One hundred and sixteen children were interviewed and tape reco~ded in 

1971. Only 65 interviews were selected to be analyzed. He grouped the 

students demographically and categorically based on whether they spoke 

more Spanish (MS) (38), more English (ME) (21), or both (ES) (6). This 

last grouping was based on " ••• the child's immediate responses to 

either Spanish, English, or both when the interviewers initiated any 

linguistic contact" (p. 167). No other details about the contents of 

the interview were discussed. 

The study analyzed and tabulated utterances according to the use 

of article-nouns, contractions, adjectives, borrowed words, loan blends, 

and incorrect use of nouns, numbers, and colors in both English and 

Spanish. Based on these criteria, analyses were performed; however, no 

descriptive explanation was provided. Graphs and figures are presented 
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with minimum explanation as to how the percentages were arrived at. 

Thus, some of the conclusions presented are questionable; e.g., that 

"MS" (more Spanish speaking) children are affected more than other 

groups in the misuse of nouns in Spanish and in English, with unmoti-

vated and unnecessary mixing of the two languages" (p. 180). This con-

c1usion is also questionable because the percentage of misuse of nouns 

for the combined English/Spanish score is less for the more Spanish-

speaking children (MS) (8.8%) than the English/Spanish speaking (ES) 

subjects (12.0%). The generalization does not seem to be supported by 

their statistics. The educational implications are also questionable. 

"In instructing these children, more attention should be given to pat~ 

tern of agreement with respect to gender and number" (p. 180). The 

children's "misuse" was considered something "more attention should be 

given to." No discussion about child language development was presented. 

The reader is not informed about whether the "deviances" are a natural 

phenomenon or if they were proportionately compared to the number of 

times the children used them as expected. Only frequency counts were 

given. 

The deficit view of the Chicano child as well as negative as-

sumptions about working-class children, language, dialect, and home en-

vironment may account for some of Vallejo's (1976, p. 180) conclusions: 

The Mexican American child living in a low socioeconomic en
vironment typically has strong linguistic competence in Spanish 
but insignificant competence in English. 

It is likely that the language development of Mexican American 
children is deficient because of a lack of language stimula
tion in their home environment and the economic demands placed 
on Mexican American families for mere subsistence. 



The deviations present in the speech of these bilingual chil
dren are probably at least in part due to a lack of correc
tion of speech patterns on the part of parents, who are unable 
to perform accurately in either language, but especially in 
English. This environment tends to produce children who are 
retarded in language development by the time they enter school. 

A view exists which is contrary to that expressed by Vallejo, 

as demonstrated by Dulay and Burt (1974) that "deviations" in second 
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language development among Spanish English bilingual children are a "cre-

ative construction process." 

Cornejo (1973, pp. 88-89) reported that 

There was significant interference from English to Spanish 
• • • the Spanish language of both parents and children was 
always influenced by English whereas the English of the chil
dren was more fluent and showed fewer instances of interfer
ence •••• Interference from Spanish to English is highly 
significant at the phonological level; it is minor at the 
lexical and grammatical levels. . •• The English phonology 
of the children showed a high degree of Spanish influence • • 

The. study's data were collected in Texas in 1967 and 1968. The 

main purpose was "to collect a sample corpus of recorded material repre-

senting the speech of five year old Spanish speaking children of Texas" 

(p. 69). One-hundred children were asked to respond to a series of pic-

tures in both Spanish and English. Only 24 tapes were used in the analy-

sis. Frequency counts of the words were done as well as phonological and 

syntact analysis of the childrens' speech. 

Cornejo's use of the term "interference" is not clearly defined, 

but from the context one can assume that he is using it as a synonym with 

"influence." In another context he equates it with code switching by 

giving examples of mixed Spanish and English; e.g., "a large number of 

instances of interference from English to Spanish were recorded 

como much candy, con el baby, con my money," etc. (p. 88). 
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Interference is not used negatively but merely as a descriptive 

term. Cornejo (1973, p. 89) states that "The findings of this research 

stress the need for an accurate assessment of the speech development of 

bilingual children." 

Perhaps one of the major criticisms is that such a study's find

ings cannot be generalized to all Mexican American five-year-olds. ·How

ever, its descriptive nature does provide information about the dialect 

usage of certain Texas Spanish speaking Chicanos. 

Cornejo's study was included to demonstrate how the concept lan~ 

guage interference was used in a children's language development study. 

His findings that the English phonology showed a higher degree of Spanish 

influence demonstrate a quantitative aspect for this particular group. 

A qualitative aspect pertaining to meaning would add significantly to 

understanding bilingual childrens' language development. 

A study by Fiege-Kollmann (1977) examined the oral reading and 

recall of 12 fourth- and fifth-grade Mexican American bilinguals. Two 

stated assumptions guided the investigation: 1) that in reading English, 

Spanish language interference would be observable, and 2) that the read

ers would use a decoding strategy rather than a prediction strategy 

while reading in English. The purpose of the study was to examine ". 

the extent of first language interference on reading and the possible 

influence of that interference on recall" (p. 2). Fiege-Kollmann tape 

recorded the oral reading and recalls in order to analyze the oral read

ing "errors" and to evaluate the recall with a system-oriented analysis, 

i.e., the ratio between propositions in recall and the text. She cate

gorized the errors into seven categories: corrections, repetitions, 
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omissions, additions, mispronuncietions, base substitutions, and morpho-

logical substitutions. The errors were then tallied and categorized ac-

cording1y. Among her findings, Fiege-Ko11mann (1977, pp. 5 and 8) re-

ports that 

• • • the bilingual readers frequently mispronounced words to 
such an extent that they became different English words in the 
output. It is unclear, however, whether the misread word was 
understood as the word the reader heard himself say, or whether 
he understood it correctly, despite the mispronunciation. The 
negative correlation between recall and base substitutions, and 
recall and mispronunciations can be regarded as indirect evi
dence that the mispronounced word was understood as the word 
the reader heard himself say. Since the outputted word was of
ten unsuitable in the general context (e.g., ~ read as be) the 
resulting incongruence affected recall. 

Fiege-Ko11mann is making a generalization about the quantitative 

relationship between recall and base substitutions and recall and mis-

pronunciations. She asserts that the "outputted word was often unsuit-

able in the general context," but does not explain what "u.nsuitab1e" 

means or how suitability was determined. She also is making assumptions 

about the assessment of comprehension by comparing the ratio of proposi-

tions in the text with those recalled by the reader. In other words, 

the determination of comprehension rests on the amount of propositions 

recalled by the reader in his/her second language. Goodman and Goodman's 

(1978) miscue analysis research reports that the Spanish/English bi1in-

gua1s who were asked to retell in both English and Spanish at times in-

c1uded additional information in the Spanish retelling that was not 

included in the English retelling. Also included in the miscue research 

are examples of non-words and mispronunciations that did not disrupt the 

construction of meaning as evidenced by the Spanish rete11ings. For ex-

ample, if the child read "cheap" for "sheep" in the Spanish rete11ings, 



57 

the child said "borregas" which means "sheep" in English. If this hap

pened with these particular Mexican American fourth-grade students, then 

Fiege-Kollmann needs to provide explicit examples to support her finding 

that indeed all the base substitutions and mispronunciations truly af

fected recall qualitatively as well as quantitatively. 

Fiege-Kollmann (1977) only reported the quantity of deviations 

that the fourth- and fifth-grade Mexican American bilingual children pro

duced but did not report the instances that the children produced as a 

native English speaker. Her reporting only includes general statements 

and overall percentages without reporting the individual frequencies of 

deviations by category or comparing them with the total amount of pos

sible occurrences in the text. This raises serious questions about her 

concluding comments regarding the causes of reading errors of bilingual 

readers such as "not kno:wing English grapheme-phoneme correspondences" 

or "giving Spanish phonetic values to English vowels and consonants." 

She concludes by saying that the most critical error type is the 

lack of knowledge related to grapheme-phoneme correspondence and then 

suggests that the emphasis of instruction should be in this area. In 

other words, she is indirectly suggesting that Spanish language interfer

ence is affecting the ability to decode grapheme-phoneme correspondences 

and thus is affecting recall. However, the quantitative justification 

does not satisfy this reviewer because Goodman and Goodman's (1978) re

search provides qualitative and quantitative data to suggest that readers 

who over-rely on the grapheme-phoneme correspondences are usually those 

with low comprehension. 
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Fiege-Ko11mann's (1977) study is interesting, but it has many 

faulty assumptions related to the role that errors play in the comprehen

sion process. She also assumes that matching text propositions with 

propositions recalled by the reader determines comprehension ability. 

In addition, she continues to perpetuate the circular logic related to 

Spanish language interference, i.e., by assuming that interferences are 

"observable," then quantitatively correlated to recall; therefore causing 

errors. Not only the quantitative nature of observable interference 

needs to be examined, but more thorough and individual qualitative analy

ses need to be explored. Another criticism is that interference is not 

even defined. 

The final research study to be reported is by Baca Moore and 

Marzano (1979). Their study sought to find the. most common errors of 

Spanish speakers learning English. They reviewed the literature and iden

tified 66 commonly cited errors. They then selected 150 students in 

grades K-6 from the Denver public schools based on three criteria: 1) 

that the students came from Spanish-speaking homes; 2) that the students 

were Spanish English bilinguals; and 3) that the students were perceived 

by their teachers to be having difficulty with their oral use of English 

in the classroom. They then collected individual audio taped interviews 

about the chi1drens' Christmas vacations. The tapes were then transcribed 

and rewritten into phonetic transcription. The frequencies for each of 

the 66 errors were then tallied accordingly. "Since one of the basic 

goals of this study was to determine the 'most common' errors, the 20 

most frequent errors were selected for further analysis" (p. 163). Among 

the top 20 most common errors, the Ed] substituted for [~, the omission 
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of the final d, and the use of present for past tense were reported, 

14.0%, 13.9%, and 5.1%, respectively. 

Again, only the percentages of deviations were reported. Total 

frequencies of occurrences by individual or grade were not reported. In 

addition, native English productions were not included or considered; 

however, the focus was on finding the most common errors. Baca Moore 

and Marzano (1979) also attempted to explain the causes of the 20 errors 

by citing Saville and Troike's (1971) work. 

Baca Moore and Marzano's concern with identifying the "most com-

mon errors" was accomplished, but the concluding statements cannot be 

supported by the research they conducted. For example, they state that 

mastery of the sound systems of both languages is essen
tial if misunderstanding is to be avoided • • • such mastery 
is important as a basis for the development of an effective 
reading program • • • effective and efficient second-language 
teaching requires sequential and systematic presentation of 
phonological, morphological, and syntactic elements . • • 
identification of the most common errors may provide a basis 
for developing that sequential and systematic practice. 
(p. 167) 

They are assuming that "mastery" of the sound system 1) precludes 

understanding, 2) is prerequisite for developing reading, and 3) must be 

learned sequentially and systematically. The logic then follows that 

the hierarchy of identified errors could " . provide the basis for 

developing that sequential and systematic practice." Such reasoning 

raises many questions because the mere identification of errors and 

their subsequent elimination leans towards the habit formation school of 

thought. The authors implicitly accept that second language learning 

must focus on eliminating "common errors" sequentially and systematic-

ally, and that the sequence is determined by the highest percentage of 
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frequency. The learning and teaching of language is viewed as having a 

one-to-one correspondence. It is also assumed that mastering the sound 

system leads to avoiding misunderstanding. This assumption was adopted 

from behavioral learning theory. Again, the research is circular in na-

ture; i.e., if one assumes errors occur, then one will find them. The 

nature of the role that the errors play in the communication process is 

the question that is rarely examined. 

Bilingual Reading Instructional Practices: Three 
Views of the Reading Process as They 

Relate to the Concept of Language Interference 

The purpose of this section is to examine the state of the field 

of Spanish English bilingual reading. In order to organize how this 

field has evolved, it is necessary to understand the guiding viewpoints, 

the theoretical frameworks and models, the underlying assumptions, and 

prevailing practices. By understanding what authorities have said about 

teaching reading to Chicano children, a better perspective about the 

facts and fictions related to current practices and how the concept of 

"language interference" has influenced the field of bilingual reading 

instructions can be gained. 

In general, the reading process has been viewed from three very 

distinct governing viewpoints (Harste and Burke, 1978). One views read-

ing as an exact and precise process focusing on the graphophonics (teach-

ing sound/letter correspondences) (Lado, 1964; Modiano, 1968; Thonis, 

1970; Herbert, 1972; Zintz, 1975). The second views reading as an addi-

tive parts-to-whole process with its focus primarily on "isolated" skills 

(learning parts such as syllables) and the learning of words (Saville and 
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Troike, 1971; Cornejo, 1975; Ching, 1976; Thonis, 1976). The third view 

considers reading to be an interactive process between the reader, writ-

er, and the text in the construction of meaning (Goodman, 1965, 1967, 

1969, 1970, 1973, 1976, 1979). It examines the psycho1inguistic nature 

of the reading process, i.e., the use of the three cueing systems (graph-

ophonic, syntactic, and semantic) along with the strategies of predict-

ing, sampling, self-correcting, and confirming (Goodman, Y., 1967; 

Goodman and Burke, 1968, 1969, 1973; Allen, 1969; Burke, 1969; Page, 

1970; Goodman, K., 1970; Goodman and Burke, 1972, 1980; Watson, 1973, 

1976; Lopez-Hudelson, 1975; Buck, 1976; Goodman and Goodman, 1977, 1978; 

Barrera, 1978; Smith, L., 1979). 

In the following sections, each view of the reading process will 

be examined in light of its corresponding assumptions. The assumptions 

of the first two prevalent views have not been seriously analyzed and 

critiqued. Because they are widely used in bilingual schooling and in-

fused with concept of language interference, it becomes essential to un-

derstand the origin and evolution of these two prevalent views and their 

unexamined assumptions. In contrast, the third view which examines the 

psycholinguistic nature of the reading process is presented as a viable 

alternative since its guiding assumptions have been scientifically 

examined. 

The Graphophonic View: Reading 
is an Exact and Precise Process 

Table 2.1 provides an overview of the governing gaze, guiding 

assumptions, teaching practices and major research studies, questions, 



Table 2.1. Graphophonic view of the reading process. 

Governing Gaze 

Model: 

Graphophonic 

View: 

Reading is an 
exact and 
precise 
process. 

Guiding Assumptions 

1. Sound/letter correspondence 
in Spanish more regular 
than in English. 

2. Learning to read begins with 
identifying the sound/letter 
correspondence. 

3. Accurate pronunciation is 
crucial in identifying words 
in isolation. 

4. Print is speech written down. 

5. Errors are bad and show 
weakness and "deficiencies." 

Literature/ 
Research Studies 

Modiano (1968) 
Herbert (1972) 

Lado (1964) 
Thonis (1970) 

Tireman (1948) 
Olguin (1968) 
Zintz (1975) 

Teaching Practices 

1. Mastery of oral language in 
the language in which 
reading is taught. 

2. Begin with teaching parts 
of names, i.e., consonants 
and then vowels (phonics). 

3. Use basal texts such as 
Economy, Crane, Miami 
Linguistic Readers, etc. 

4. Teach children to sound out 
every unknown word. 

5. Drill children on sound 
discrimination. 

6. Reading precedes writing. 

7. Children practice writing 
individual letters, words, 
and phrases. 

8. Emphasis is on accuracy. 

9. Mastery of parts/form pre
cedes and is separated from 
meaning. 

0\ 
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Table 2.1. -- Continued 

Research Issues/Questions 

1. Does beginning reading start with identifying the correspondences between letters 
and sounds? 

2. What role does the orthography of a language play in learning to read? 

3. Are these assumptions true or false? Have they been examined? 

4. Where is the theory and research to support these assumptions? 

0-
W 
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issues and literature related to the graphophonic view of the reading 

process. Users of the view that Spanish reading is an exact and precise 

process are guided by three common assumptions: 1) that the sound/letter 

correspondence in Spanish orthography are more regular than in English; 

2) that learning to read begins with sound/letter correspondence; and 3) 

that accurate pronunciation is crucial in identifying words. Based on 

these assumptions, users of this model of the reading process for read-

ing instruction in the Spanish language focus primarily on teaching the 

sounds of letters or syllables and thus encourage the strategy of sound-

ing out the words. The methodologies that are consistent with this view 

are commonly referred to as the "metodo silabico," "el metodo analitico," 

"el metodo sintetico," and "el metodo onomatopeyico." The onomatopoetic 

method is described as follows (Torres Quintero, 1973): 

Es fonetico, es decir que emplea el sonido de las letras y 
no los nombres de estas . . • el sonido de las letras se ob
tiene de una imitacion fonica de los ruidos o voces producidas 
por los hombres, los animales 0 las cosas. Es analitico, en 
tanto que en los ejercicios orales descompone las palabras en 
silabas y tambien al comparar los sonido onomatopeyicos con 
los de las palabras para identificarlos. Es sintetico porque 
con los nuevos sonidos form silabas y luego con estas, 
palabras. 

In English this says: "This method concentrates on the sound of 

the letters and not their names. The sounds come from imitations or 

noises or sounds produced by people, animals, or things. The onomato-

poetic method is both analytic and synthetic. That is, by decomposing a 

word into syllables and letters, it can be analyzed; by reuniting the' 

letters and the syllables to reformulate the word, it can be synthesized." 

The onomatopoetic method is widely used in Mexico and has been 

imported into the United States. When bilingual education was first 
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beginning, there was a great need to know how to teach reading and writ-

ing in Spanish to Spanish speaking Hispanic children. Herbert (1972, p. 

7) reasoned that: 

Many methods in the teaching of literacy in Enclish include 
ingenious and complex devices to show the underlying system 
in a written language that is intricate and often times ir
regular. The Spanish writing system, on the other hand, 
has relatively uncomplicated phoneme-grapheme correspondence 
with few irregularities. It seems then that many of the 
methodologies employed to teach literacy in English do not 
apply to the teaching of that skill in Spanish. 

Herbert's basic assumption that the "Spanish writing system. has 

relatively uncomplicated phoneme-grapheme correspondence with few irregu-

larities" provided a "rationale" find a "Spanish reading method." At 

question is the role that an orthography plays in the reading process. 

If there were "more" regularity between phoneme-grapheme correspondence, 

would this dictate how reading should be taught without considering how 

the reading process in any language is learned and how it works? It is 

easy to understand why such a rationale and assumption is made. 

Modiano (1968, p. 39) makes the same assumption, as evidenced in 

the following statement: "It must be remembered that Spanish orthography 

as well as Tzeltal and Tzotail orthographies, are far more regular than 

English and lend themselves more readily to a phonic approach." Clearly 

Modiano has assumed that a "more regular" orthography lends itself to a 

phonics approach. However, an orthography is a set of symbols used to 

represent meaning. The reading process certainly uses the orthography, 

but the orthography is not the process. The confusion lies in accepting 

the fallacy that reading is going from print to speech; therefore the 

print which represents the sounds of the language in its letters must be 
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taught. The fallacy is a tautology, a circular reasoning that learning 

to read hinges on the graphophonic representations of the Spanish 

language. 

So far, of course, this presentation has only dealt with the 

stage in bilingual literacy that involves teaching the children to read 

in the mother tongue. The concept of language interference does not be

come an issue until reading in English is introduced. That is when the 

controversy of how language is learned, how reading is learned, and how 

reading in the second language (English in this case) should be taught 

get tangled in even more misconceptions, fallacies, and unexamined tradi

tions of instructional practices. 

Methodologies advocated in bi1iteracy development using these two 

common assumptions, Le., the "more regular orthography" and the "print

to-speech" are mushrooming. Intricate skill-based "scope and sequences" 

for reading programs have been devised by Southwest Educational Develop

ment Lab (SEDL), Economy Company, the Crane Reading Systems, and others. 

For example, the BOLAR (Bilingual Oral Language and Reading Program) se

ries developed by the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory sec

ondhanded1y adopted the "regular orthography" assumption because in 

planning the BOLAR program, the Spanish reading component was developed 

by analyzing fifteen Spanish reading programs " .•• in order to identify 

methodological patterns in the teaching of reading 'in Spanish speaking 

countries" (Cornejo, 1973, p. 6). Presumably it was reasoned that in

struction should be based on what already existed without questioning 

theoretical underpinnings of the identified methodologies. What resulted 

was a reading program not entirely based on teaching sound/letter 
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correspondence but instead " ••• an eclectic approach which makes use 

of the most relevant features of decoding skills, phonics, sight reading 

and language experience" (Co,rnejo, 1973, p. 7). The Spanish component, 

however, starts with " ••• instruction in reading and writing of words 

and sentences containing the five vowels and eight consonants" (Goodloe, 

1973, p. 13). 

Goodloe further explains (p. 14) that "because of the close cor

relation between Spanish letters and sounds, especially when compared to 

English, phonic, or sound-to-symbo1 approach is used initially and sys

tematically throughout the Spanish reading program. The first three 

books present vowels, consonants, consonant clusters, and diphthongs in 

lesson sequences which include oral discussions, visual-auditory associ

ation, syllabication, independent reading selection, and evaluations. 

In the fourth book, the children have the opportunity to apply their 

skills to read a series of stories which comprise a narrative." Clearly 

the authors assume that phonic skills must be learned before children can 

comprehend meaningful texts. 

The "concept of language interference" in BOLAR (1973) does not 

play a significant role until English reading enters the "scope and se

quence." The only reference to the "concept of language interference" 

is in the teacher's manual which states that "in the reading units an 

in-depth analysis of decoding skills in both languages was conducted in 

order to minimize interference and maximize positive transfer in the 

reading process" (p. 5-6). The notion of "interference" is not at all 

explained. The teacher is left to infer. The possible inferences in 

this given context are associated with descriptive and comparative 



68 

linguistics. That is, by systematically listing similarities and dif

ferences in both languages with phonological, syntactic, lexical fea

tures, "interference" could be minimized and positive transfer maximized. 

But what does this mean? Inferentially the similarities in the differ

ences are assumed to be points of difficulty. Lado's (1964) habit

formation view and structural linguistics are also influencing the 

thinking and reasoning processes here, i.e., if one describes and ana

lyzes the differences and similarities, then these differences can become 

points of difficulty (interferences) while the similarities become a 

"positive transfer." But could one teach reading in such a way that one 

omitted all "problem" sounds, spellings, and syntactic patterns? 

Thonis (1970) similarly discusses the notion of negative transfer 

and adds positive and zero transfer. Positive transfer, according to 

Thonis, means that there are similarities in the sound and grammatical 

structures of both languages, thus helping acquisition of the second lan

guage. When there are no commonalities between both languages, zero 

transfer results; i.e., the first language neither helps nor hinders 

second-language acquisition. By negative transfer she means when ". 

our first language learnings not only do not help us, but also actually 

hinder our second language learning" (p. 119). Thonis further "cautions" 

the teacher to "be alert for negative transfer effect, particularly with 

sounds and structures" (p. 131). These notions of positive, zero, 'and 

negative transfer are based on speculation and unexamined assumptions 

about cause-effect relationships, particularly the assumption that where 

there are differences between two languages these points of difference 

will cause a difficulty, a hinderance, i.e., a negative transfer. 
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The notion of how "positive," "zero," and "negative" transfer 

relate to the 1ea"rning of reading in English follows a predictable lo

gic. That is, if reading is a speech-to-print process, then the corre

spondences between the sound/symbol relations must be identified and 

taught, and mispronunciations will cause reading problems. Where there 

are similarities, no teaching needs to be done. Where there are differ

ences, teaching those components will presumably intercept or at least 

lessen any hinderance. Seeing the reading process as learning the 

sound/letter correspondence lends itself to this circular thinking. 

Thonis (1970, p. 120) views the process for learning to read English as 

a second language as a "decoding" one, i.e., she states: "Learning to 

read English requires the response to sound, structures, and intonation 

patterns representative of speech. As we begin to teach pupils to read 

English we must keep before us the reminder that print is a symbol of a 

symbol, that speech is primary, and that reading a second language, no 

less than reading a first one, is a speech-to-print process." 

If, as she is advocating, reading is a "speech-to-print" process 

in both languages, then it follows that oral control of the second lan

guage becomes a prerequisite for learning to read in the second language. 

The last assumption of the view that reading is an exact and 

precise process is that accurate pronunciation is crucial in identifying 

words. This leads to the belief that the "speech" aspect of the speech

to-print instruction must focus on total accuracy in oral pronunciation 

as a prerequisite to reading. Zintz' (1975, pp. 424-425) explanation 

about how to teach English reading to Spanish speaking students shows 

these basic assumptions about the reading process: 



In the linguistic readers [the Miami Linguistic Readers] one 
primary emphasis is on teaching the child to pronounce the 
English language correctly. This is excellent. He is given 
a great deal of practice on discriminating minimal pairs and 
enunciation of all phonemes that exist in English that he has 
not already learned in Spanish •••• The language program 
for such children must include concentrated teaching of oral 
language all day long but withholding formal reading until 
the boys and girls can learn with understanding to read the 
books in the series. 

Thus, pronouncing the English language "correctly" becomes a 

prerequisite condition before introducing the child to reading. And, 

more specifically, the oral language accuracy assumption centers on 

"phonemes that exist in English that he has not already learned in 

Spanish." Understanding language is made dependent on productive oral 
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accuracy. Implicit in the last statement of the quotation is that oral 

language accuracy precedes reading because, as the reasoning goes, under-

standing the print would not follow if the child did not know how to say 

the words correctly. In other words, knowing how to say the words cor-

rectly "insures" knowing what they mean. But before the child can know 

the words correctly, he/she has to be " ••• given a great deal of prac-

tice on discriminating minimal pairs and enunciation of all phonemes that 

exist in English that he has not already learned in Spanish." "Language 

interference" is not specifically mentioned, but implicitly the same 

line of thinking is operating, i.e., the focus is on knowing the new 

sounds and being able to "enunciate" them correctly since reading is an 

"exact and precise" process. Furthermore, Zintz (1975) seems to believe 

that the children must hear each word correctly pronounced in their heads 

to understand. 
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The trend towards assuming the "importance" of "oral accuracy in 

pronunciation" goes back as far as Tireman (1948). More than three de

cades ago in his book, Teaching Spanish Speaking Children (p. 112), he 

states: "Many teachers of native Spanish speaking children feel that 

the oral reading is a more useful type. It enables them to locate the 

errors of pronunciation and correct them." Notice that the advocacy of 

the utility of oral pronunciation is based on how many teachers of native 

Spanish speaking children "felt" and not on scientific evidence about the 

nature of errors, i.e., what role errors play in the development of the 

second language. The teacher feels that way because the books tell him 

to. The focus became "correcting" the pronunciation errors. Tireman's 

reporting is translated to mean that pronunciation errors needed to be 

corrected. Accuracy and correct pronunciation in oral reading was ex

pected. Mistakes, accordingly, were not acceptable but were used to fo

cus on "problems." 

The ground for the view that "reading is an exact and precise 

process" is never established except by authors citing each other. This 

notion about the reading process was basically built on the aforementioned 

assumptions about how print and speech are related to each other. Both 

print and .speech are seen as objects. People have leaped to instruc

tional practices without examining the nature of their assumptions. By 

not examining these assumptions, instructional traditions have been in

stitutionalized and misconceptions perpetuated. In turn, the relation

ship between the learning and teaching of reading have been misunderstood, 

Le., just as the misconception about the "one-to-one" correspondence 

between speech and print has become so prevalent so has the relationship 
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between the learning and teaching of reading. Learning to read has been 

viewed as a sequential process. First one learns the sounds of the oral 

language systematically; and then, after having "mastered" them accu-

rate1y, one proceeds to learning the sound/symbol correspondence in 

reading. Therefore, if that is how one learns, then that is how we must 

organize teaching. 

The concept of "language interference" is intertwined in these 

sets of unexamined assumptions as they. relate to the different views of 

the reading process and its application to instruction. The "precise 

and exact" view of the reading process predictably views "language inter-

ference" as "negative transfer," as a "pronunciation error," and as a 

"needing correction" before the child learning a second language can be-

gin reading. The focus is on the abstract parts of linguistic structures, 

and on the unexamined assumptions that one language interferes with 

learning another at the points where the two languages differ, thus caus-

ing difficulty. 

The Integrated Skills View: Reading is 
Learned from Parts to Wholes Additive1y 

Table 2-2 provides an overview of the governing gaze, guiding 

assumptions, teaching practices and major research studies, questions/ 

issues and literature related to the integrated skills view of the read-

ing process. This view is commonly referred to as the integrated skills 

model of the reading process (~urke, 1976). The basic underlying assump-

tions are fourfold: 1) learning to read is a step-by-step process; 2) 

since reading is sequential, one starts with the simple and progresses 

to the more complex; 3) reading is knowing words; and 4) reading is a 



Table 2.2. Integrated skills view of the reading process. 

Governing Gaze 

Model: 

Integrated 
Skills 

View: 

Reading is 
learned from 
parts to 
whole 
additive1y. 

Guiding Assumptions 

1. Learning to read and write 
is a step-by-step process. 

2. Since reading and writing are 
sequential, one starts with 
the simple and progresses to 
the more complex. 

3. Reading is knowing words. 

4. Reading is a mastery of a 
set of skills. 

5. A1_1 errors are considered 
undesirable and demonstrate 
a weakness. 

Literature/ 
Research Studies 

Gonzales (1977) 
Ching (1976) 
Thonis (1976) 
Saville and 
Troike (1971) 

Lado (1964) 
Herbert (1971) 
Cornejo (1975) 
BABEL (1976) 
BOLAR (1973) 

Teaching Practices 

1. Teach reading with syllabic 
approach. 

2. Use the metodo ana1!tico y 
sintetico. 

3. Knowing how to identify 
syllables and then say them 
is considered to be start
ing with the simple. 

4. Recognizing words is the 
next difficult step in the 
hierarchy. 

5. Short contrived stories 
with "controlled" vocabu
lary are next introduced. 

6. Writing follows a similar 
pattern of presentation. 

7. Being able to say, read, 
and write words correctly 
is the focus. 

8. Teach minimal pairs 
discrimination to prevent 
"interference." 

-...J 
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Table 2.2. -- Continued 

Research Issues/Questions 

1. What is the reading process? How does it work? Is it learned from part to 
whole? 

2. Given this model of the reading process, how would transfer of reading "skill" 
be viewed? Is it valid if the model is not? 

3. What role do errors play in the bi1iteracy process, i.e., how should influences 
from the native language be viewed when learning to read and write in the 
second? 

4. Where is the theory and research to support this view and model? 

5. If these assumptions are false, then what do we do? 

6. How should interference and influences be used? 

7. What exactly do they mean in relationship to learning and teaching a first and 
second language bi1iterately. 

"-I 
.p-
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"mastery" of a set of skills. Expanding reading vocabulary is the main 

strategy emphasis, i.e., by teaching the students how to identify and 

recognize words in isolation or in sentences out or context, the students 

will increase their reading ability. Learning how to recognize and iden-

tify words, however, requires a progressive set of hierarchical skills. 

In bilingual reading Lado (1964), Herbert (1971), Mon (1971), Saville 

and Troike (1971, 1976), Cornejo (1975), Ching (1976), Thonis (1976), 

Gonzales (1977), Tucson Spanish/English Bilingual Model (1979), and 

others are representative of varied forms of this particular view and 

set of assumptions. This view looks very much like the first view, 

especially in beginning instruction. 

The first two assumptions listed above are linked because reading 

is considered a sequential step-by-step process. Inherent in this as-

'sumption is that it starts with the simplest unit and progresses to the 

more complex. Decoding is the actual beginning base with the most basic 

unit being the sound/letter correspondences, moving to whole words, to 

sentences, to paragraphs, and then to short contrived stories with con-

trolled vocabulary such as those found in basal texts. The more regu1ar-

orthography-in-Spanishassumption is also playing a significant role in 

this additive view of the reading process. For example, Gonzales (1977, 

p. x), in an article which accompanies the Teacher's Manual in Spanish 

Reading Keys by the Economy Company, says: 

The nature of the Spanish language presents a closer corre
spondence between the written symbol (grapheme) and the sound 
(phoneme) than that existing in the English language •••• 
There is a consistency in the Spanish language that facili
tates the decoding process in reading because each of the 
vowel letters stands for only one sound, which is also the 



name of the vowel letter; there is a more limited number of 
possible endings for words in Spanish than there is in 
English; and the formation of syllables is quite regular. 
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Gonzales simply assumes that "each of the vowel letters stands for only 

one sound. which is also the name of the vowel letter." He does not 

consider the dialect variations that exist among Spanish speakers across 

social classes, regions, occupations or national origins. He also as-

sumes that a sound stands alone, i.e., that its environment does not in-

fluence its type of production. For example, some Cubanos and Porto-

riquenos can readily be distinguished from a Mexicano simply by his/her 

intonation patterns as well as a common feature of omitting certain sounds 

within words, i.e., within certain environments such as "Ten cuidao" in

stead of saying "Ten cuidado." 
v 

An Argentine would most likely say /jo/ 

for "yo" whereas a southwestern Chicano may say /yo/ for "yo." A north-

ern Sonoran Mexicano and southernmost Arizonian will most likely say 

v v /musaso/ for "muchacho" whereas a San Joaquin Valley Chicano might say 

v v 
/mucaco /. 

The previous examples involved variations of consonant usage. 

It may be that names have more consistency in Spanish than English but 

consonants may have greater variation. The following examples include 

vowel use variations: some Spanish speakers may say "logo" for "luego" 

or "acina" for "asi" or "truje" for "traje" or "pa" for "para." The va-

riation of the vowel usage serves to demonstrate that the oral "consis-

tency in the Spanish language" varies and at times "vowel letters" do 

not always stand for "only one sound." 

The Economy Spanish Reading Keys (1977, p. vi) series begins 

teaching children how to read in Spanish by presenting the "sound-symbol 



relationships through the introduction of the direct and inverse syl-

lables for consonant sounds." For example, this is one aspect of the 

procedure that the teacher must say: 

What is the name of this letter? (s) Now I will write 0 

after s. What sound does s stand for? (/s/) What sound 
does 0 stand for? (/0/) The letters sand 0 together stand 
for /so/. Look at the syllable on the-board-and say /so/. 
Repeat the procedure with each of the other vowel letters, 
listing the syllables in a column on the chalkboard. Then 
beside each syllable write the reverse syllable as shown 
below. 

so 
sa 
se 
si 
su 

os 
as 
es 
is 
us 

What have I done with each syllable? (reversed it) What 
sounds to the letters 0 and s stand for? (/os/) (p. 17) 

Then the procedure progresses to intruducing vocabulary words by using 
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the same procedure, i.e., naming the letters individually and then say-

ing the individual sounds of each letter first. While the word is visu-

ally displayed, the teacher uses the word in a sentence. This is all 

done before the children are introduced to reading a short basal story 

(Keys, 1977, p. 17). 

OSOS 

So So es un oso. 
Sa Sa es una osa. 
Se Se es una osa. 
Si Si es un osa. 
Su Su es una osa. 

So So y Sa Sa son osos. 

This procedure demonstrates that the first three assumptions 

about how reading is learned are operating. Since reading is a sequen-

tial process, one begins with the simple and moves to the complex. 
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However, the simplicity assumption is quite questionable considering 

that blending the naming of letters with sounds is actually a more ab-

stract and complex process since it is describing how written language 

is supposedly related to isolated aspects of oral language. A fallacy 

in much reading instruction is that what seems logically simple to an 

already literate adult is psychologically simple to a child developing 

literacy. The decision to reverse syllables is not explained--only that 

one must do it with the children. By using the names of So So, Sa Sa, 

Se Se, Si Si, and Su Su, it can be assumed that the repetition of the 

different-vowel-same-consonant pattern will facilitate the young reader's 

recognition. The logic follows a predictable path; however when a child 

remarks that bears (osos) do not have names like that or that it doesn't 

make sense, then that raises questions about the semantic (meaning) qua-

lity of the text. The basic question to raise about these teaching 

practices as well as the type of text used, is: Does this really repre-

sent how learning to read in Spanish works? 

The concept of "language interference" enters into the learning 

of English reading. It is viewed as a transition aspect to consider 

from Spanish to English reading. 

When Spanish speaking pupils make the transition to English, 
they are introduced to a sound system that is different from 
and more difficult than that of Spanish. The teacher should 
be aware of the language interferences that may cause problems 
.•.. The teacher who is aware of such interferences may ap
proach the problem through oral sound-discrimination exercises. 
Minimal pair drills are very effective. (Minimal pairs are 
words that differ in only one, sound.) The English word with 
the sound most similar to a Spanish sound should be given 
first; the difficult sound should be in the word that follows. 
For example, to practice Ishl, say chip, ship. To practice 
Ithl, say ten, then. To practice lvi, say ban, van. 
(Economy Spanis~ading Keys, 1977, p. vii-)--
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Lado's (1964) habit formation assumption about how differences 

between languages cause difficulty is being used. The assumption that 

the English sound system is more difficult than Spanish is also operat

ing; however, there is no evidence to show that one language is easier 

or harder than another (Goodman, Goodman, and Flores, 1979). Since 

"awareness of language interferences" is prerequisite for being able to 

approach the "problem" by teaching oral sound discrimination, it becomes 

evident that a "cause-and-effect" relationship is being established be

tween the learning and teaching of English reading with Spanish oracy. 

That is, if the sound systems are different, then in reading English 

there will be difficulties. Since we know these are difficulties, then 

one should "attack" the "problem." The problem then must be addressed 

through teaching the differences. The differences are taught as the 

most simple and basic units: the sound differences in words such as 

minimal pairs. Thus, the logic and practices are consistent \\Tith the 

basic assumptions about how reading is viewed as being learned from parts 

to wholes additively. Certainly the view that learning English by a 

Spanish speaking child is a "problem" is consistent with the genesis of 

the language deficit view. 

Ching (1976) is also an advocate of the step-by-step view of the 

reading process for bilingual children learning how to read in English. 

She emphasizes that a teacher must have basic knowledOge of the sound and 

structure of the child's first language: " .•• so that he may be aware 

of the linguistic divergencies between the child's first language and 

standard English and the possible interferences in sound and structure. 
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Acquisition of this knowledge could help the teacher understand the dif

ficulties being experienced so that he may guide the child more 

effectively" (p. 6). 

She also states that after the teacher has acquired this basic 

knowledge, then he/she is " •.• ready to plan and execute an English 

language skill development program in his class. Following are some 

suggestions for the program development: 1) auditory discrimination, 

2) vocabulary and concept development, 3) grammar, and 4) oral expres

sion" (Ching, 1976, p. 17). This part-to-whole approach is filled with 

misconceptions about how the receptive and productive language processes 

interact and develop when learning a second language. For example, she 

cites Tireman's (1945, p. 4) study which concluded that " ... the vocab

ulary of Spanish speaking children showed that phonetic interference 

caused by differences in the phonemic structure of English and Spanish 

was cause for many errors in pronunciation and meaning of English words." 

She is assuming that the differences in the phonemic structures between 

Spanish and English cause "interference," Therefore the reasoning then 

follows: "Auditory discrimination ability correlates significantly with 

success in learning to read, as children must be familiar with speech 

sounds before they can master the symbols used to represent them on the 

printed page. Inadequately developed auditory discrimination undoubtedly 

accounts for much of the difficulty bilingual children experience with 

phonics in learning to read" (p. 5). 

The first misconception deals with the acceptance that differ

ences will cause "interferences." Lado's unexamined assumption about the 

habit formation view of language differences appears to be influencing 
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the thinking. His contrastive analysis hypothesis has been widely ac

cepted and adapted to instructional practices without being scientific

ally examined. The second misconception is the misinterpretation of the 

correlation between auditory discrimination performance and success in 

learning to read. A correlation does not mean a cause-and-effect rela

tionship. Certainly learning to communicate in another language does 

not solely depend on just knowing the sounds and pronouncing them cor

rectly. The third misconception is that print is speech written down, 

which then leads to the fourth misconception that the sounds and letters 

have a one-to-one correspondence. Given these misconceptions, one can 

understand why the last statement concerning "inadequately developed 

auditory discrimination" is seen as problematic when learning to read 

with the phonics approach. That is, all these misconceptions about how 

reading develops and its relationship between the spoken control of the 

second language and the receptive (understanding) control of the written 

second language get tangled in how it should be taught. In this case, 

the hierarchy depends on learning the spoken sounds correctly in the 

second language before being able to read in the second language. But 

that raises the two issues: 1) about the child that is already literate 

in his/her native language, and 2) about whether oral language is even 

learned in this sequential order. That is, if a child is already a pro

ficient reader in his/her first language, why must that child have pro

ductive control of the second language before being able to start read

ing? In fact it could be argued that through reading the second lan

guage the child could learn the syntactic and meaning structures by an 

alternate and supportive mode than just only using the oral mode. The 
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reason that this question is raised about whether or not "auditory dis-

crimination" is even necessary before reading the second language if one 

is literate already, is because of the fact that many people in foreign 

countries where English is not the dominant language can read it but not 

speak it. This is a fairly acceptable phenomenon for "schooled" and 

"learned" persons, but when it comes to our Spanish English bilingual 

children it is seen as "inadequate," causing "difficulties" or "inter fer-

ences." Because of the four misconceptions and the belief that spoken 

control precedes receptive control, in this case reading, we have tradi-

tional instructional practices that isolate the learning of language 

which makes it more abstract and more difficult to learn. Reading is 

not seen as an alternate language mode for communicating but instead as 

a mirror image of the spoken mode. In addition, the deficit-language 

view of the Chicano child's ability to learn English is quite implicit, 

i.e., since Chicano children have "traditionally" had difficulties in 

learning English therefore we can still expect this so we must prevent it 

by teaching them the differences in the sounds. 

Thonis (1976, p. 2) likewise follows Lado's habit-formation view 

about learning to read English, i.e., that since there are sound differ-

ences between Spanish and English, these differences will cause 

difficulties: 

There are significant differences in Spanish and English lan
guage systems which linguistic scientists have identified, 
analyzed, and arranged in a hierarchical order of difficulty. 
Sound difficulties may occur when the English sounds do not 
exist in Spanish. A Spanish speaking child may not perceive 
these sounds and may substitute Spanish sounds for them. He 
may also have a problem using certain sounds he does perceive, 
when they exist in an unaccustomed position. 



Indeed "linguistic scientists" have "identified," "analyzed," and "ar-

ranged" the differences, although they have no "hierarchical order of 

difficulty." In addition, none have actually systematically studied 

whether these differences always cause difficulty in learning to read 

and write. It is just assumad that the differences always do. For 

example, Thonis (1976, p. 3) further states that: 

There are many such differences in the two languages which 
may create problems for the child who is reading and writ
ing in English. Since the task of the reader is to make 
meaningful connections between speech and print, these 
sound, structural, lexical, and semantic variations may 
interfere with or obscure meaning. Even the most skilled 
student who can decode the English writing system may ex
perience difficulty in comprehending what he has decoded 
if interference from his native language has not been rec
ognized by his teacher. 
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She also assumes that print is speech written down and that dif-

ferences between two languages cause difficulty in explaining interfer-

ence with comprehension in reading. "Variations may interfere with or 

obscure meaning" implies that the differences are the "interferences." 

And if the teacher has not recognized these "interferences" from the 

child's native language, then the source of difficulty in comprehending 

will continue. Also implied is that these "interferences" are the sole 

culprits of meaning disruption or of comprehension difficulty. Again, 

the reading process is viewed as having to know the parts accurately in 

order to understand. The native language influences are all seen as 

"interferences." Native-like oral language production is erroenously 

seen as the prerequisite for success' in reading (Thonis, 1976, p. 5): 

In the reading program, when attempts to recognize words by 
phonic or structural analysis, he cannot hear and identify 
many of the sounds because they have no reality in his reper
toire of previously acquired language sounds. Word endings 



of English may not be heard because, for him, they do not 
exist. Comprehension of words he is able to recognize may 
not come easily because of the differences in his experi
ences, his limited vocabulary, his semantic confusion, as 
well as because of intermittent interference which he re
ceives from his native language. If these problems become 
very severe over a prolonged period of time, the Spanish 
speaking child may become overwhelmed and may give up com
pletely. His potential for success in reading English may 
be reduced to abject failure. 

In summary, Thonis, in spite of her supportive attitude about 
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considering the strengths of Spanish speaking children, continues to per-

petuate the "problematic" expectations of learning to read in English be-

cause the child's Spanish language poses difficulties. 

Saville and Troike (1971, p. 55) are also proponents of a step-

by-step instructional view of the reading process in relationship to the 

assumption that "the elements of language are best taught in the follow-

ing order: listening, speaking, reading, writing. And that children 

should first hear the language before they are required to produce what 

they have heard. Reading and writing come only after some fluency in 

speech, and even then, the initial written material should contain no 

structures which have not first been introduced orally." Implicitly 

they are suggesting that fluency in speech precedes the usage in reading 

and writing, and that certain structures not known orally will pose dif-

ficulties if presented in the written mode. That such a sequence exists 

in learning a second language is questionable. Written language is not 

speech written down but an alternate communicative mode. The misconcep-

tion that written language is a mirror image of spoken language has led 

linguists to overgeneralize the relationship in terms of learning how to 

read and write, not only in the native language but also in the second 



85 

language. However, this is not to say that oral language does not play 

an important part in learning a second language, but only that it may 

not be as sequential as we think; i.e., that fluent speaking precedes 

reading and writing. Saville and Troike (1971) accept the idea that 

learning and teaching language are a one-to-one correspondence, along 

with the notion that language is learned in parts and certain things 

must be taught before others: 

Very early in the program, the phonemic contrasts which exist 
in one language, but not the other, should be taught. The 
concepts 'same-different" need to be understood before they 
can be applied to the sounds of language. These concepts, as 
used in the development of both visual and auditory discrimi
nation skills, are taught in most reading readiness programs 
•... Because understanding them is necessary prerequisite 
for language drills the concepts 'same-different' should be 
p~esented during the first week of school (p. 55) 

After each phoneme can be heard as distinct from other simi
lar phonemes with which it is apt to be confused, activities 
to teach its production will be much more effective (p. 56). 

Implied is the notion that learning a new or second language begins 

with mastering the sounds (phonemes). Although Saville and Troike (1971, 

p. 57) do recognize that". even when concentrating on teaching 

sounds of a language, these are not presented or practiced in isolation. 

Speech sounds occur as parts of words, and words as parts of sentences. 

Language is a way of conveying meaning, and this essential characteris-

tic should not be left out of language lessons .•. ," they still advo-

cate the use of isolated drills on individual phonemes, e.g., "Individ-

ua1 phonemes can be isolated by using words which are minimal pairs--

words which are identical except for the sound you want to call attention 

to" (p. 57). 
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It is necessary to reexamine its ~ti1ity in light of the new evidence 

regarding how language is learned and how it develops outside the school 

environment. 

Whole Language View: Reading is a 
Psycho linguistic Language Process 

Table 2.3 provides an overview of the governing gaze, guiding 

assumptions, teaching practices and main research studies, questions/ 

issues and literature related to the whole language view of the reading 

process. 

The view that reading is a psycho1inguistic process (an interac-

tion between thought and language) operates under four basic examined 

assumptions: 1) that reading is not an exact and precise process, 2) 

that by comparing observed oral reading responses to the expected text 

responses (miscues) we can gain insights into the language proficiency 

(strengths and weaknesses) that readers have, 3) that reading is an ac-

tive and receptive language process, and 4) that the psycho1inguistic 

nature of the reading process is a unitary one (K. Goodman, 1978). 

Over the past dozen years we have studied the reading process 
by analyzing the miscues (or unexpected responses) of subjects 
reading written texts. We prefer to use the word miscue be
cause the term error has a negative connotation and history in 
education. Our analysis of oral reading miscues began with 
the foundational assumption that reading is a language process. 
Everything we have observed among readers from beginners to 
those with great proficiency supports the validity of this 
assumption. This analysis of miscues has been in turn the base 
for our development of a theory and model of the reading pro
cess (Goodman and Goodman, 1977, p. 317). 

Kenneth S. Goodman (1967, 1978), Yetta Goodman and Carol Burke 

(1972) and K. Goodman and Burke (1968, 1969, 1973), along with Frank 

Smith (1971), have been the principal pioneer researchers and theoreti-



Table 2.3. Whole language view of the reading process. 

Governing Gaze 

Model: 

Whole Language 

View: 

Reading is a 
meaning con
structing 
process. 

Reading is a 
psycho1inguistic 
guessing game. 

Reading involves 
the interaction 
between the 
reader, author, 
and text. 

Guiding Assumptions 

1. Reading and writing are 
not exact and precise 
processes. 

2. Reading is an active 
receptive language 
process. 

3. Writing is an active 
and productive 
language process. 

4. Reading and writing 
development in two 
languages (bi1iteracy) 
are closely related 
in a biliterate 
environment. 

5. Errors (miscues) show 
both strengths and 
weaknesses. 

6. The psycho1inguistic 
nature of the reading 
process is a unitary 
one. 

Literature/ 
Research Studies 

Goodman and Burke 
(1969, 1973) 
Goodman and Goodman 
(1978, 1977, 1979) 
K. Goodman 
(1965, 1967, 1970, 
1971, 1969, etc.) 
Barrera (1978, 1981) 
Hudelson (1975, 1981) 
L. Smith (1978) 
Goodman, Goodman and 
Flores (1979) 
Devine (1981) 

Teaching Practices 

1. Teaches reading as a 
whole language process, 
i.e., meaning is not 
separated from form. 

2. Creates a functional 
bi1iterate environment. 

3. Reading and writing are 
functional and serve the 
child's purpose and need 
to know. 

4. Integrates the four 
language processes 
(listening, speaking,. 
writing and reading). 

5. Learning is facilitated 
deliberately, i.e., 
organized by the teacher. 

co 
" 



Table 2.3. -- Continued 

Research Issues/Questions 

1. If reading is not an exact and precise process, then what decisions need to be 
made concerning what the other two models presume in their unexamined assumptions? 

2. Can using the psycho1inguistic model, theory, and practice give us more quali
tative insights into how proficiency in reading is developed in both the native 
and second language? 

3. How would the concept of "transfer" apply? 

4. How can the qualitative nature of errors (miscues) both in reading and writing 
tell us about our students' progress towards becoming proficient users of two 
languages? 

co 
co 
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cians in developing the psycho1inguistic theory of the reading process. 

The theory and model were developed by examining readers' oral reading 

miscues and rete11ings, at first only in English, _then seminal studies 

were conducted using miscue analysis in Spanish (Lopez-Hudelson, 1975; 

Barrera, 1978), Polish (Romatoski, 1972), Yiddish (Hodes, 1976), Amer

ican Sign (Ewoldt, 1977), German (Mott, 1977, 1981), Mandarin (Tien, 

1978) and in various English dialects (Goodman and Goodman, 1978), e.g., 

Detroit, Black, Australian, East Maine, Appalachian, and Mississippi 

Black. These research studies, along with others (Allen, 1969; Burke, 

1969; Page, 1970; Menosky, 1971; Rousch, 1972; Sims, 1972; Watson, 

1973; Rigg, 1974; DuBois, 1977; L. Smith, 1978; etc.), have contributed 

to the development and continued refinement of the psycho1inguistic 

theory of the reading process. 

As the reader will recall, the first view of the reading process 

assumed that reading was an exact and precise process. However, miscue 

research has demonstrated and validated the assumption that reading is 

indeed not an exact and precise process. In fact, by comparing the stu

dents' oral responses from the expected written text, an analysis of 

these deviations (miscues) can give the teacher and researcher insights 

into the strengths and weaknesses that a reader has (Goodman and Burke, 

1972). Goodman and Goodman (1977) give a lengthy example of a reader 

to gain insights into the comprehending (oral reading) and comprehen

sion (oral retelling) processes. The following is an excerpt of a 

reader, Peggy (p. 318): 



Text 

(Sla) Once upon a time there 
was a woodman who thought no 
one worked as hard as he did. 

(S2a) One evening when he came 
from work, he said to his wife, 
"What do you do all day while 
I am away cutting wood?" 

Transcript (Oral Reading) 

(SIb) Once upon a time there 
was a woodman. He threw • 
who thought that no worked as 
hard as he did. 

(S2b) One evening when he 
when he carne horne from 

work, he said to his wife, "I 
want you do all day • • • what 
do you do all day when I am 
always cutting wood?" 

Goodman and Goodman (1977, p. 319) explain that 

Peggy's performance allows us to see a language user as a 
functional psycholinguist. Peggy's example is not unusual; 
what she does is also done by other readers. She processes 
graphic information: many of her miscues show a graphic 
relationship between the expected and observed response. 
She processes syntactic information: she substitutes noun 
for noun, verb for verb, noun phrase for noun phrase •.•. 
She transforms: she omits an intensifier ..•. She draws 
on her conceptual background and struggles toward meaning, 
repeating, correcting, and reprocessing as necessary. She 
predicts grammar and meaning and monitors her own success. 
She builds and uses psycholinguistic strategies as she 
reads. In short, her miscues are far from random. 
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This example serves to illustrate that through miscue analysis, 

i.e., by monitoring and analyzing the oral reading and retelling of a 

reader, we can begin to measure readers' proficiency, i.e., " ••. com-

prehending, which shows the readers' concern for meaning as expressed 

through their miscues, and retelling, which shows the readers' retention 

of meaning. Proficient readers can usually retell a great deal of a 

story, and they produce miscues that do not interfere with gaining mean-

ing" (Goodman and Goodman, 1977, p. 320). Those miscues that do not in-

terfere with meaning construction are called "high-quality" miscues, 

whereas those that do disrupt meaning are called "low-quality." All 
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readers make miscues. The teachers' role is not to eliminate miscues 

but to facilitate readers' production of high-quality miscues so that 

meaning construction is continuously the focus and purpose for reading 

comprehension. What has unfortunately happened is that those readers 

who operate under the assumption that reading is an exact and precise 

process turn their focus and attention away from constructing meaning 

and assume that they must pronounce every word precisely and correctly, 

therefore short circuiting the meaning construction process. They are so 

concerned with the exactness that they fail to comprehend. This is par-

ticularly evident with Spanish/English bilinguals learning under this 

assumption, because teachers repeatedly complain that they cannot under-

stand why the children are not comprehending when they read so perfectly! 

The next assumption, reading is an active and receptive language 

process, is basic to understanding why reading is a psycholinguistic pro-

cess. Reading is parallel to listening in terms of communication, i.e., 

"Receptive language users are, above all, intent on comprehending--con-

structing meaning" (Goodman and Goodman, 1977, p. 323). They are con-

structing meaning by trying to make sense. Making sense, then, requires 

the language user to use all available cues, both visual and nonvisual 

(experience and prior knowledge). 

Readers and listeners are effective when they succeed in con
stru~~ing meaning and are efficient when they use minimal ef
fort necessary. Thus, through strategies of predicting, sam
pling, and confirming, receptive language users can leap 
toward meaning with partial processing of input, partial cre
ation of surface and deep structures, and continuous monitoring 
of subsequent input and meaning for confirmation and consis
tency. Many miscues reflect readers' abilities to liberate 
themselves from detailed attention to print as they leap toward 
meaning. Consequently, they reverse, substitute, insert, omit, 
rearrange, paraphrase, and transform. They do this not just 



with letters and single words, but with two-word sentences, 
phrases, clauses, and sentences. Their own experiences, 
values, conceptual structures, expectations, dialects, and 
life styles are integral to the process. The meanings they 
construct can never simply reconstruct the author's concep
tual structures. That every written text contains a pre
cise meaning, which readers passively receive, is a common 
misconception detrimental to research on comprehension 
(Goodman and Goodman, 1977, p. 324). 
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Thus, Goodman and Goodman give a rationale for including this assumption 

when viewing reading as a psycholinguistic language process. The miscue 

data support this assumption. 

Each of the preceding assumptions has clearly been examined in 

contrast to the assumptions from the other two views. Because of this 

examination, the psycholinguistic theory, constructed from a reality 

base, i.e., real readers reading real texts, strongly suggests that it 

is necessary to begin to question and reexamine the acceptance of the 

previous two views and their practices in light of the discrepant evi-

dence that miscue research has generated. What that means to bilingual 

teachers and educators is the challenge .of: 1) revaluing their previ-

ously held assumptions and views, 2) learning more about psycholinguis-

tics and how it applies to promoting bilingual children learning to read, 

3) deciding which view and theory would be more beneficial for our stu-

dents, and 4) changing peoples' views that all errors (miscues) are bad 

and only show "deficiencies" instead of viewing miscues as indicators of 

strengths. 

The last assumption guiding the view that reading is a psycho lin-

guistic process, i.e., that the reading proce.ss is a unitary one has not 

been thoroughly examined; however, preliminary evidence suggests that it 

is (Flores, 1980). By "unitary" Goodman means that the process is the 
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same across languages, cultures, and levels of proficiency. That is, 

that there is only one way to get to meaning and that includes using 

the information cueing systems (the semantic, syntactic, and graphophon-

ic) along with the strategies of predicting, self-correcting, sampling, 

and confirming to construct meaning. Written language is graphic (graph-

ophonic) and has syntactic (grammatical) consistencies and represents 

meaning (semantic). As syntactic characteristics vary across different 

written languages, the miscues will reflect this, which was demonstrated 

by the miscue studies conducted in different languages (Spanish, Polish, 

Sign, Yiddish, German, and Mandarian). Barrera (1978; 1981, p. 7) re-

ported that "Qualitatively, the reading behavior of native Spanish speak-

ing Mexican American children reading in Spanish does not differ greatly 

from the reading behavior documented in previous miscue studies of native 

English speaking children of comparable ages and grade levels reading 

English. It is apparent that the Spanish speaking child also utilizes 

all three cueing systems--graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic--simul-

taneously as he reads " 
The following example illustrates this particular reader's strat-

egy usage interacting with the cueing system: 

Expected Response: 

Observed Response: 

Mientras comfa y fregaba los platos • 
® \0.. 

Mientras comfa\y fregaba los platos .. 

Instead of reading "y" (and) the reader predicted "la" (the), 

but then when it didn't make sense with the text that followed, he went 

back and self-corrected. This demonstrates that the reader is trying to 

make sense and when he couldn't, he used his'strategies of self-correction 
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and confirmation. The reader may have predicted "mientras com:i:a 1a man-

zana" (while I ate the apple) but then realized that "'Mientras cornia 1a 

fregaba" (while I beat her up) doesn't make sense in this particular 

context, so he self-corrected and disconfirmed his first prediction. 

Graphophonica11y "y" and "la" have no correspondence whatsoever; they 

even differ syntactically because "y" is a conjunction whereas "la" is 

an article. Semantically "y" and "la" mean something different, there-

fore this reader rejected his first prediction because it was semantic-

ally and syntactically unacceptable. It just didn't make sense. 

The next example demonstrates that the reader is using prior 

knowledge to predict meaning, but his choice differs from the writer's 

choice of syntax. 

Expected Response: • Se metio 1a mano a1 bo1si1lo para pagar, 
. @ So...c'l..~ 

Observed Response: ••• Se metio 1a mano a1 bo1si110 paralpagar, 

It makes sense to say "para sacar" (to take out) instead of " 

"para pagar" (to pay), but "pagar" is followed by a comma which termi-

na tes the ac tion, 1. e., to pay; whereas "para sacar" could not possibly 

be followed by a comma because it means "to take out," which requires that 

a noun phrase follow. Consequently, this reader goes back and se1f-

corrects. This reader is also demonstrating his strength of syntactic 

knowledge because he substituted a verb for a verb, "sacar" for "pagar." 

What these examples show and serve to illustrate are that: 1) miscues 

do occur, not randomly, but with some predictability; 2) Spanish readers 

are also involved in constructing meaning; 3) the Anglo's 1anguage-

deficit view of Spanish/English bilingual children's reading abilities 
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are theoretically unfounded, given the miscue research evidence; and 4) 

if indeed the psycholinguistic theory of the reading process is accepted, 

there are instructional implications for bi1iteracy development, for mov

ing our bilingual children toward becoming proficient readers in two 

languages, and for the evaluation of their progress and development. 

The ramifications of using miscue analysis to monitor the reading process 

for children instead of standardized tests are evident. At question is 

whether test scores are valid since they are only quantitative in nature, 

in contrast to miscue analysis that is both qualitative and quantitative. 

The instructional practices that are consistent with the psycho

linguistic view of the reading process are comprehension-centered, chi1d

centered, and whole-language-centered. Goodman and Watson (1977), 

Goodman et a1. (1979), and Goodman and Goodman (1980) focus on building 

curriculum based on children's interests, need to know, and curiosities; 

thus, using language, both written and spoken, as a means to an end. 

Language is not separated from its function, purpose, or need to make 

sense. The teacher's role is one of facilitator, an organizer and moni

tor of learning situations; the children's role is one of learner. 

Learning and teaching are viewed as separate but compatible processes in 

contrast to traditional expectations that view learning and teaching as 

teacher-directed and -controlled with the child passively absorbing the 

knowledge that the teacher chooses to impart. 

Summary 

Chapter II attempted 1) to disclose the various definitions of 

the concept of language interference; 2) to discuss and critique related 
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research using the concept of language 'interference among Spanish 

English Chicano speakers, and 3) to present and examine the three views 

of the reading process as they related to the concept of language 

interference. 

In the disclosure of the varying definitions, two schools of 

thought emerged: the languages in contact view represented by Weinreich 

and the languages as habit formation' as represented by Lado. As the re

view of related research revealed, the concept of language interference 

was adopted and transformed into various interpretations that usually 

represented either one of the schools of thought. The definitions var

ied; the concept grew into two theoretical constructs with unexamined 

assumptions, and its varying interpretations applied to bilingual read

ing instruction. 

These discrepancies will be more thoroughly discussed and orga

nized in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

LOGICAL FRAMEWORKS OF THINKING 

Introduction 

In Chapter I the genesis of the language deficit view of the 

Mexican American child's language learning abilities was established. 

This foundation was necessary in order to explain how the technical lin

guistic meaning of the concept of language interference was transformed 

from influence to a negative connotation. Chapter II then presented and 

analyzed the literature related to how the concept of language interfer

ence has been used and interpreted in educational research and pedagog

ical applications especially related to reading instruction. What 

emerged from this analysis was the apparent discrepancy in how the con

cept of language interference was interpreted. 

In this chapter, two paradigms will be developed which represent 

the logical frameworks of thinking which explain the discrepant interpre

tations. The two paradigms that have emerged are: 

1) "languages in contact," representing Weinreich's technical use 

of the term; and 

2) "language as habit formation," representing Lado's negative/ 

deficit use of the term. 

Since these two logical frameworks will be examined and criticized, a 

third alternate framework, "languages in communicative use, II will be 

proposed. 

97 



98 

Emig (1980) suggests a procedure for examining a framework or 

concept which underlies a theory or point of view. Her inquiry paradigm 

will be used as a structure for c.ualysis, an explanatory matrix. Six 

categories make up this inquiry paradigm: 1) a governing gaze, 2) a set 

of assumptions, 3) a theory or theories, 4) an intellectual tradition, 

5) a logic, and 6) a methodology. Emig talks about people's perceptions 

of worldly phenomena as one which metaphorically represents a governing 

gaze, includes a set of assumptions both implicit and explicit, and op

erates under a theory and/or theories which in turn develop an in~ellec

tual tradition as well as a methodological approach for investigation. 

In Chapter II the intellectual tradition and methodology of investigation 

of the concept of language interference, representing both the "languages 

in contact" and "language as habit formation" views, were presented and 

examined. What follows is a discussion and analysis of all the catego

ries which form the logical frameworks of thinking for the three views. 

Governing Gaze 

According to Emig (1980, p. 4), "a governing gaze is a steady 

way of perceiving actuality • a gaze governed by our expectations, 

which are in turn governed by our experiences and what we have decided 

cognitively to make of them." The governing gazes for the three views 

of language interference/influence are as follows: 

1) Languages in Contact View. When two languages come into contact, 

they influence each other. These influences are designated 

interferences. 
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2) Languages as Habit Formation View. When speakers of two lan

guages corne into contact, there are differences. These differ

ences cause difficulty for speakers of one language by interfer

ing with their learning and use of the other. 

3) Language in Communicative Use View. Languages develop and grow 

based on personal and social functions and needs. People devel

op and use languages available to them as they need them to com

municate. During the transition period of development, speakers 

show influences of first language in the second language. In 

stable bilingual communities cross-language interferences become 

stabilized. 

In the languages in contact view, Weinreich's (1953) descriptive 

linguistic experience governed his gaze while observing characteristics 

of languages in contact. He noticed the influence of borrowing and code

switching between two languages in contact, and thus described it, think

ing that the phenomenon was worth studying. The term "interference" was 

coined to mean influences of each language in the use of the other with 

neither a negative nor positive value placed on the phenomenon. 

Lado (1964), on the other hand, drawing on behaviorism, was gov

erned by the expectations that learning a second language would be diffi

cult and thus sought the causes of the difficulty. Behavioral learning 

theory treats any habits, especially those valued as error, which are 

formed as a result of stimulus and response behaviors as potential inter

ferences. The notion of contrastive analysis fits the expectation:hab

its formed in L1 interfere in L2 when there are differences between the 
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languages. Therefore the differences between the two languages (the 

mother tongue and the second language) are the causes of difficulty. 

Thus, all influences are considered interferences with the acquisition 

of the second language and are, by nature, malignant. 

In the languages in communicative use view, language growth and 

development are based on a sociolinguistic perspective: personal and 

social functions and needs (Halliday, 1978). Whether learning a first 

or second language, the growth and development depends on those function

al needs. Meaning and understanding are the central focus. The first 

language is already available to the language speaker/user to convey 

meaning; the second will be an alternate vehicle to convey that meaning. 

In this view, the term "interference" is used only when communication is 

disrupted. Naturally the first language influences how the second is 

used and vice versa; however, it is the meaning in social context which 

is of importance. That determines how and when each language is used. 

It also determines how much influence is possible without there being 

disruption of communication or interference. Influences from Ll and L2 

are to be expected, and if they do not interfere with meaning they are 

not seen as obstacles or language difficulties to be eliminated. The 

constraints of communicative use will naturally eliminate true interfer

ences. Thus, the governing gaze is based on examining the interaction 

of meaning exchange in the social context of communicative use, not just 

focusing on contrastive analysis. 
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Set of Assumptions 

Assumptions can be explicit or tacit, i.e., clearly stated or 

implied. The following is an attempt to present both types of assump

tions clearly. The languages in contact view has three. 

1) Any deviation as a result of language contact is an interference 

by definition. 

2) These interferences are influences from LIon L2 or vice versa. 

3) Codeswitching happens as a result of one language's influence on 

the other. 

The assumptions are consistent with the governing gaze; i.e., when two 

languages come into contact they influence each other. 

The languages as habit formation view has several assumptions 

that are either implicit or explicit. It is concerned not only with the 

study of language but also with how language is learned and taught. 

1) Language is learned through habits, imitation, and in a sequen

tial hierarchical' order. 

Language interactions are viewed mostly as obstacles. 

2) The habits of LI interfere with the learning of L2. 

3) The differences between the languages will be the points where 

Ll habits will interfere in the acquisition and use of L2. 

4) These points of difficulty should be the focus of instruction. 

S) Language can be taught systematically. The learner is passive 

and will learn what is taught directly. 

6) All interferences are equally undesirable, and all must be elimi

nated through direct instruction. 
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7. The goal of instruction in L2 is the use of L2 totally free of 

Ll influences. 

This view clearly makes strong assumptions about the relationship be

tween teaching and learning, especially that there is a one-to-one cor

respondence between the two. The languages in contact view is mainly 

concerned with describing the phenomena, whereas the languages as habit 

formation view shifts the focus to teaching and learning. As the prior 

chapter demonstrates, advocates of the habit formation view have learn

ing and teaching assumptions with no research cited to support their 

pedagogical applications. Instead, the research focuses on differences, 

contrastive analysis, and teaching for the eradication of "bad" habits. 

Unlike the languages in contact view, which is focused on descrip

tion, and the language as habit formation view, which is centered on 

eliminating errors through systematic teaching, the language in .communi

cative use view assumes that: 

1) Language is a creative and dynamic process for individuals and/or 

groups. 

2) Language is learned, changes, and grows based on the nature of 

its interactive communicative use, making it peculiarly suited 

to the culture and group experience of groups and individuals 

within them. This is true of bilingual as well as monolingual 

communities. 

Language cannot be static. It is a constructive process within 

a meaningful context which is ever-changing and transforming. The 
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transformation presumably happens whether it's in a first or second lan

guage or in the complementary use of the two languages. 

3) Second language development is governed by the same principles, 

social constraints, and strategies as first language development. 

4) These principles, constraints, and strategies may produce rule

governed errors along the way towards native-like control. The 

rules may be of Ll, L2, or of users developing modifications of 

other L2 influences on Ll. Thus, errors may be from Ll influence 

on L2 or from a new inter lingual phase characteristic of language 

in change (Richards, 1971; Selinker, 1972). 

These learning strategies may result in errors, in cross-language 

influences, or interlingual language. Under some conditions they have 

the potential to develop new creoles or languages. 

5) All language users are seeking to construct meaning and communi

cate it. 

6) Influences from Ll mayor may not interfere with the construction 

of meaning and its effective communication. They are neither 

good nor bad, per see 

7) Language is learned by using it in meaningful, communicative, 

social and situational contexts that are purposeful and function

al. It is learning how to mean in a community of language users 

(Halliday, 1975). 

Only through active attempts at using language are the meaning 

and linguistic systems developed. 
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8) Teaching can support but not cause or force language learning. 

9) Productive control of language usually follows receptive 

control. 

Receptive control refers to understanding the language produced 

by others. Listening and reading are active receptive processes, where

as speaking and writing are the productive ones. Our control over 

speaking and writing most of the time follows our control of understand

ing while listening and reading. 

10) Form usually follows function. 

Form includes the structural rules of the 1exicogrammatical sys

tem of language or the social cultural rules for potential meanings in 

contexts of situation. According to Halliday (1978), language grows 

based on function, need, and use. Basically he assumes: 1) that "lan

guage is a resource, a meaning potential" (p. 187); 2) that humans devel

op language in and through social interactions with peers and adults; 

and 3) that the development and control of the 1exicogrammatica1 (form) 

follows the development of the meaning potential (function) of language. 

These three sets of assumptions corresponding to the three frame

works of thinking help to illustrate and organize the guiding presupposi

tions of each governing gaze. The languages in contact view clearly did 

not attempt to make pedagogical applications; however, the languages as 

habit formation view definitely translates its view in teaching on learn

ing and holds a behavioristic model of how language is learned. Language 

learning is viewed as a part-to-who1eprocess, mechanical in nature with 

form preceding use and with repetition and memorization as the focal 
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strategies of teaching and learning. Errors are viewed as habit-forming 

and, therefore, negative elements that must be eliminated. In contrast, 

the language in communicative use view assumes that language learning 

and growth develop in meaningful social situations with the child inter

acting with the environment, the context, the social expectations--in 

other words, the whole communicative act, not just its specific tangible 

parts, is involved in the meaning construction process. 

The next section discusses the theories underlying each view. 

There is a consistency among the governing gaze, the set of assumptions 

guiding the gaze, and the theories that underlie how the concept of lan

guage interference/influence has been viewed and has evolved as 

knowledge. 

Theoretical Constructs 

According to Emig (1980, p. 12), "a theory is one useful defini

tion in that it represents a coherent and explicit set of assumptions." 

The following statements summarize the coherence and explicitness of the 

three sets of assumptions: 

1) Languages in Contact View 

a. By describing the phenomena of languages in contact, one will 

begin to understand its nature. 

b. Understanding the form (the structure) is important. 

2) Language as Habit Formation View 

a. Language is a set of habits acquired through conditioning 

"and systematic practice. 
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b. By describing the differences between two languages, one can 

organize how L2 should be taught. 

c. ·The structure (form) takes precedence over meaning. 

3) Language in Communicative Use View 

a. Language develops and grows based on function, need, and 

user. 

b. Meaning construction (making sense) involves the whole situ

ational context, the participants' interaction and roles, 

and mode used whether s,poken or written. 

c. Errors are part of the constructive process of language 

learning. 

d. Form follows function. 

These three theories of language interference/influence also in

corporate theories of language learning and language use. Now that the 

three theories have been summarized and discussed, another comparison 

needs to be made: how "meaning" is viewed by the three theoretical con

structs. Meaning is a central aspect and consideration of the languages 

as habit formation view and the language in communicative use view. The 

languages in contact view simply describes language in use between two 

or more different cultural and language groups. The language as habit 

formation view imposes a value judgment about the description through its 

assumption that language differences can and must be overcome through 

systematic teaching. Language learning is viewed as the inevitable re

sult of language teaching. The role of learners is viewed as passive, 

acting as recipients of knowledge, instead of being active participants 
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in their learning construction. Meaning, to the extent that it is con

sidered, is external to the learner. (All deviations are considered 

equally bad.) In order to comprehend, the phonological and lexicogram

matical systems must be correct. 

The third theory, language in communicative use, places its ma

jor focus on the process of meaning construction through language use 

based on need and function. The meaning is not separated from the form. 

On the contrary, the form develops through use or function. And it is 

learned in meaningful situational contexts. Structural errors are 

viewed as part of the constructive process. By understanding how the 

meaning construction process works, one can then begin to monitor and 

facilitate its growth and understand its transformations. In this view 

language cannot be directly taught. Language learning only takes place 

as learners seek to make sense of it. The learner is responsible for 

creating meaning; the teacher monitors, facilitates indirectly but delib

erately. By posing problem-solving situations, the learner actively par

ticipates. This interactive participation allows learners to construct 

their own knowledge (Piaget, 1961, 1971, 1978; Ferreiro, 1979, 1981), 

thus making learners independent and allowing them to build their own 

schemata. 

Basically the behaviorists' theory of the learning process under

lies the language as habit formation view, whereas the developmental or 

psychogeneticists' theory of the learning process guides the language in 

communicative use view. The concept of language interference in the 

former view is seen as a problem to be eliminated, while in the latter 

it is seen as a part of the constructive process of how language develops, 
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focusing on constructing meaning with the control of the form coming as 

a result of use. Learning theories in each are very different in the 

way they view the relationship between learning and teaching in school. 

The Logic 

Emig (1980) includes the logic category in order to illustrate 

how the path or logic of thinking is organized. The following discus

sion demonstrates the logic of the three views: 

1) Languages in Contact View 

a. If LI comes into contact with L2, then language deviations 

occur. 

b. All deviations (D) are interferences (I), technically mean

ing influences with no negative value attributed. 

If LI meets L2, then D. 

All D's are I's. 

2) Language as Habit Formation View 

a. If LI comes into contact with L2, then language deviations 

(D) occur. 

b. Any deviation (D) occurs because the two languages differ at 

certain points (E). 

c. These points of difference cause interference problems (IP). 

d. These problems are the difficulties (-D) that need to be 

eliminated. 

e. They can only be eliminated through direct and systematic 

teaching. 

If LI meets L2, then D. 



All D's are I. 

Any I is caused by E. 

E's cause IP's. 

IP's cause difficulties (-D). 

-D's need to be eliminated. 

By teaching L2 systematically at the E's, then IP's 
will be eliminated. 

3) Language in Communicative Use View 
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a. When Ll comes into contact with L2, then deviations (D) may 

occur. 

b. Some deviations can be considered influences (+1) from Ll or 

vice versa. 

c. Other deviations may exist as a result of language construc-

tion process. 

d. These deviations mayor may not interfere with meaning. 

e. When deviations do not interfere with meaning, they are in-

fluences (+1). 

f. All influences do not interfere with meaning. 

g. When influences are involved with meaning loss, they inter-

fere with understanding (-I). 

h. Understanding involves the use of language in a communicative 

context in order to construct meaning. 

i. Learning a second language is a developmental process. 

j. The learner already has a lexicogrammatical structure in Ll. 

k. This structure (form) provides a basis for the representation 

of meaning. 
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1. Learning the second lexicogrammatical structure is a rule-

governed process, therefore deviations will be similar to 

those Ll speakers make though they may show the influence of 

the rule-governed systems of the mother tongue. 

m. Just as in Ll development, there will be overgeneralizations 

as L2 rules are developed. These deviations mayor may not 

interfere with the construction of meaning. Since the form 

(control of the phonological, morphological, and lexicogram-

matical structures) follows the function, deviations which 

interfere with meaning most likely will disappear naturally 

through use. 

If Ll + L2, then D. 

Dl + D2 mayor may not = +1 (influence) 

+1 may = -I (interference) if meaning loss, disrupted 

Meaning construction controls development, hence -I's 
(interferences) disappear but other influences may 
remain. 

Intellectual Tradition and Methodology 

Emig (1980) explains that along with the governing gaze, the set 

of assumptions, the theoretical constructs, and logic of thinking, intel-

lectual traditions and methodological approaches have been used related 

to the genesis of a concept or a discipline. Although these were exam-

ined at length in Chapter II they will be summarized here. In this 

case, the genesis of the concept of language interference has a well-

established intellectual tradition as well as traditions of methodology 

for investigating the phenomena of two languages coming into contact. 
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For the language in contact view and the language as habit formation 

view, the traditions as detailed in Chapter II served to illustrate and 

trace its epistomology. 

As revealed by the review of literature in how the term "language 

interference" has been used, one can now make the distinction between 

how Weinreich's (1953) school of thought intended the term "interference" 

to be used in merely describing a phenomena without attributing any nega

tive value to the term, and also how Lado's (1964) school of thought 

transformed the term to mean something that was problematic and unwanted. 

Weinreich was not interested in pedagogy; Lado was. In the language as 

habit formation view the influence of the behavioral learning theory also 

played an important role in establishing the pedagogical traditions that 

still are practiced today in schools that are involved with "teaching" 

English as a second language to Spanish-speaking children. The language 

as habit formation view has developed a tradition around an unexamined 

assumption: that language differences cause difficulty and therefore 

must be eliminated. The traditional research method was that of a struc

tural linguistics, i.e., making comparison between the structural com

ponents of the two languages and thus arriving at a contrastive analysis 

schema. As the review of research showed, only Fiege-Kollmann (1977) 

and Marzano and BacaMoore (1979) used simulated communicative contexts-

an oral reading and oral retelling situation for the former and an orally 

taped retelling of a past event by children for the latter. 

Some of the other studies, in contrast, accepted and used the 

term "language interference" as a given and with a negative interpreta

tion. The faulty logic of leaping to instructional applications was also 
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made (Saville and Troike, 1971; Cohen, 1975). The only critics of the 

languages as habit formation view and contrastive analysis were Burt 

and Dulay (1974a,b). The intellectual tradition of the concept of lan

guage interference as viewed from the language as habit formation gaze 

is intertwined with misconceptions about how language is learned, unex

amined assumptions, and faulty logic. The research base 'that actually 

examines whether the points of difference are causes of difficulty is 

lacking. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the logical frameworks of thinking that 

govern an individual's perceptions of what happens when two languages 

corne into contact and how the concepts of language influence/interference 

are viewed. (See Tables 3.1 and 3.2 which provide an overview of the 

three paradigms.) The intellectual tradition and methodological ap

proaches to studying the third view were summarized, because that will 

be further explored in the next chapter. In Chapter IV this intellec

tual tradition will emerge by examining three questions: 1) How is 

language learned? 2) Can language be taught? and 3) What is the rela

tionship between teaching and learning language in school? These three 

questions will serve to organize the intellectual tradition of the lan

guages in communicative use view. This knowledge will provide a founda

tion for examining and raising serious questions about the language in 

habit formation view. 



Table 3.1. The two old paradigms of the concept of language interference. 

Governing 
Gaze 

Set of 
Assumptions 

Theoretical 
Constructs 

Languages in Contact View 

When two languages corne into 
contact, they influence each 
other. 

1. Any deviation as a result of 
language contact is an 
interference. 

2. These interferences are influ
ences from LIon the L2 or 
vice versa. 

3. Codeswitching happens as a 
result of one language's 
influence on the other. 

1. By describing the phenonema 
of language in contact, one 
will begin to understand its 
nature. 

2. Understanding the form (the 
structure) is important. 

Languages as Habit Formation View 

When speakers of two languages corne into contact, 
there are differences. These differences cause 
difficulty for speakers of one language by inter
fering with the learning and use of the other. 

1. Language is learned through habits, imitations, 
and in a sequential hierarchical order. 

2. The habits of the Ll interfere with the 
learning of L2. 

3. The differences between the languages will be 
the points where Ll habits will interfere in 
acquisition and use of L2. 

4. These points of difficulty should be the focus 
of instruction. 

5. Language can be taught systematically. The 
learner is passive and will learn what is 
taught. 

6. All interferences are equally undesirable and 
all must be eliminated through direct instruc
tion. 

1. Language is a set of habits acquired through 
conditioning and systematic practice. 

2. By describing the differences between two lan
guages, one can organize how L2 should be 
taught. 

3. The learning of the structure (form) takes 
precedence over meaning 

I-' 
I-' 
W 



Table 3.1. -- Continued 

The Logic 

Languages in Contact View 

If Ll comes into contact with L2, 
then language deviations occur. 
All deviations (D) are interfer
ences (I), technically meaning 
influences with no negative 
connotation. 

If Ll meets L2, then D. 

All D's are I's. 

The Weinreich (1953) 
Intellectual Corder (1973) 
Tradition Fishman (1972) 

Languages as Habit Formation View 

If Ll comes into contact with L2, then language 
deviations (D) occur. Any deviation is caused 
because the two languages differ at certain points 
(E). These points of differences cause inter
ference problems (IP), a negative connotation. 
These problems are the difficulties that need to be 
eliminated. They can only be eliminated through 
direct and systematic teaching. 

If Ll meets L2, then D. 

All D's are I's. 

Any I is caused by E. 

E's cause IP's. 

IP's cause Difficulties (-D). 

All -D's need to be eliminated. 

By teaching L2 systematically at the E's, 
then IP's will be eliminated. 

Lado (1963) 
Olguin (1968) 
Saville and Troike (1971) 
Modiano (1973) 
Hocking (1973) 
Ziros (1976) 

I-' 
I-' 
-I:-



Table 3.2. The new paradigm of the concept of language influences and interference. 

Governing Gaze 

Set of Assumptions 

Languages in Communicative Use 

Languages develop and grow based on personal and social functions and needs. 
People develop and use languages available to them as they need them to communi
cate. During the transition period of development, speakers show influences of 
first language in the second language. In stable bilingual communities cross
language influences become stabilized. 

1. Language is a creative and dynamic process for individuals and/or groups. 

2. Language is learned, changes, and grows based on the nature of its inter
active communicative use, making it peculiarly suited to the culture and 
group experience of groups and individuals within them. 

3. Second language development is governed by the same principles, social con
straints, and strategies as first language development. 

4. These principles, constraints, and strategies may produce rule-governed 
errors along the way towards native-like control. 

5. All language users are seeking to construct meaning and communicate it. 

6. Influences from the Ll mayor may not interfere with the construction of 
meaning and its effective communication. They are neither good or bad per see 

7. Language is learned by using it in meaningful, communicative, social situa
tional contexts that are purposeful and functional. It is learning how to 
mean in a community of language users (Halliday, 1975). 

8. Teaching can support but not cause or force language learning. 

9. Productive control of language usually follows receptive control. 

10. Form usually follows function. 
I-' 
I-' 
VI 



Table 3.2. -- Continued 

Theoretical 
Constructs 

The Logic 

The Intellectual 
Tradition 

Languages in Communicative Use 

1. Language develops and grows based on function, need, and use. 

2. Meaning construction (making sense) involves the whole situational context, 
the participants' interaction and roles, and mode used, whether spoken or 
written. 

3. Errors are part of the constructive process of language learning. 

4. Form follows functions. 

When L1 comes into contact with L2, then deviations (D) occur. 
Some deviations can be considered influences (+I's) from L1 or vice versa. 
These deviations mayor may not interfere with meaning. 
When these deviations do not interfere with meaning they are influences (+1). 
All influences do not interfere with meaning. 
When influences are involved with meaning loss, they interfere with under
standing (-I). 

If L1 + L2, then D. 

D1 + D2 mayor may not = +1 (influences) 

+1 may = -I (interference), if meaning loss, disrupted 

Meaning construction controls development, hence -I's (interferences) 
disappear but other influences (+1) may remain. 

To be presented in Chapter IV. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 
~ 
0' 



CHAPTER IV 

EDUCATIONAL LINGUISTICS 

Introduction 

Discussions of language teaching and learning in school need to 

be clearly related to current psycho1inguistic and sociolinguistic 

theory and research as a scientific base. An updated scientific base 

provides schools with the necessary knowledge about language learning, 

language use, language teaching, and language change. By understanding 

how language growth and change work, traditional and outdated concepts 

that have guided school practices about language learning and teaching 

can be reevaluated and replaced where necessary. Traditions, however, 

are often rooted in vested interests and based on unexamined beliefs; 

language learning and teaching have long traditions whose scientific 

bases tend to be obsolete, e.g., the two traditional views of the con

cept of language interference discussed earlier: the habit formation 

view and the languages in contact view. The communicative use view of 

two language interacting in a social context is based on new knowledge 

about language growth and development and change that is challenging 

long-traditional school practices based on heretofore unexamined or 

outmoded beliefs about how two languages interact. 

In this chapter new conceptual structures emerging from socio

linguistics and psycho linguistics as they apply to language learning 
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and teaching in school (educational linguistics), will be presented. 

This conceptualization is necessary in order to understand how the 

concept of language interference was/is practiced in light of how lan-

guage learning and teaching have been viewed and practiced in school. 

The three basic questions that we educators have to raise that are 

related to language learning and teaching in school are: (1) HOW IS 

LANGUAGE LEARNED? (2) CAN LANGUAGE BE TAUGHT IN SCHOOL? (3) WHAT ARE 

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LEARNING LANGUAGE AND TEACHING LANGUAGE? 

(K. Goodman, 1977). How one frames questions is essentially how they 

will be answered. The questions were framed carefully and intention-

ally in order to focus on the basic issues that scientists and educa-

tors have been addressing in relationship to the expansion of language 

and thought in school. The study of language learning (first and second) 

has evolved from researchers (1) taking different governing gazes about. 

the language of humans; (2) asking different questions; and (3) posit-

ing different assumptions. Wardhaugh (1976) aptly characterizes the 

problems that linguists as well as other scientists face in inquiry: 

While linguists share many assumptions and understandings about 
such matters as the importance of system and contrast, they 
do disagree to a certain extent on a number of issues. These 
disagreements result from different linguists asking different 
questions in their work and proposing different answers to some 
of the same problems. Linguists, like other scientists, some
times differ about the nature and ends of scientific inquiry. 
(p. 15) 

It is the different ways that linguists have viewed language 

learning that we must understand in order to make decisions about how 
- .. , 

we will teach, i.e., organize the environment to facilitate learning. 
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The choice about which view benefits kids best ultimately lies with the 

teacher. Knowing how language is learned is needed to organize for 

children's learning in school. This basic premise of a teacher's 

strength in knowledge for decision making is one of the often forgotten 

and neglected crucibles of teaching. Applying linguistic knowledge to 

the school setting is the educator's role. Selecting which linguistic 

knowledge, whether from sociolinguistics or psycholinguistics, is the 

educational linguists' role. This is why the framing of the language 

learning question is so important. 

There are four basic governing gazes that have dealt with the 

study of how oral language is learned. (Written language will be in

cluded later.) We shall look at these with the understanding in mind 

that their assumptions have guided their inquiry. What we have to 

decide is the validity of their assumptions in constructing their 

theories and if, in fact, they corne close to representing the reality 

of language learning. Next, we have to understand why the school has 

traditionally accepted the role of teaching language and what have been 

the fundamental language learning and teaching concepts guiding language 

instruction and practices. The compatibility between learning and 

teaching language is at question, i.e., Can language be taught? This, 

in turn, leads us to the third question: What are the differences between 

learning language and teaching language in school? Recognizing that 

there does indeed exist a difference is an important step because the 

most common instructional practices seem to be based on the view that 

language learning and teaching are reciprocal or isomorphic. What will 
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emerge from the exploration of these three questions is the emerging 

and growing intellectual tradition of languages in communicative use 

view of language influence among bilinguals, i.e., in support of the 

working theoretical framework of language influence, the central thesis 

of this work. 

How is Language Learned? 

Child language researchers have studied language development 

from different points of views. Language learning has been viewed from 

(1) an innate perspective; (2) an environmental stance; (3) a cognitive 

view; and (4) a functional and social interactional point of view. 

(The categories are not as exclusive as they appear, for each does con-

sider parts of each, but emphasizes a certain view.) Chomsky (1959, 

1965), McNeill (1966, 1970), and Lenneberg (1967) are representative of 

the perspective that language is innate. By innate, Chomsky (1965) 

means that there is a mental device within our brain that has to be 

activated, and this line of reasoning is related to a rationalistic 

approach to the problem of the acquisition of knowledge: 

The rationalist approach holds that beyond the peripheral pro
cessing mechanisms, there are innate ideas and principles of 
various kinds that determine the form of the acquired knowledge 
in what may be a rather restricted and highly organized way. 
A condition for innate mechanisms to become activated is that 
appropriate stimulation be presented. (p. 48) 

Thus, Chomsky (1965) accepts the. premise that a language acqui-

sition schema already exists and that through "appropriate stimulation," 

i.e., social interaction, communication, it will be activated: 



Applying this rationalist view to the special case of language 
learning, Humboldt (1836) concludes that one cannot really 
teach language but can only present the conditions under which 
it will develop spontaneously in the mind in its own way. 
Thus the form of a language, the schema for its grammar, is to 
a large extent given, though it will not be available for use 
without appropriate experience to set the language-forming 
processes into operation •. Like Leibniz, he reiterates the 
Platonic view that, for the individual, learning is largely 
a matter of Wiedererzeugung, that is, of drawing out what is 
innate in the mind. (p. 51) 
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This innate view of language learning is a speculation stemming 

from a long tradition of intellectual discourse dating back to Plato. 
/ 

The great philosophers did not have the modern technological tools or 

technical devices available to monitor nor to confirm or disconfirm 

such speculations. Their central tools were logic and reasoning. 

Debate tended to be the only form of expanding knowledge about issues--

in this case about how language was learned. Chomsky further explicated 

that by innate he is referring to physiological properties and processes 

that have evolved over millions of years: 

.•• There is surely no reason today for taking seriously a posi
tion that attributes a complex human achievement entirely to 
months (or at most years) of experience, rather than to millions 
of years of evolution or to principles of neural organization 
that may be even more deeply grounded in physical law--a position 
that would, furthermore, yield the conclusion that man is, 
apparently unique among animals in the way in which he acquires 
knowledge. Such a position is particularly implausible with 
regard to language, an aspect of the child's world that is a 
human creation and would naturally be expected to reflect in
trinsic human capacity in its internal organization. 

In short, the structure of particular languages may be very 
well determined by factors over which the individual has no 
conscious control and concerning which society may have little 
choice or freedom. Thus it may well be that the general fea
tures of language structure reflect, not so much the course of 
one's experience, but rather the general character of one's 
capacity to acquire knowledge--in the traditional sense, one's 
innate ideas and innate principles. (p. 59) 



Lenneberg (1975) similarly proposed that language development 

is innate by stating from a neural physiological perspective that: 

••• language knowledge is best represented as a family of pro
cesses or, in other words, as cerebral activity states--states 
that are labile and easily affected or modulated by environ
mental conditions. Their ontogenic development depends on an 
interaction of factors: an initial history of differentiation 
or primitive physiological activity states (as a consequence 
of maturational events) brings the growing organism to a stage 
at which it becomes susceptible to specific influences from 
the environment; and the existence and availability of environ
mental conditions now help shape the direction of further trans
formations of the total repertoire of activity states. (p. 18) 

Lenneberg's view of innate language development process is 

somewhat in contrast to Chomsky since Lenneberg's perspective resides 

initially in a biological and physiological governing gaze. However, 

he does not ignore the "influence" of environmental conditions. In 

both Chomsky and Lenneberg's view, language is seen as a knowledge 

acquisition base. Note that neither rejects the potential influence 

that the environment plays in the shaping of the child's development; 
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but neither specifically tells how it happens or what the influence is. 

McNeil (1966) also shares the innate hypothesis about language 

development and specifically " ••• argued that children must have innate 

knowledge of a hierarchy of subcategories corresponding to whatever 

hierarchy may prove to be a linguistic universal .•. [which was based on 

the premise of) ••. the complete absence of subcategorization errors in 

connection with the progressive inflection ••• " (Brown, Cazden, and 

Bellugi, 1969, p. 120). 

Despite McNeil's contention, Brown et al. (1969) found that: 



There is no trace of anything of the kind in our data ••. our 
present guess is that the absence of error with -ing is not 
to be attributed to innate subcategorization. And, in 
general, we have not found any reason to believe that subcate
gories are innate other than the usual reason--it is exceed
ingly difficult to determine how they are learned. (p. 122) 

McNeil's interest is with the grammatical aspects, but he is 

also concerned with having a theory of language acquisition: 

A major requirement for any theory of language acquisition is 
that it explains a known phenomenon, which means that theories 
of development must be related to particular grammatical 
analysis, to particular theories about language itself. 
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"McNeil claims that the child must acquire a generative-transformational 

grammar" (Wardhaugh, 1976, p. 6). He has brought Chomsky's view of 

innate ability, i.e., a language acquisition device that a child must 

have in order " •.• to explain how the random, finite linguistic input 

into the child results in the output of linguistic competence" (Ward-

haugh, 1976, p. 7). 

What we have to understand is that Chomsky's, Lenneberg's, and 

McNeil's innate view guided them and allowed them to make speculations 

about the nature of oral language development. Chomsky's search went 

along with his developing the theory of generative transformational 

grammar; Lenneberg's quest led him to try to explain the inward (neural-

chemo-physiological) workings; while McNeil's int~ests led him to 

developing and supporting the notion of linguistic universals. All 

these scholars have one basic commonality, i.e., they are all trying to 

explain how humans develop language operating from an innate view. The 

innatists did not make any pedagogical applications. In contrast, the 
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next group of scholars have an outward view, i.e., the human organism's 

response to the environment determines his/her language development. 

The main proponent of the environmentalist explanation of 1an-

guage development is B. F. Skinner. In his book Verbal Behavior (1957), 

he advocates a theory of language behavior that proposes that certain 

language behaviors are acquired through "operant conditioning" and 

extended through "response generalization." In other words; the child 

must be conditioned by his/her environment to specific responses in order 

to learn them. Imitation is seen as an important strategy. The child 

is acted upon by the environment, and his/her responses are solely 

dependent on the stimulus. No consideration nor credit is given to the 

child's own creative capabilities. In fact, Chomsky particularly criti-

cizes Skinner for this neglect: 

••• a refusal to study the contribution of the child to language 
learning permits only a superficial account of language acqui
sition, with a vast and unanalyzed contribution attributed to a 
step called 'generalization' which in fact includes just about 
everything of interest in this process. If the study of lan
guage is limited in these ways, it seems inevitable that major 
aspects of verbal behavior will remain a mystery. (1959, p. 58) 

The strong criticism did not diminish support for Skinner; 

Staats and Staats (1963, 1968, 1971) continued to expouse conditioning 

and reinforcement using behavioral terms such as "operant conditioning," 

"reinforcing stimuli," "time and scheduling of reinforcement," "chain-

ing," "extinction," and "discrimination" and "generalization." Accor-

ding to Wardhaugh (1976), "such concepts can only weakly explain why 

all children exhibit much the same pattern of development, how they 

construct novel utterances even in the earliest days of language use, 
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and in what ways they master the abstract relationships that are not 

readily apparent in the utterances they hear" (p. 4). Basically the 

behaviorists view language as a set of finite responses or items. This 

theory, despits its inadequacies, has had a tremendous impact in second 

language teaching, especially ESL. Rivers (1980), for example, reports 

that a Skinnerian reasoning and set of assumptions have guided second 

language teaching practices for the last 25 years; and basically they 

were adapted because they coincided with the "habit formation" gaze of 

how language was learned. Teaching and learning languages were seen as 

reciprocal. 

According to Rivers (1980), the following ten assumptions and 

practices represent the behavioristic influence of the conditioning and 

reinforcement theories that Skinner proposed: 

1. Language is learned through imitation. 

2. Repeated reinforcement of a habit causes it to be "mastered." 

3. Language use is a set of habits acquired within a social 
group. 

4. Spoken language is primary and precedes written language. 

5. Language (first and second) is learned through pattern 
drills, i.e., structured verbal behavior of responses to 
stimuli, e.g., the audiolingual method. 

6. Presentation of the aural/oral mode becomes paramount, i.e., 
first listening and producing utterances, e.g., the TPR method 
(Total Physical Response). 

7. After oral proficiency the written form is presented, i.e., 
reading follows sequentially; after reading is proficient, 
writing follows. This cycle of language instruction is 
widely accepted and unquestioned. 



8. Form precedes functior. (purpose), i.e., the production of the 
structure (grammar) takes precedence over knowing what and 
why something is repeated. 

9. Learning of language is systematic and sequential, i.e., 

a) Students learn to give responses to the stimuli in 
dialogue sentences by memorizing them and then respond
ing to variations through drills in substitution, 
expansion, etc. 

b) Drills concentrate on points of contrast between the 
structure of the native language and foreign language 
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i.e. "areas of probable interference from well-established 
[1.1] habits." (p. 47) 

c) "Reading is introduced systematically, beginning with the 
reading of what has been learned oral1y--with careful 
attention to sound-symbol correspondences." (pp. 47-48) 
Reading is viewed as a systematic and sequential activity; 
and is based on the common sense notion that sound/symbol 
correspondences must be learned. 

10. The audio1ingua1 approach's objective provides students with 
"useful building blocks of language material which they use 
in communication and from which they generalize by analogy 
to parallel forms and functions i.e. automatic production." 
(Rivers, 1980, p. 48) 

The behaviorists' influence has predominated second language 

teaching. In relationship to the concept of language interference, we 

can see its impact, i.e., it is negative and pejorative because errors 

are seen as "something" undesirable and discardable. Language inter-

ference is a language habit; habits can be extinguished through rein-

forcement and repetition; learning and relearning occurs through system-

atic drill. Aspects of the first language are seen as a hinderance and 

not at all as an asset. In the case of the Spanish/English Chicano 

child, his/her sociopolitical language status is/was not acknowledged, 

but instead influences from the first language on the second were 
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overgenera1ized as specific trageted language problems to get rid of. 

Language interference, as noted in earlier sections, was/is considered 

an unwanted habit, not only in oral production but also in written form. 

As \ .. ill be seen later, the very nature of the concept of error and how 

it is viewed, plays an important part in understanding how language is 

learned and how it grows and expands. Error in the behaviorists' view 

is an unwanted habit. This prevalent view in education must be ques

tioned and scientific knowledge about the linguistic causes of error must 

replace this. 

The cognitivists are not exclusively represented by the following 

researchers. Remember that these categories are not completely separate, 

but that the general tendency of the researchers' view falls in this 

camp. Slobin (1966) is representative of the cognitivists group, as is 

Piaget (1961), Cazden (1968), Brown and Be1lugi (1964), and Bloom (1978). 

Slobin (1971) explicitly states that: "It seems to me that the child is 

born not with a set of linguistic categories but with some sort of 

process mechanism--a set of procedures and inference rules, if you 

will--that he uses to process linguistic data" (p. 88). 

The emphasis has shifted from form to process mechanisms. In 

some ways Chomsky and Lenneberg were indirectly concerned with process 

but it was the genetic process related to the functions of the brain. 

Slobin and the others are concerned with the mental processes that 

develop in learning language. Brown and Bellugi (1964) were interested 

in how the child acquired his/her language. They used as their data 

base speech errors made by Adam, Eve, and Sarah. By looking at the 
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errors, they could examine the differences between expected adult 

responses and unexpected child responses (productions). They were 

interested in documenting the types of responses as they developed. 

Cazden (1968), using the same data base, found a developmental pattern 

of the use of specific grammatical inflections. "The pattern of no 

use, followed by infrequent but invariably correct use, followed only 

later by evidence of productivity, characterizes the development of 

many features of the children's speech" (p. 437). 

Brown (1973) suggested, among other major conclusions, a common 

order of acquisition for fourteen functors in child speech. They in-

clude: (1) present progressive; (2) in, on, plural, past irregular, 

possessive, uncontrable copula, articles, past regular, third person 

irregular, contractable copula, and the contractable auxiliary. He 

concluded that the order of acquisition was determined by the grammat-

ical and semantic complexity of the functors. 

Bloom (1978) attempts to consolidate the views of language 

development from the perspective of integration of content, form, and 

use • 

••• linguistic theory in the years before the 1960's considered 
the form of language as the only object of study, and the goal 
of description could not include an account of meaning in mes
sages. According to Bloomfield (1933), the realm of meaning 
embraced all possible events in the world and so was not a 
reasonable goal for linguistic inquiry. In contrast, Skin
ner's (1967) psychological explanation of verbal behavior 
centered on use and ignored form and content almost entirely. 
As a result, accounts of child language before the 1970's 
described form most often, but did not consider their interac
tion with meaning or with one another in any systematic way ••• 
For individuals using language and for children learning lan
guage, the components of contents, form, and use come together 
in understanding and saying messages. (p. 217) 
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Bloom believes that "language is knowledge of the integration 

of content/form/use, and such knowledge underlies the behaviors of 

speaking and understanding. Because language can be defined this way, 

it is possible to attempt to learn about an individual's knowledge of 

language by studying the individual's language behaviors" (p. 22). In 

other words, we have to observe language in use. However, Bloom does 

not consider the fact that just mere observation does not account for 

the total competence of the person's language knowledge. She equates 

language knowledge with language learning, an assumption that needs to 

be examined. 

The last school of thought views language learning from a social 

interactional stance. Halliday (1978) basically assumes that 

Language arises in the life of the individual through an on
going exchange of meanings with significant others. A child 
creates, first his child tongue, then his mother tongue, in 
interaction with that little coterie of people who constitute 
his meaning group. In a sense, language is a product of the 
social progress. (p. 1) 

It is the social interaction between significant others that the 

process of learning to mean and the exchange of meanings takes place. 

"The context plays a part in determining what we say; and what we say 

plays a part in determining the context. As we learn how to mean, we 

learn to predict each from the other" (p. 3). In addition, Halliday 

posits the notion that language is learned by need, purpose, and func-

tion. By examining language learning from afunctional approach, 

Halliday suggests that "we can follow the process whereby the child 

gradually 'learns how to mean' ••• " (p. 19). What the child learns are 



130 

meaning potentials based on function and use of language for his/her 

needs. In the Explorations in the Functions of Language (1973), Halli

day uses as a framework the following initial functions: (1) instru

mental which satisfies material needs, the "I want"; (2) regulatory 

which controls the behavior of others, the "do as I tell you"; 

(3) interactional which means getting along with others, the "me and 

you"; (4) personal which means identifying and expressing the self, the 

"here I come"; (5) heuristic which explores the world around and inside 

one, the "tell me why"; (6) imaginative which means creating a world 

of one's own, the "let's pretend"; and (7) informative which means 

conununicating new information, the "I've got something to tell you." 

These function categories serve as a framework to organize how 

children initially learn how to mean by using language and the context 

of the situation to meet their needs. The development of language can

not be separated from the social context. From social context, the 

child learns a "network of meanings that constitutes the culture" 

(Halliday, 1975, p. 121). These meanings evolve from meanings in 

context. 

Guiding Halliday's (1975) sociolinguistic theoretical framework 

are the following premises: (1) the social semiotic is the system of 

meanings that defines or constitutes the culture; (2) the linguistic 

system is one mode of realization of these meanings; (3) the child's 

task is to construct the system of meaning that represents his own 

model of social reality; (4) the process is a cognitive one--it takes 

place in the head; it takes place in contexts of social interaction; 
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(5) social context generate the learning of meanings; and (6) meaning 

is at the same time both a component of social action and a symbolic 

representation of the structure of social action (pp. 139-143). 

These guiding premises have led to the expansion of the 

following key concepts: text, situation, register, the linguistic 

system, and the structure of social context which include field, mode, 

and tenor. By text, Halliday (1975) means the " ••• language people 

produce and react to, what they say and write, and read and listen to, 

in the course of daily life" (p. 123). He goes on to explain that 

situation is " ••• a semantic structure deriving from the totality of 

meaning relations that constitutes the social system, [and that] text 

is semantic choice and situation is the semiotic environment of text" 

(p. 126). The concept of register at first is hard to grasp, but 

basically it focuses on understanding the variety of ways that lan-

guage is used across different social situations and contexts. Ac-

cording to Halliday (1978), language use differs from situation to 

situation in three ways: 

••• first, what is actually taking place [field]; secondly, who 
is taking part [tenor]; and thirdly, what part the language is 
playing [mode]. These three variables taken together, deter
mine the range within which meanings are selected and the forms 
which are used for their expression. In other words, they 
determine the register. (p. 31) 

Halliday (1975) adds that "field, tenor, and mode are not kinds of 

language use; still less are they varieties of language ••• they are the 

environmental determinants of text" (p. 130-131). In other \.;rords, a 

child learns the meanings and functions of language in social contexts 
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long before actually producing spoken or written language as the adults 

use it. The development of language is not simply an acquisition of 

linguistic structures such as sounds and grammar, but these linguistic 

structures are a result of the use of language in soica1 context in 

learning how to mean, i.e., form usually follows function (meaning). 

Halliday's theoretical position is more complex and detailed 

than presented above, but the most salient aspects were presented in 

order to represent the social interpretation of language and meaning 

development. The following statement simply explains the complex 

process. 

In the development of the child as a social being, language 
has the central role. Language is the main channel through 
which the patterns of living are transmitted to him, through 
which he learns to act as a member of a 'society' .•. The 
striking fact is that it is the most ordinary everyday uses 
of language, wit4 parents, brothers and sisters, neighbour
hood children, in the home, in the street and the park, in 
the shops and the trains and the buses, that serve to trans
mit, to the child, the essential qualities of society and 
the nature of social being. (Halliday, 1978, p. 9). 

It is this complex process that forms the bases of the social 

semiotic development of language for the alternative paradigm posited 

in this thesis, languages in communicative use. 

These four views of how language is learned serve to demonstrate 

how reality can be explained according to one's governing gaze and basic 

assumptions. The innate and verbal learning (behaviorist) views of lan-

guage learning must be rejected in terms of pedagogy. The innatists, on 

the other hand, have not developed a pedagogy,for they consider it 

uninteresting since it is going to happen anyway, e.g., just like 
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learning to walk. On the other hand, the verbal learning school of 

thought views language learning as an additive, part-to-who1e process 

that can be taught systematically; that is, learned through imitation 

and isolated repetition, and that is a set of habits. These two views 

are not practical nor useful for language learning in school, given the 

evidence from sociolinguistic research. 

If the school continues to assume the responsibility for 

"teaching" language, both written and spoken, then a redefinition of 

"teaching" and "learning" need to be made. If language is learned as 

Halliday explains, then educators need to reexamine how language is 

learned in order to facilitate its development. 

Can Language be Taught? 

Many educators would readily answer that yes, language can be 

taught. We have been teaching it for centuries. At question is what 

is meant by "teaching." Principally, written language has been "taught" 

in school. Traditionally, Vygotsky (1978) states that 

Unlike the teaching of spoken language, into which children 
grow of their own accord, teaching of written language is based 
on artificial training. Such training requires an enormous 
amount of attention and effort on the part of teacher and pupil 
and thus becomes something self-contained, relegating living 
written language to the background. Instead of being founded 
on the needs of children as they naturally develop and on their 
own ~ctivity, writing is given to them from without, from the 
teacher's hands. (p. 1(5) 

In other words, the school's role in "teaching" writing has been 

a part-p1us-part-equa1s-who1e practice, with the focus on mastering the 

mechanics or form before using written language as a communicative mode. 
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The emphasis has been on the form, thus neglecting the function and 

importance that written language plays in a literate society. Teaching 

the form has become equated with learning to write. Making letters 

neatly and perfectly has taken precedence over communicating a message 

across time, space, and distance. 

Similarly, the teaching of writing in Spanish (an alphabetic 

writing system like English) has been based on the assumption that 

••. para escribir correctamente hay que saber tambien pronun
ciar correctamente las pa1abras ••• La ensenanza tradiciona1 ha 
ob1igado a los ninos a reaprender a producir los sonidos del 
habla, pensando que si ell os no son adequadamente distinguidos, 
no es posib1e escribir en un sistema a1fabetico. Pero esta 
premisa se basa en dos suposiciones, ambas fa1sa; que un nino 
de 6 anos no sabe distinguir los fonemas de su 1engua, y que 1a 
1a escritura a1fabetica es una transcripci6n fonetica de 1a 
1engua. (Ferreiro and Teberosky, 1979, p. 25) 

Ferreiro and Teberosky (1979) question the validity of two basic 

assumptions governing the teaching of traditional teaching practices of 

writing in school: (1) that in order to write correctly a child must be 

able to distinguish the sounds of the language he/she already controls; 

and (2) that the orthography of an alphabetic language is a phonetic 

transcription of the language. They argue that both premises are false. 

On the one hand, if the child had not been able to distinguish between 

certain sounds, e.g., "palo/malo" in his/her spoken language, then it 

would be a different story. But obviously, a child of six can already 

make these distinctions. At question is why does a child have to re-

learn the sounds of the language that he/she can already use in a 

communicative context? The relationship between spoken and written 

appears to be at the root of the misconception. If a child can already 
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communicate orally, why does he/she have to relearn the names of the 

sounds of the spoken language in order to learn to write. Why must 

learning about structural aspects of ,language be prerequisite to learn

ing to write or read? 

How the two symbolic systems have evolved is an important issue, 

as well as ,how they have been used. Both communicate. Both are meaning

centered. Both serve different communicative functions. Both use time 

and space, but differently. Both are used for a purpose, or serve a 

need and function. Written language evolved because there was a need 

to communicate across time, space, and distance. It became an alter

nate mode of communica:ion. Perhaps at one point in time and space, 

written language may have been phonetic, but through time and use, 

spoken language has changed and no longer corresponds in a one-to-one 

fashion with written language. And even if it did, the process of 

writing does not solely include its form, i.e., its structure. Ferreiro 

and Teberosky (1979) argue that sounds that convey meaning are not 

single isolated units which can then be represented in another symbolic 

system in a one-to-one correspondence. If Ferreiro and Teberosky are 

right, then we need to reexamine our "teaching" practices of writing and 

reading in schools. 

In Chapter II, the teaching of reading was thoroughly discussed 

in the context of bi1iteracy development. Similar unexamined assump

tions about how reading is learned and taught in school were presented, 

e.g., (1) that reading is an exact and precise process; (2) that reading 

is learned in a sequence of additive skills; and (3) that reading is 
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learned and taught by associating the sounds and symbols first before 

meaning can be constructed. These false premises were rejected in 

light of Goodman's scientific evidence about the psycho1inguistic nature 

of the reading process. Likewise, traditional reading instruction needs 

to be reexamined since these assumptions are no longer useful nor bene-

ficia1 for children. 

If Halliday's sociolinguistic theory of language development is 

used, then the answer to the question "Can language be taught?" would 

be no. That is, if language is learned in social situations across 

different contexts, then the teacher's role becomes one of facilitating 

the language development by organizing the learning social contexts, 

and by guiding, monitoring, and evaluating the children's progress. 

For students learning a second language, then the field, mode, and tenor 

would definitely need to be organized across functions. The need to 

communicate in the second language would facilitate the children's 

productive control. Control of the structure would follow its use 

based on need, purpose, and function. In the traditional sense, teach-

ing and learning are not a one-to-one correspondence. Teaching in a 

Hallidayian sense becomes a facilitative process, an interactive pro-

cess, a co-responsibility process with the learner. This now leads to 

the third question. 

What Are the Differences Between 
Learni~g and Teaching Language? 

Before beginning to address this question, a discussion about 

what is meant by teaching and learning must be presented. Paulo Freire's 
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(1970) theoretical framework will be used to explain this author's 

interpretation of the traditional relationship between teaching,and 

learning as currently practiced by a majority of teachers in our schools 

in the United States. When explaining the differences between learning 

language and teaching language, Vygotsky's (1978) theoretical framework 

and criticisms will be used. 

Freire (1970) labels traditional education from a banking per-

spective. He explains that 

•.• education thus becomes an act of depositing, in which stu
dents are the depositories and the teacher is the depositor. 
Instead of communicating, the teacher issues communiques and 
makes deposits which the students' patiently receive, memorize, 
and repeat. This is the 'banking' concept of education, in 
which the scope of action allowed to the students extends only 
as far as receiving, filing, and storing the deposits. (p. 58) 

Knowledge, thus, becomes a gift bestowed upon the ignorant by the one 

who holds the knowledge. It serves to perpetuate the oppressive dicho-

tomy of the "powerful" over the "powerless." The students are power-

less because they do not control the knowledge. "Projecting an absolute 

ignorance onto others, a characteristic of the ideology of oppression, 

negates education and knowledge as processes of inquiry" (Freire, 1970, 

p.58). This student-teacher rea1ationship needs to be reconciled so 

that both are simultaneously teachers and students. However, the solu-

tion does not lie in the banking concept of education. Freire (1970) 

argues that " ••• banking education maintains and even stimulates the 

contradiction through the following attitudes and practices, which 

mirror oppressive society as a whole: 



(a) the teacher teaches and the students are taught; 

(b) the teacher knows everything and the students know 
nothing; 

(c) the teacher thinks and the students are thought about; 

(d) the teacher talks and the students listen--meekly; 

(e) the teacher disciplines and the students are disciplined; 

(f) the teacher chooses and enforces his choice; and the 
students comply; 

(g) the teacher acts and the students have the illusion of 
acting through the action of the teacher; 

(h) the teacher chooses the program content, and the students 
(who were not consulted) adapt to it; 

(i) the teacher confuses the authority of knowledge with his 
own professional authority, which he sets in opposition 
to the freedom of the students; 

(j) the teacher is the Subject of the learning process, while 
the pupils are mere objects. (p. 59) 
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These attitudes and practices serve to stimy inquiry, the gener-

ation of knowledge, and creativity. As an alternative, Freire proposes 

problem-solving education which initially must resolve the student-

teacher contradiction, characteristic of the banking system of educa-

tion, through dialogue. Dialogue is the vehicle used by all the 

participants towards the discovery of knowledge and understanding. 

Learning becomes a process of co-responsibility • 

••• the educator constantly re-forms his reflections in the 
reflection of the students. The students--no longer docile 
listeners--are now critical co-investigators in dialogue 
with the teacher. The teacher presents the material to the 
students for their consideration, and re-considers his earlier 
considerations as the students express their own. (p. 68) 



139 

By practicing problem-posing education, " •.• men [and women] develop 

their power to perceive critically the way they exist in the world with 

which and in which they find themselves; they come to see the world not 

as a static reality, but as a reality in process, in transformation" 

(p. 71). 

This understanding of reality in process and transformation 

thus leads us towards a movement of inquiry 'that is ultimately aimed 

towards "humanization--man's historical vocation" (p. 73). Freire 

(1970) clearly sums it up: 

Problem-posing education bases itself on creativity and stimu
lates true reflection and action upon reality, thereby respond
ing to the vocation of men as beings who are authentic only 
when engaged in inquiry and creative transformation. In sum: 
banking theory and practice, as immobilizing and fixating 
forces, fail to acknowledge men as historical beings; prob1em
posing theory and practice take man's historicity as their 
starting point. (p. 71) 

If problem-posing education were used, the learning and teaching 

of language would not be seen as an object to be "taught" but as a tool 

to be used in order to understand the world. Spoken and written 1an-

guage would be learned based on its need, purpose, and function as deve1-

oped in the sociohistorica1 presence and transformation of a society's 

culture. The teacher's role would not be seen as the giver of knowledge, 

but instead as an active participant in the learning process with the 

students. "They [would] become jointly responsible for a process in 

which all grow" (p. 67). 

Students, as they are increasingly posed with problems relating 
to themselves in the world and with the world, [would] feel 
increasingly challenged and obliged to respond to that chal
lenge. Because they [would] apprehend the challenge as inter-



related to other problems within a total context, not as a 
theoretical question, the resulting comprehension [would tend] 
to be increasingly critical and thus constantly less alienated. 
(pp. 68-69). 

.,. .......... ... ". 
These repeated challenges to make sense of their world will move them 
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toward understanding the constant recapitulation and reconstruction of 

reality. Written language, then, would be rediscovered, i.e., its 

societal purposes·, functions, and structural conventions. 

Freire's theoretical framework is a revolutionary one; but if 

humanism is to survive, it promises hope and continued faith in humanity 

in an era of dehumanization, oppressiveness, and mechanization. Our 

children are not objects on conveyor belts (school systems) that need to 

be given the same treatment (banking education), inspection (criteria 

for evaluation), nor approval (labels of success or failure). They are 

human beings trying to survive in a very complex world. Critical 

thinking is not the panacea, but at least it is a beginning in breaking 

icons. 

Freire's theoretical stance viewed learning and teaching from 

sociopolitical and cognitive perspectives with knowledge and under-

standing evolving from shared dialogue among the participants. Vygotsky 

similarly was influenced by Marxist thought. According to Michael Cole 

et a1. (1978), 

•.• a psychologically relevant application of dialectical and 
historical materialism would be one accurate summary of 
Vygotsky's sociocultural theory of higher mental processes ••• 
Vygotsky saw in the methods and principles of dialectical 
materialism a solution to key scientific paradoxes facing his 
contemporaries. A central tenet of this method [was] that all 
phenomena be studied as processes in motion and in change ••. 
the scientist's task is to reconstruct the origin and course 
of development of behavior and consciousness. (pp. 6-7) 



Vygotsky (Cole et al., 1978) made a clear distinction between 

learning and development. 

To Vygotsky, development was not merely a slow accumulation of 
unitary changes, but rather, as he wrote, 'a complex dialect~cal 
process, characterized by periodicity, uneveness in the develop
ment of different functions, metamorphosis or qualitative 
transformation of one form into another, intertwining of 
external factors, and adaptive processes.' (p. 121) 
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He reported that there were basically three major theoretical positions 

concerned with the relation between development and learning. The first 

centers on the assumption that processes of child development are inde-

pendent of learning, Le., that "development or maturation is viewed as 

a precondition of learning but never a result of it" (p. 80). The 

second major theoretical positi"on is that learning is development. 

Whether reading, writing, or arithmetic is being considered 
development is viewed as the mastery of conditioned reflexes; 
that is, the process of learning is completely and insepar
ately blended with the process of development. This notion 
was elaborated by James, who reduced the learning process to 
habit formation and identified the learning process with 
development. (p. 80) 

The third theoretical position on the relation between learning 
and development attempts to overcome the extremes of the other 
two by simply combining them ••• On the one hand is maturation, 
which depends directly on the development of the nervous system; 
on the other hand is.learning, which itself is also a develop
mental process. (p. 83) 

Vygotsky rejected all three of the aforementioned theoretical constructs 

and proposed instead the plausibility of the concept of the zone of 

proximal development. According to Vygotsky, the zone of proximal 

development means that 

It is the distance between the actual developmental level as 
determined by independent problem solving and the level of 
potential development as determined through problem solving 



under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable 
peers .•• The zone of proximal development defines those func
tions that have not yet matured but are in the process of 
maturation, functions that will mature tomorrow but are cur
rently in an embryonic state ••• The actual development level 
characterizes mental development retrospectively, while the 
zone of proximal development characterizes mental development 
prospectively. (p. 86) 

What this means in relationship to learning is that learning creates 

the zone of proximal development. It provides the catalyst for acti-
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vating other internal processes " ••• that are able to operate only when 

the child is interacting with people in his environment and in coopera-

tion with his peers. Once these processes are internalized they become 

part of the child's independent developmental achievement" (p. 90). 

Consequently, if the zone of proximal development were to be 

operationalized in terms of the learning and teaching of language in 

schools, then the teacher's role and the student's role would certainly 

differ from programmed and mechanized instruction, e.g., L2 teaching 

of sounds, words, then sentences. Learning, instead, is viewed as a 

social process emphasizing dialogue among peers in resolution of a 

challenge. Second language learners would learn to communicate in L2 

based on need and function. Language in its varied forms across 

registers would mediate cognitive growth. Second language learners 

would use language in contexts of meaning. 

As can be concluded, Halliday's theory of language learning in 

the context of culture, Freire's sociopolitical and cognitive theory of 

learning and teaching, and Vygotsky's theory of the zone of proximal 

development and the role that learning plays provide a viable theoretical 



and practical (praxis) framework for educators to begin to implement. 

Basically we have to reexamine traditional definitions and practices 
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of learning and teaching in light of the recent evidence about how 

children learn so that teachers can redefine their roles in the teaching/ 

learning process in school. 

Summary 

Chapter IV attempted (1) to briefly describe how language devel

opment was viewed from four perspectives (the innate, the behavioral, 

the cognitive, and the sociosemiotic); (2) to address the issues and 

historical practices related to the question--Can language be taught?; 

and (3) to discuss alternate theories and practices related to the 

differences between learning and teaching language in schools. The 

sociosemiotic theory, the prob1e~posing theory, and the concept of the 

zone of proximal development were selected as viable alternatives that 

will ultimately benefit our children, our society, our world. These 

three theoretical constructs are the operating praxis and emerging 

intellectual tradition of the languages in communicative use paradigm. 



CHAPTER V 

AN ANALYSIS OF THE HABIT FORMATION 
ASSUMPTION OF LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE 

Introduction 

The central purpose of this theoretical thesis is to examine the 

concept of language interference and its development. Thus far, what 

has been uncovered is: 1) that the definition of language interference 

has evolved in two different logical frameworks or paradigms; 2) that 

the principle assumption in Lado's habit formation view has not been 

examined systematically; and 3) that the current knowledge about how 

language is learned and how it develops raises questions about how and 

if language can continue to be taught in schools in the traditional way. 

In this chapter the issue of Lado's unexamined assumption will 

be addressed, examined (in one particular setting) and critiqued. The 

examination of Lado's assumption that "where there are differences in 

two languages they will become points of difficulty" is the focus of this 

chapter. It is central to this thesis because "those points of diffi-

culty," according to Lado, cause "interference." As the reader will 

recall, this assumption was accepted by educators and implemented into 

instructional practices in language teaching particularly reading for 

Chicano Spanish English bilingual children. 

This chapter will attempt to demonstrate that when Lado's assump-

tion is examined systematically in a meaningful real-language context 

not all the differences become points of difficulty and, therefore 
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they do not cause interference. In light of this evidence then, questions 

about Lado's unexamined assumption and its pedagogical tradition have to 

be raised and its validity as a concept questioned and reconsidered. 

The meaningful context that was selected to examine the "dif

ferences-cause-difficulty" assumption of the interference concept 

is an oral reading and retelling situation. It was selected because it 

is a psycholinguistically based situation where both the processes of 

comprehending and comprehension are assessed. Goodman and Goodman (1978) 

in their Misue Analysis research on various rural dialects of English 

and bilingual children's reading performance included Spanish speaking 

children from the southwest. It is this original data, i.e., the taped 

oral readings and retellings of the Spanish speaking children that will 

be used to systematically analyze some of the most commonly cited 

features reported in the literature that are called "language inter

ferences." Miscue data were selected for the following reasons: 

1) the children were selected based on teachers' perceptions of the 

children's first language ability in Spanish and that the chldren had 

difficulties in English; 2) miscue analysis examines the miscues (oral 

reading errors) using a psycholinguistic taxonomy which provides infor

mation about how readers process aspects of language as they read; and 

3) the evaluation of the comprehension process was done using miscue 

analysis procedures. 

Traditionally, the features that have been viewed as "language 

interferences" for Spanish speaking children learning English include 

the phonological "ch" and "sh" confusion; tha substitution of ltd'; for 
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"th," the morphological omission of the morphemes -s, and -ed, the 

misuse of prepositions and inappropriate syntactic use of word order 

(grammatical structuring). Saville and Troike (1971) suggests that 

"the most efficient way to predict pronunciation problems for speakers 

of one language learning another is to compare the phonemic systems of 

the two languages •.• i.e., by predicting problems of phonological inter-

ference by comparing the phonemic systems of English and (American) 

Spanish" (p. 35). Clearly they are saying that the differences will 

be problematic. Some of the differences that they include are the "ch" 

and "sh," e.g., "We note that Spanish has no phonemic contrast as 

English does between share and chair, or wash and watch" (p. 36). In 

making statements about some of the features mentioned, they suggest the 

differences between English and Spanish phonemic systems will definitely 

"cause" or "pose" problems for the Spanish speaking person learning 

English. For example, they state that: 

An entire series of English phonemes, the voiced fricatives 
z/v&zz/, are absent from Spanish, so that all of them will 
pose a learning problem for the Spanish speaker. The problem 
is complicated by the fact that some of these sounds occur in 
Spanish phonetically, but not phonemical1y, hence Spanish 
speakers will find it difficult to perceive them as distinct 
sounds (p. 36). 

Such statements as the ones quoted seem to be operating in Lado's 

unexamined assumption about the nature of differences. All differences, 

in whatever communicative contexts, seem to be viewed as potential 

problems. It is these differences, i.e., the phonological, morpholo-

gica1, and syntactic features, that will be analyzed in order to 



examine if they do occur and if so how frequently and in what sense 

do they "pose problems." 

Discussion of Issues 
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Prior to the systematic examination of the features, several 

issues must be discussed and addressed. One issue is the definitional 

one, i.e., how has the term "interference" been used? The second issue 

concerns itself with whether it is indeed a valid definition given the 

evidence that follows, and thirdly, does the term need to be redefined 

and expanded? If so, how? As was argued in the third chapter, Lado's 

assumption has not been systematically examined, particularly in a 

school-like reading context. And this assumption is the basis for his 

definition of language interference. Lado (1964) defines "interference" 

as "added difficulty in learning a sound, word, or construction in a 

second language as a result of differences with the habits of the native 

langugage" (p. 217). By describing differences between languages, Lado 

concluded that the differences would cause interference. Saville and 

Troike (1971) took his definition a step further and translated "added 

difficulty" to mean "potential problems." These "potential problems" 

then became the focus of beginning instructional practices in second 

language teaching. The definitional issue then is a critical one. If 

the definition is not true, then the instructional practices operating 

under this definition are subject to question if not all together wrong. 

Redefining the term or concept of language interference then becomes para-

mount. 
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Therefore, these issues are a central part of the examination of 

the assumption that ensues. Another related issue is the wide accept

ance of the negative connotation associated with the term "language 

interference" that has become an institutionalized habitude, an unex

amined habitual attitude, about Chicano children's English learning 

abilities. This is a more difficult issue to deal with because as 

demonstrated in the tracing of the language deficit view about Chicano 

children's English language learning abilities (chapter one), it has 

been the well documented sociopolitical climate of racism and prejudice 

that has influenced our views of children's language and language learn

ing strengths. Institutionalized views that are based on faulty and unex

amined assumptions about language learning are difficult enough to change 

without adding the factors of racism, elitism and prejudice. The 

negative connotation of "interference" is only concerned with problematic 

associations in learning a second language. There never is consideration 

of whether "interference" could have positive connotations. 

The definition of language interference is very narrow in scope. 

It has a negative connotation that suggests that all differences between 

two languages are interferences which pose problems all the time. Inter

ference has come to mean something unwanted, undesired, and unnatural. 

What is missed, however, is what role errors play in learning and using 

a second language. Is the role only a negative one as Lado (1964) and 

his successors have assumed, or do errors playa positive role as Burt and 

Dulay (1974), Corder (1967), Richards (1971), and Selinker (1972) have 

demonstrated in oral language learning and Goodman, Emig and Shawnessy 
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have shown in written language? Calling all language differences 

interferences has narrowed the interpretation of the nature of the dif

ferences and the errors they produce as learners develop control over a 

second language has been a negative one. The significance of the 

strengths errors reveal is lost. Only .the frequency of the phonemic, 

lexical, and syntactic errors has been the focus of attention with no 

basis for assigning them relative importance. All errors are assumed 

to be bad. That has led many instructional practices to focus on ex

tinction of these errors as a prerequisite to comprehension. But, if 

the errors show strength and do not interfere with comprehension, then 

the instructional practices lack a valid base. 

Questions and Procedures of Analysis 

The questions that will guide the examination of the assumption 

of whether "language interferences" are learning problems are: 

1. Do the features identified in the literature, as common and sig

nificant, occur in the performance of these subjects on these 

tasks while they read orally a complete story and during the re

telling of that story? 

2. What is the frequency of the occurrence of these influences and 

the ratio of their occurrence to the opportunities for them to 

occur? How consistent is the evidence of such influences across 

subjects and within each subject? 

3. What effect do the influences have on the comprehensibility of 

the resultant structures and passages? 
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4. What evidence is there that these influences are or are not in 

fact interferences with comprehension? 

This series of questions is ordered in a deliberate sequence to 

follow a logical examination of the assumption"that any deviation 

causes difficulty and therefore is problematic. In examining the 

assumption, the first question asks if the features/differences between 

English and Spanish do occur in the reading and retelling of these sub

jects. The second question asks what the frequency of occurrences is 

if the differences do occur, and in what ratio to the opportunities the 

children in this study show these Spanish influences in their English 

production during oral reading and retelling. The third question exam

ines if comprehension is disrupted because of the differences. In 

other words, does the occurrence of these features interfere with the 

construction of meaning. The fourth question then focusses on the most 

fundamental question of all: given the occurrences of these differen

ces, what effect do they have on the "comprehensibility" of the text as 

the reader produces it orally. Since miscue analysis was conducted to 

evaluate the reader's ability to control comprehensibility of the text 

(comprehending) as well as the comprehension (retelling), these scores 

will serve as comparisons between the quantity of occurrences in the 

features in both reading and retelling and the quality of the task, con

struction of meaning. 
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Procedures of Analysis 

Selection of Social Setting 

Reading of these Spanish English bilinguals was selected as the 

social setting for three reasons: 1) It represents a school-like situ

ation, i.e. the assessment of the reading process by using an oral read

ing and retelling; 2) the students were considered by the teachers to 

be Spanish dominant and having difficulty with English reading; and 3) 

the data included an evaluation of the students' comprehension. This 

audio taped oral reading and retelling setting provides a communication 

context in which a student's construction of meaning from a written text 

can be analyzed. Oral reading provides a continuous comparison between 

expected and observed responses. Thus, monitoring and recording the 

student's oral reading makes it possible to get at the psycho1inguistic 

processes that go on in the subjects' brains. Goodman and many other 

researchers are responsible for developing and refining miscue analysis 

as a research technique. "A miscue, which we define as an actual ob

served response in oral reading which does not match the expected re

sponse, is like a window on the reading process." (K. Goodman, 1973, 

p. 5). 

Miscue Analysis Procedures 

In miscue analysis the reader is asked to read an entire story 

or selection aloud without any assistance and then asked to retell what 

she/he remembers at the end of the oral reading. Both the oral reading 

and retelling are tape recorded in order to preserve them for future 
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analysis. The tape is then replayed so that the observed responses can 

be marked on a transcript. The retelling is then transcribed in order 

to analyze the reader's unaided and aided responses. The aided respon-

ses include answers to open-ended questioning strategies that allow the 

reader to expand on what he/she has already said in the unaided retell-

ing. Both of these preparations are necessary steps in determining the 

reader's comprehending (oral reading patterns) and comprehension (re-

telling) scores. Comprehending/comprehension scores deal with during 

reading processing and after reading reconstruction and interpretations 

of meaning respectively. 

For the present study, the English retellings and oral readings 

of twelve Spanish/English bilingual students were used. They also re-

told the story in Spanish, but this retelling is not included in this 

analysis. The following chart shows the number of students involved 

and the stories that the subjects for each grade read: 

Grade Name of Story Number of Subjects 

Second "My Name is Miguel" (4) SlOl, Sl03, Sl04, Sl06 

Fourth "Sancho (4) SIll, S112, S113, S119 

Sixth " ••• And Now Miguel" (4) S123, S126, S127, S129 

Figure 5.1. Story names, grades, and number of subjects. -- See 
Appendix I (from Goodman and Goodman, 1978). 

Since in-depth miscue analysis had been conducted on these readers' 

comprehending and comprehension abilities in English, it was decided to 
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use they to study in more specific detail the commonly cited "language 

interference" features identified by the "habit formation" advocates . . -.". 

Selection of Features 

The following chart shows the features within each linguistic 

category selected for analysis and the authors who cite them as "inter-

ferences" : 

System Feature Author(s) 

Phonological /~/ Saville and Troike (1971) 

/6/ Olguin (1968) 

/8/ Lado (1967) 

/'0/ Ching (1976); Thonis (1970) 

Morphological -s Saville and Troike (1971) 

-ed Olguin (1968) 

Lado (1967) 

Ching (1976); Thonis (1970) 

Syntactic Word order Saville and Troike (1971) 
prepositions 
for/from in/on 

Figure 5.2. Linguistic features selected for analysis. 

The particular features were systematically listened to, marked, 

transcribed, tabulated, and analyzed to both the oral reading and re-

tellings of these twelve students. The number of times these features 

occurred in each story was also tallied to find out the opportunities 
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for miscues. With the variation of possibilities for occurrence across 

story texts and the individual retellings, the decisions were made to 

report percentages with total frequency of occurrences and to quantify 

their occurrences in the retellings. 

Analyses of the Data 

A system for recording the necessary information had to be de

vised for both the oral reading and retellings. The first steps in

cluded locating all the possible occurrences of each feature on the 

typed transcript of the story and each student's retelling. Next an 

address was assigned to indicate the page, line and word within the text 

where the feature occurred in the text of both the reading and retelling 

transcripts. A form was then prepared for each subject for the phono

logical features. The form included the contextual environment of each 

feature, the feature, a phonetic transcription, and whether the student 

did or did not shift in his/her pronunciation. Two linguistics graduate 

students, specializing in phonology listened, marked and tallied thefre

quency as well as the nature of these phonological, morphological, and syn

tactic features. (See Appendix II for phonological example.) For the 

morphological and syntactic features the coders used the actual typed 

transcripts of the story and retelling. They color coded each of the 

features after identifying and rechecking the possible occurrences. 

Then they listened and relistened and marked what they heard. Then the 

resulting protocols were analyzed. For each student, the number of pos

sible occurrences of each feature was divided into the number the 



155 

student produced, e.g. subject 104 produced Idl 20 times out of the pos-

sible 82 times that it was supposed to be produced as 15/. Consequently, 

75.6% of the time the initial "th" sound was produced as expected by a 

native English speaker whereas 24.4% of the time it was substituted with 

Id/. 

The presentation of the analysis has been organized by the four 

questions stated in the beginning of this chapter, by the respective 

systems, and by the task, i.e. the oral reading and retelling. The dis

cussion of the features begins with the phonological and progresses 

with the morphological and syntactic ones, first by oral reading and 

then by oral retelling. 

The following descriptions highlight each subject's type of pho

nological responses during oral reading and retelling for each feature. 

Table 5-1 through Table 5-32 depict each subject's and grade's specific 

type of response for the feature I~/, 16/, leI, lsI. The top of each 

table indicates the number of occurrences of the feature. The features 

are categorized according to their position in the word. 

The total possibilities that the feature occurred in the story 

text (TPl ) and retelling (TP2) are also noted. Under each subject the 

observed response (OR) frequency indicates no changes from how a native 

English speaker would be expected to say it. The total tallies and per

centages are at the far top right of the table. They indicate the fre

quency of no changes compared to the total possibilities in the story 

text (TP
l

) or retelling text (TP2). 
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The bottom half of the table shows the type of responses, their 

frequency (F) of occurrence with percentages (%) and the grade mean (GM) 

with respective percentages (%). 

The type of responses noted indicate whether the feature was al-

tered, omitted, had a miscue which did not include the feature or showed 

no change. 

The asterisk (*) is used to indicate cross-check agreement be-

tween the total grade no changes and total possibilities of occurrence. 

Description of Frequencies Across Tasks, Grades, Features 
and Subjects Which Address Questions 1 and 2 

Individual Summaries of the 
Phonological Feature /ft/ for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

Second Graders. See Tables 5.1 and 5.2. 

Subject 101: During oral reading SlOl had 49.6% no changes, 

45.1% alterations, 3.5% omission miscues, and 1.8% substitution mis-

cues on the /ft/ feature. A majority of the alterations, 66%, occurred 

in the initial position with function words such as the, that, there, 

and this. Even though SlOl altered some of these function words from 

the expected /&/ to /d/, he also produced them as expected in similar 

environments. Medially the alteration was as expected in similar envi-

ronments. Medially the alteration was slight, a 6.7%. When comparing 

the use of the /&/ between the oral reading and the oral retelling, 

SlOl had a higher rate of no change, 70.7% and a lower alterations rate, 

29.3%. SlOl also had the highest occurrences among the rest of the 



Table 5.1. Oral reading, /d/ phoneme, second grade. 

Totals 
Phoneme 

TPI 
S10l Sl03 8104 Sl06 

TPI / OR % Position OR OR OR OR 

Initial 83 28 70 66 41 332/205 61.7 

Medial 30 28 30 30 29 120/117 97.5 

Final 0 0 0 0 0 0/0 0.0 

Total 113 56 100 96 70 452/322 71.2* 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % F % GM % of GM 

Alterations 51 45.1 12 10.6 14 12.4 34 30.1 27.5 24.6 

Omissions 4 3.5 1 .9 3 2.7 9 8.0 4.25 3.8 

Miscues 2 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 .5 .4 

No Changes 56 49.6 100 88.5 96 
, 

84.9 70 61.9 80.5 71.2* 

Total Possibilities 113 113 113 113 113 100.0 

I-' 
U1 
-...J 



Table 5.2. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, second grade. 

Phoneme 5101 5103 5104 
Position TP2/OR TP

2
/or TP

2
/OR 

Initial 25/16 22/16 5/3 

Medial 16/13 7/7 9/7 

Final 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Total 41/29 29/23 14/10 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 12 29.3 5 17.2 4 28.6 

Omissions 0 0.0 1 3.5 0 0.0 

No Changes 29 70.7 23 79.3 10 71.4 

Total Possibilities 41 29 14 

5106 
TP

2
/OR 

6/4 

5/4 

0/0 

11/8 

F % 

3 27.3 

0 0.0 

8 72.7 

11 

Totals 

TP/OR 

58/39 

37/31 

0/0 

95/70 

% 

5.75 

0.25 

17.5 

23.75 

% 

67.2 

83.8 

0.0 

73~7* 

% of GM 

24.2 

1.1 

73.7* 

100.0 

I-' 
\J1 
co 
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second graders. Similar environments did not seem to predict a shift 

as in the oral reading. For example, and then /8en/ versus and these 

/d4z/ were both produced. 

Subject 103: During oral reading Sl03 had the highest no change 

percentage, 88.5% among the second graders and the lowest alterations 

rate, 10.6% and omissions, .9% as well. In his oral retelling the no 

change percentage dropped to 79.3% but when examining the number of oc-

currences in both settings, the comparisons were quite different, i.e. 

113 in the oral reading versus 29 in the oral retelling. The one omis-

sion included Sl03 saying 'em instead of them with the preceding envi-

ronment being a -to Something any English speaker might do. Sl03 also 

produced the expected /8/ and altered it to /d/ in similar environments 

e. g. -t /8re' / versus -t / d re' / . 

Subject 104: During oral reading Sl04 had 84.9% in the no-

changes category, 12.4% in the alterations, and 2.7% in the omissions. 

All of her alterations occurred in the initial position with the being 

the word most often produced with the '/d/ instead of the /~/. The oc-

curred 33 times in the story text and Sl04 altered it 13 times, (39.4%). 

In the oral retelling Sl04 produced the /8/ 14 times, 5 initially and 9 

medially, with 71.4% no changes. The 28.6% alterations occurred both 

initially and medially. Sl04 altered the medial /a/ twice in the oral 

retelling whereas none were altered in the oral reading. Father was 

shifted to /d/ and /8/. In the oral reading father occurred 22 times 

whereas in the oral retelling it occurred 7 times. Note that in the 

oral retelling Sl04 did produce the expected /&/ medially 5 times. 
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Subject 106: During oral reading Sl06 had 61.9% no changes, 

30.1% alterations, and 8.0% omissions. Like all his second-grade 

counterparts Sl06 also had the majority of his alterations in the ini

tial position. In the oral retelling Sl06 had occasion to use the lal 

11 times with 72.7% no change and 27.3% alterations. In the oral re

telling his one medial alteration from the expected I~I to Idl involved 

the word, father; however out of the 22 times that father occurred in 

the oral reading, he did not once alter it. The two initial position 

alterations involved the word the which occurred three times. In the 

oral reading the occurred 33 times. Out of those 33 times S106 shifted 

the expected lal to Idl 19 times. All the other 14 times he produced 

it as expected by a native English speaker. 

Fourth Graders. See Tables 5.3 and 5.4. 

Subject 111: During oral reading Slll.had 61.5% no changes, 

26.9% alterations, 9.2% omissions, and 2.3% miscues. SIll had the most 

native English productions of the lal of all the fourth graders. The 

majority of the shifts were from the expected lal to the Idl, but on one 

occasion SIll says 16/. There does not appear to be a consistent pat

tern in the alterations shifting. In the oral retelling Slll had 59.3% 

no changes and 37.0% alterations, all occurring in the initial position 

with the function words. The only consistent alteration pattern is when 

the preceding environment begins a sentence. Other identical environ

ments such as a preceding Inl have both realizations, i.e. the expected 

lal and Id/. 



Table 5.3. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, fourth grade. 

Phoneme TP
1 

8111 8112 8113 
Position OR OR OR 

Initial 121 71 14 29 

Medial 8 8 8 8 

Final 1 1 1 0 

Total 130 80 23 37 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 35 26.9 102 78.5 90 69.2 

Omissions 12 9.2 5 3.8 3 2.3 

Miscues 3 2.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 80 61.5 23 17.7 37 28.5 

Total Possibilities 130 130 130 

8119 
OR 

27 

5 

0 

32 

F % 

94 72.3 

3 2.3 

1 .8 

32 24.6 

130 

Totals 

TP1 /OR 

484/141 

32/29 

4/2 

520/172 

GM 

80.5 

5.75 

1.0 

43.0 

130.0 

% 

29.1 

90.6 

50.0 

33.1* 

% of GM 

61.7 

4.4 

.8 

33.1* 

100.0 

..... 
0\ ..... 



Table 5.4. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, fourth grade. 

S111 Sl12 S113 Phoneme 
Position TP

2
/OR TP

2
/OR TP2/OR 

Initial 27/16 40/3 77 /5 

Medial 0/0 0/0 1/1 

Final 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Total 27/16 40/3 78/6 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 10 37.0 36 90.0 72 92.3 

Omissions 1 3.7 1 2.5 0 0.0 

No Changes 16 59.3 3 7.5 6 7.7 

Total Possibilities 27 40 78 

S119 Total 

TP
2

/OR TP
2

/OR 

53/35 197/59 

5/5 6/6 

0/0 0/0 

58/40 203/65 

F % GM 

18 31.0 34.0 

0 0.0 0.5 

40 69.0 16.25 

58 50.75 

% 

29.9 

100.0 

0.0 

32.0* 

% of GM 

67.0 

1.0 

32.0* 

100.0 

...... 
0\ 
N 



163 

Subject 112: During oral reading Sl12 had the lowest no change 

percentage, 17.7% among the rest of the fourth graders and the highest 

alterations percentage, 78.5% with 3.8% omissions. All of the altera

tions occurred in the initial position with the medial and final posi

tions produced as expected. In the oral retelling Sl12 produced 40 

instances with only three similar to what a native English speaker would 

have produced, i.e. that, that's, and the. His alterations percentage 

then was 90% and his no change 7.5%. The preceding environment for the 

one the was a -to It should be noted that in the oral reading Sl12 

shifted between /d/ and /~/ in the same environment. This reader comes 

closest of all subjects to complete shifts in this feature. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had 28.5% no change, 

69.2% alterations, and 2.3% omissions. Again the majority of the al

terations occurred in the initial position with mostly the function 

words. Sl13 also alternates between /d/ and /~/ with similar preceding 

environments such as the -r [~aet] or [daet]. In the oral retelling 

Sl13's alteration choices vary between /d/, 88.4%, /~/, 7.5%, /j/, 1.3%, 

and /¢/, 2.5%. He definitely leans more towards using the /d/ as indi

cated. In similar preceding environments Sl13, like SIll and Sl12, 

also alternated between the /d/ and the expected /~/. 

Subject 119: During oral reading Sl19 had the second highest 

alterations percentage, 72.3% with 24.6% in the no changes category, 

2.3% in the omissions category, and .8% in the miscues category. Like 

his other grade counterparts Sl19 also had the majority of the altera

tions in the initial position, but he is the only one to alternate the 



164 

/d/ for the expected /~/ medially. However, in the oral retelling all 

five of the medial /~/'s are produced as expected. Again the initial 

position /~/ is the one with the greatest alterations. Sl19 had 69.0% 

no changes and 31.0% alterations. In this particular subject a pattern 

emerged, i.e. only alveolar environments seemed to alter the expected 

form. 

Sixth Graders. See Tables 5.5 and 5.6. 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had 26.7% no changes, 

67.9% alteration, 2.3% omissions, and 3.1% miscues. The overwhelming 

alterations occurred in the initial position, i.e. out of 341 possibil-

ities S123 only produced the expected native English /a/ 59 times. 

Again no clear pattern emerges, for S123 alternates between /d/ and /a/ 

in similar preceding environments. Clearly though, the /d/ is the dom-

inant realization for /~/ in the initial position with /a/ in the me-

dial position being dominant. In the oral retelling S123's alterations 

rate decreases to a 51.3% with 47.1% no changes. In this case there 

seems to be a clear split between /d/ and /~/ in the initial position. 

Again as in the oral reading, similar preceding environments did not 

influence the alteration between /d/ or the expected /~/. In the me-

dial position S123 produced mother as [madar] once and father a [fa'ar] 

but there were 7 times that mother was produced as expected. Likewise 

with father, i.e. it was produced as expected 11 times. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had 77.6% no changes, 

14.1% alterations, 4.4% omissions, and 3.9% miscues. Unlike S123, S126 

did not interchange the /d/ with the expected /~/ in the initial 



Table 5.5. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

Phoneme TP
1 

8123 8126 8127 
Position OR OR OR 

Initial 341 59 254 287 

Medial 48 45 48 48 

Final 0 0 0 0 

Total 389 104 302 335 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 264 67.9 55 14.1 41 10.5 

Omissions 9 2.3 17 4.4 7 1.8 

Miscues 12 3.1 15 3.9 6 1.5 

No Changes 104 26.7 302 77.6 335 86.1 

Total Possibilities 389 389 389 

8129 
OR 

75 

43 

0 

118 

F % 

254 65.3 

8 2.0 

9 2.3 

118 30.3 

389 

Totals 

TP1/OR 

1364/675 

192/184 

0/0 

1556/859 

GM 

153.5 

10.25 

10.25 

214.75 

389.00 

% 

49.5 

95.8 

0.0 

55.2* 

% of GM 

39.5 

2.6 

2.7 

55.2* 

100.0 

..... 
CJ'I 
L11 



Table 5.6. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

S123 S126 S127 Phoneme TP2/OR TP2/OR TP/OR Position 

Initial 16/63 42/24 127/91 

Medial 26/24 15/14 26/26 

Final 2/2 0/0 0/0 

Total 189/89 57/38 153/117 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 97 51.3 19 33.3 30 19.6 

Omissions 3 1.6 0 0.0 6 3.9 

No Changes 89 47.1 38 66.7 117 76.5 

Total Possibilities 189 57 153 

S129 
TP2/OR 

97/20 

5/4 

0/0 

102/24 

F % 

73 71.6 

4 4.9 

24 23.5 

102 

Total 

TP/OR 

427/198 

72/68 

2/2 

501/268 

GM 

54.75 

3.5 

67.0 

125.25 

% 

46.4 

94.4 

100.0 

53.3* 

% of GM 

43.7 

2.8 

53.3* 

100.0 

I-' 
0\ 
0\ 
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position as much. The 87 times in which /d/ was substituted for /~/ in-

volved function words, but as with the other subjects similar preceding 

environments also had the expected /~/. S126 did not at all alter the 

medial position /~/ in the oral reading but did so once in the oral re

telling. However, the instance could conceivably be ruled out since 

the expected /~/ was for the Spanish pronunciation of Pedro which she 

pronounced as an English version, [P~dro]. Again there is no clear 

pattern for alterations. They seem to be random. 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had the highest no 

changes percent, 86.1%, and the lowest alterations percent, 10.5%, with 

1.8% omissions and 1.5% miscues. All of her alterations occurred in 

the initial position with none in the medial. Again no clear pattern 

for the alterations is evident only the evidence that identical prece

ding environments do not appear to influence the production of /d/ for 

the expected /~/. For example, early in the story they is pronounced 

as expected with the d- preceding but later there is pronounced as 

[der]. In the oral retelling the high percentage of expected responses 

dropped to 76.5%. The alterations all occurred in the initial position. 

The majority of the initial /d/'s are in the environment of a preceding 

[d] or [t], .but the occurrences of preceding [d] and [t] are not suffi

cient to predict [d] in the /~/ words, e.g. that [~aet] and that [daet]; 

or then [den] and then [~en]. Clearly S127 appears to be randomly 

choosing between her two developed alternatives. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had one of the lowest no

changes percents, 30.3%, and one of the highest alterations percents, 
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65.3% for the sixth graders. In the omissions category he had 2.0% and 

2.3% in the miscue category. Alterations occured both initially and 

medially with the majority occurring in the initial position. The pat-

tern for preceding environments did not affect production of the expec-

ted /d/ and the alteration of /d/ is also upheld for S129. That is, 

the alteration initially is random or at least it is not structural 

since pairs like the following show both the /3/ and /d/ being used: 

prior to [d]: 05205* then [den] and 05301* then [den]; and prior to 

[s]: 0312* the [djy] and 03192* the [diy]. In the oral retelling S129 

has an even higher rate of alterations, 71.6%, with a 23.5% no change. 

Medially S129 uses /d/ instead of the expected /d/ in the word, other. 

The other 4 times that /3/ is expected he produces it as /8/. Those 4 

times involve words such as father and mother. Comparatively, though, 

in the oral reading S129 alternated between using the /d/ and /8/ in 

the word other. Again there is no clear explanation for environmental 

factors having an influence on the type of productive use. It appears 

to be random. 

Grade Composite Summary of 
the Phonological Feature /3/ 

The phonological feature /a/ had the most possibilities among 

all the other seven features examined. The total possibilities across 

all three story texts during oral reading were 2,528 with 1,353 being 

produced as expected by a native English speaker; thus yielding a mean 

average percent of 53.5% for the no changes category. Most notable was 

* Computer address of the word in the story. 



Table 5.7. Grade composite, oral reading, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Phoneme 

TP/OR % TP1/OR % Position 

Initial 332/205 61. 7 484/141 29.1 

Medial 120/117 97.5 32/29 90.6 

Final 0/0 0.0 4/2 50.0 

Total 452/332 71.2 520/172 33.1 

Description of 
All Responses Grade lJ % Grade: lJ % 

Alterations 27.75 24.6 80.25 61.7 

Omissions 4.25 3.8 5.75 4.4 

Miscues 0.5 0.4 1.0 0.8 

No Change 80.5 71.2 43.0 33.1 

Possibilities 113.0 130.0 

Grade 6 

TP1/OR % 

1364/675 49.5 

192/184 95.8· 

0/0 0.0 

1556/859 55.2 

Grade lJ % 

153.5 39.5 

10.25 2.6 

10.5 2.7 

214.75 55.2 

389.0 

GrouE ComEosite 

TPi/OR % 

2180/1021 46.8 

334/330 95.9 

4/2 50.0 

2528/1353 53.5* 

Composite lJ % 

87.2 41.1 

6.75 3.2 

4.0 1.9 

112.75 53.5* 

210.6 100.0 

~ 
(J\ 
\0 



Table 5.8. Grade composite, oral retelling, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 
Phoneme 

TP2/OR % TP2/OR % TP/OR % Position 

Initial 58/39 67.2 197/59 29.9 427/198 46.4 

Medial 37/31 83.8 6/6 100.0 72/68 94.4 

Final 0/0 0.0 0/0 O~O 2/2 100.0 

Total 95/70 73.7 203/65 32.0 501/268 53.5 

Description of 
All Responses Grade 11 % Grade 11 % Grade 11 % 

Alterations 5.75 24.2 34.0 67.0 54.75 43.7 

Omissions 0.25 1.1 0.5 1.0 3.5 2.8 

Miscues 

No Change 17.5 73.7 16.25 32.0 67.0 53.5 

Possibili ties 23.75 50.75 125.25 

GrouE ComEosite 

TP2/OR % 

682/296 43.4 

115/105 91.3 

2/2 100.0 

299/403 50.4* 

Composite 11 % 

31.5 47.3 

1.4 2.1 

33.6 50.4* 

66.6 99.8 

f-' 
-...J 
o 
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that this feature had the lowest native English-like production than 

any of the other features and that function words comprised the major-

ity of the words containing the I~I feature. The most striking phonom-

enon is the discrepant average grade means as evidenced by the second 

graders producing a high 71.2%, the fourth graders producing alow 33.1%, 

and the sixth graders producing 55.2% in the no changes category. In 

terms of the number of possibilities that the Idl occurred across 

grades, it increased accordingly, i.e. the second graders had 452 oppor-

tunities, the fourth graders had 520 and the sixth graders had 1,556. 

It is interesting to note that the second graders had the least amount 

of possibilities but highest native English production rate. Thefourth 

graders' production rate, although the lowest among the other two grades, 

still demonstrates that I~I makes up at least one third of their pro-

ductive repertoire. 

The group composite mean for the no changes category in the oral 

retelling did not exceed the oral reading mean percent, i.e. it was 

50.4%. All three grade mean percents were approximate with their oral 

reading production mean percents. For example, the second graders had 

73.7%, the fourth graders 32.0%, and the sixth graders 53.5%. It is 

quite evident that both situations did not affect the production range 

of the I~/. 

Individual Summaries of 
the Phonological Feature /81 for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

Second Graders. See Tables 5.9 and 5.10. 



Table 5.9. Oral reading, /8/ phoneme, second grade. 

Phoneme SlOl Sl03 Sl04 
Position TPI OR OR OR 

Initial 14 13 l3 13 

Medial 4 3 3 3 

Final 9 9 7 5 

Total 27 25 23 21 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 1 3.7 4 14.8 5 18.5 

Omissions 1 3.7 0 0.0 1 3.7 

Miscues 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 25 92.6 23 85.6 21 77.8 

Total Possibilities 27 27 27 

Sl06 
OR 

11 

3 

7 

21 

F % 

5 18.5 

1 3.7 

0 0.0 

21 77.8 

27 

Totals 

TP /OR 

56/50 

16/12 

36/28 

108/90 

GM 

3.75 

.75 

0.0 

22.5 

27 

% 

89.3 

75.0 

77 .8 

83.88* 

% of GM 

13.9 

2.8 

0.0 

83.3* 

100.0 

I-' 
-....J 
N 



Table 5.10. Oral retelling, /8/ phoneme, second grade. 

8101 8104 8106 Phoneme 
Position TP /OR TP/OR TP /OR 

Initial 3/3 1/0 0/0 

Medial 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Final 0/0 1/1 0/0 

Total 0/3 2/1 0/0 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 3 100.0 1 50.0 0 0.0 

Total Possibilities 3 2 0 0.0 

TP /OR 

0/0 

0/0 

1/0 

1/0 

F % 

1 100.0 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

1 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

4/3 

0/0 

2/0 

6/4 

GM 

.5 

0.0 

1.0 

1.5 

% 

75.0 

0.0 

50.0 

66.6* 

% of GM 

33.3 

0.0 

66.6* 

99.9 

...... 

" w 
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Subject 101: During oral reading SlOl had the highest no 

changes percent, 92.6% and the lowest alterations percent, 3.7% among 

the rest of the second graders. He also had one omission, 3.7%. Du

ring oral retelling SlOl had occasion to use the /6/ only 3 times but 

with 100% native English expectancy. Clearly SlOl controls the /6/ in 

both situations. 

Subject 103: During oral reading Sl03 had 85.2% no changes, 

and 14.8% alterations. The 4 alterations occurred across the three po

sitions. In the oral retelling Sl03 only produced 2 /6/'s with one be

ing altered. Because of the low occurrence in the retelling, no real 

generalization can be made in this situation, but in the oral reading 

he clearly demonstrates a more native English control than a dominant 

Spanish speaker. 

Subject 104: During oral reading Sl04 had the lowest percent 

77.8% in the no changes category, the highest alterations, 18.5%, and 

3.7% in the omissions. The alterations occurred across all three po

sitions /6/ all involved the word, with. Sl04 used an 'lsI instead of 

the expected /t/ that is usually reported in the literature as being 

the alternate. In the oral retelling Sl04 did not produce any /6/'s. 

Even though Sl04's oral reading percent was one of the lowest among the 

second graders, it still approximates native English expectancy more 

than Spanish dominancy. 

Subject 106: During oral reading Sl06 had exactly the same fre

quency as did Sl04, i.e. 77.8% in the no changes category, 18.5% in the 

alterations, and 3.7% in the omissions. In the retelling Sl06 only 



175 

used the /6/ phoneme once but with native English expectancy. Again 

with such few occurrences in the retelling, no generalization can be 

made about the use of the /6/ phoneme in the retelling except that the 

one occurrence had English production. Clearly Sl06 does control the 

use of the 16/ in the oral reading. 

Fourth Graders. See Tables 5.11 and 5.12. 

Subject 111: During oral reading SIll had 76.5% no changes and 

23.5% alterations. Most of the alterations occurred in the final posi

tion with substitutions of the /6/ including /$/, /f/, and Ih/. None 

shifted to the /t/. During oral retelling SIll produced eight initial 

position 16/'s with 50% native English expectancy. He used think 3 

times with one shifting to the /t/; throw twice with both shifting to 

It/; and things three times with one shifting to /t/. Interestingly 

throw, thrown and think were used once each in the oral reading and 

SIll produced them as expected. Clearly SIll appears to control thena

tive English expectancy of 16/. 

Subject 112: During oral reading Sl12 had 100% native English 

expectancy, but in the retelling out of three instances produced, one 

was shifted to the 1t7. This shift involved the word with which ap

peared 13 times in the oral reading without any shift! 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had the highest no

changes percent, 79.4%, 17.6% in the alterations, and 2.9% in omissions. 

The six alterations that occurred came from the initial and final posi

tions only. In the oral retelling Sl13 only had occasion to use the 



Table 5.11. Oral reading, let phoneme, fourth grade. 

Phoneme TP
I 

Sl1l Sl12 S113 
Position OR OR OR 

Initial 9 8 9 5 

Medial 4 3 4 4 

Final 21 15 21 18 

Toal 34 26 34 27 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 8 23.5 0 0.0 6 17.6 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.9 

Miscues 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 26 76.5 34 100.0 27 79.4 

Total Possibilities 34 34 34 

S119 
OR 

4 

2 

10 

16 

F % 

17 50.0 

0 0.0 

1 2.9 

16 47.0 

34 

Totals 

TP/OR 

36/26 

16/13 

84/64 

136/103 

GM 

7.75 

0.5 

0.5 

25.75 

34 

% 

72.2 

81.1 

76.2 

75.7* 

% of GM 

22.8 

1.5 

1.5 

75.7* 

100.0 

I-' 
....... 
0\ 



Table 5.12. Oral retelling, /8/ phoneme, fourth grade. 

Slll S112 S1l3 Phoneme 
TP

2
/OR TP

2
/OR TP/OR Position 

Initial 8/4 1/1 2/2 

Medial 0/0 1/1 0/0 

Final 0/0 1/0 1/1 

Total 8/4 3/2 3/3 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 4 50.0 1 33.0 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 4 50.0 2 66.6 3 100.0 

Total Possibilities 8 3 3 

Sl19 
TP2/OR 

2/2 

0/0 

3/3 

5/5 

F % 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

5 100.0 

5 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

3/9 

1/1 

5/4 

19/14 

GM 

1.25 

0.0 

3.5 

4.75 

% 

69.2 

100.0 

80.0 

73.7* 

% of GM 

26.3 

0.0 

73.7* 

100.0 

..... 

...... 

...... 
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iel three times but with native English expectancy. The three words 

that were used were: with, things, and think. In the oral reading 

with was consistently produced as expected, but think was not, and 

things did not occur at all. Overall Sl13 appears to control the pro

duction of this phoneme. 

Subject 119: During oral reading Sl19 had the lowest no changes 

percent, 47.0% and the highest alterations, 50.0% with 2.9% in the mis

cue category. The alterations were across the three positions. There 

doesn't appear to be any set pattern. In the oral retelling, however, 

Sll9 does not alter the expected leI out of the five times that it is 

produced. Among those five instances he uses the word think as expec

ted but the same instance was shifted to a It I in the oral reading. 

Bath and three were also used in the retelling as well as the oral read

ing, and in both situations they were produced as expected. Such 

switching suggests that Sl19 has the phonological rule but has not yet 

reached native English control to the degree that his other fourth

grade counterparts have. The miscue that occurred involved the substi

tution of jumped for thumped that has no initial phonological similar

ity but the syntactic function is retained. 

Sixth Graders. See Tables 5.13 and 5.14. 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had the highest altera

tions percent, 54.0% of all subjects and the lowest no changes one, 

41.2% with 4.7% in the miscue category. The alterations occurred 

across the three positions but most frequen~ly in the initial position. 

In the oral retelling 8123 also had a very high alterations percent, 

. " 



Table 5.13. Oral reading, /8/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

Phoneme TP
1 

S123 5126 
Position OR OR 

Initial 34 7 29 

Medial 24 11 18 

Final 27 17 17 

Total 85 35 64 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F 

Alterations 46 54.0 16 18.8 10 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 

Miscues 4 4.7 5 5.9 3 

No Changes 35 41.2 64 75.3 68 

Total Possibilities 85 85 85 

S127 5129 
OR OR 

27 19 

21 15 

20 21 

68 55 

% F % 

11.8 24 28.2 

4.7 4 4.7 

3.5 2 2.4 

80.0 55 64.7 

85 

Totals 

TP
1

/OR 

136/82 

96/65 

108/75 

340/222 

GM 

24.0 

2.0 

3.5 

55.5 

85 

% 

60.3 

67.7 

69.4 

65.3* 

% of GM 

28.2 

2.4 

4.1 

65.3* 

100.0 

I-' 
'-I 
\0 



Table 5.14. Oral retelling, /8/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

S123 S126 S127 Phoneme 
TPz'0R TPz'0R TP2/OR Position 

Initial 3/0 1/1 11/9 

Medial 17/3 5/1 13/6 

Final 8/5 4/2 5/4 

Total 28/8 10/4 29/19 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 20 71.4 6 60.0 10 34.5 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 8 28.6 4 40.0 19 65.5 

Total Possibilities 28 10 29 

S129 
TP2/OR 

10/6 

9/3 

I/O 

20/9 

F % 

11 55.0 

0 0.0 

9 45.0 

20 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

25/16 

44/13 

17/11 

87/40 

GM 

11. 75 

0.0 

10.0 

21. 75 

% 

64.0 

29.5 

64.7 

46.0* 

% of GM 

54.0 

0.0 

46.0* 

100.0 

..... 
(Xl 
a 
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71.0%. In the medial position the expected /6/ shifted to It/, e.g. 

instead of saying [Evir6In], the child said [EvirtIn]. This alteration, 

though may be the Texas English dialect version of everything. S123ap

parently has the rules; otherwise he wouldn't be producing some withna

tive English expectancy even though it is not as high as the second or 

fourth graders' production rates. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had next to the highest 

no changes percent, 75.3% and next to the lowest alterations percent, 

18.8% with 5.9% in the miscues category. The sixteen alterations that 

occurred were across all three positions. In the oral retelling only 

10 occurrences were used with 60% of them with native English expec

tancy. The trend parallels the percentage rates in the oral reading. 

Overall S126 appears to control 68.4% of the 95 instances that /6/ is 

used in both settings. 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had the highest no 

changes percent, 80.0% and the lowest alterations percent, 11.8% with 

4.7% in omissions, and 2.4% in the miscue category. The alterations 

also spanned the three positions. In the oral retelling S127 dropped 

in the no changes category to a 65.0% and 34.5% in alterations. Most 

of the alterations involved the medial position, e.g. instead of saying 

something [sam6In], she said [samptn] and [samt~n]. Again these substi

tutions may be the result of Texas English dialect. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had 64.7% in the no 

changes category, 24.0% in the alterations, 2.0% in omissions, and 3.5% 
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in the miscue one. Again the alterations cross all three positions. 

In the oral retelling, S129, like his other sixth-grade counterparts, 

also dropped in the no-changes category to 45.0%. Among the 20 pro duc-

tions 11 were altered with a 55.0% rate. He had an interesting alter·-

ation, i.e. instead of the expected medial /8/, he produced an /~/ at 

times, e.g. [sam~n] for something. Overall S129's control of this fea-

ture fluctuates, but he does demonstrate more native English control 

than Spanish dominancy. 

Grade Composite Summary 
for the Phonological Feature /8/ 

As a whole the three grade means averaged 71.0% for the no-

changes category for the production of the /8/ feature. However, this 

mean does not accurately represent the individual differentiations nor 

the variation among the grades. For example, the mean percentages 

gradually decreased across the grades in the oral reading, i.e. the 

second graders had 83.3%, the fourth graders 75.7%, and the sixth gra-

ders 65.3%. As the percentage of mean production for the no-changes 

category decreased, the opportunities of occurrence increased: 108, 

136, and 340, respectively. The second graders had a range between 

77.8% and 92.6% while the fourth graders ranged between 47.0% and 100%, 

whereas the sixth graders had a range between 41.2% and 80.0%. The nar-

rowest range was within the second graders while the widest was among 

the fourth graders. Collectively, though, the range among all twelve 

subjects spanned between 41.2% and 100.0%. The productive repertoire 

for this feature during the oral reading situation included the expected 



Table 5.15. Grade composite, oral reading, /8/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Phoneme 

TP1/OR % TP1/OR % Position 

Initial 56/50 89.3 36/26 72 .2 

Medial 16/12 75.0 16/13 81.3 

Final 36/28 77 .8 84/64 76~2 

Total 108/90 83.3 136/103 75.7 

•. 
Description of • 
All Responses Grade ]..I % Grade ]..I % 

Alterations 3.75 13.9 7.75 22.8 

Omissions 0.75 Z.8 0.0 0.0 

Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.5 

No Change 22.5 83.3 25.75 75.7 

Possibilities 27.0 34.0 

Grade 6 

TP1/OR % 

136/82 60.3 

96/65 67.7 

108/75 69.4 

340/222 65.3 

Grade ]..I % 

24.0 28.2 

2.0 2.4 

3.5 4.1 

55.5 65.3 

85.0 

GrouE ComEosite 

TP1/OR % 

228/158 69.3 

128/90 . 70.3 

228/167 73.2 

584/415 71.0* 

Composite ]..I % 

8.9 24.4 

0.7 1.9 

1.0 2.7 

25.9 71.0* 

36.5 100.0 

.... 
00 
w 



Table 5.16. Grade composite, oral retelling, /8/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 
Phoneme 

TP/OR % TP2/OR % TP/OR % Position 

Initial 4/3 75.0 13/9 69.2 25/16 64.0 

Medial 0/0 0.0 1/1 100.0 44/13 29.5 

Final 2/1 50.0 5/4 80.0 17/11 64.7 

Total 6/4 66.6 19/14 73.7 87/40 46.0 

Description of 
All Responses Grade ]..I % Grade ]..I % Grade ]..I % 

Alterations 0.5 33.3 1.25 26.3 11.75 54.0 

Omissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Miscues 

No Change 1.0 66.6 3.5 73.7 10.0 46.0 

Possibilities 1.5 4.75 21. 75 

GrauE Composite 

TP/OR % 

42/28 66.7 

45/14 31.1 

24/16 66.7 

112/58 51.6* 

Composite ]..I % 

4.5 48.4 

0.0 0.0 

4.8 51.6* 

9.3 100.0 

I-' 
(» 
~ 
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native English /8/, and lsI, /t/. /~/, Iff, and /h/. The other allo-

phones used are developmentally produced by native English speakers as 

well before they finally gain the expected adult productive control. 

However, as a group, they seem to approximate a native English speak-

er's productive control than a second language learner of English at 

the beginning stages. 

The oral retelling composite mean percentage appreciably de-

creased by almost 20%, and the same trend that was evidence in the oral 

reading did not occur, i.e. each grade did not decrease but varied be-

tween 66.7% for the second graders, 73.7% for the fourth graders, and 

46.0% for the sixth graders. The composite mean percent was 51.6%. 

Individual Summaries of the 
Phonological Feature /~/ for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

Second Graders. See Tables 5.17 and 5.18. 

Subject 101: During oral reading, SlOl used the /~/ phoneme 

78.6% of the time as expected, but had two alterations, 14.3% and one 

omission, 7.1%. The two alterations involved only the initial position 

with SlOl using the /~/ for children and child. The one omission in-

volved the word teacher. There were 11 medial /~/ occurrences, 2 ini-

tial, and 1 final totalling 14 possibilities. This is the only student 

across all twelve not to use the /~/ whatsoever in the retelling. 

Therefore, the only data available is that found in the oral reading. 

If his productive use of the /~/ phoneme is more closely examined 

across the three positions, what emerges is the following pattern of 



Table 5.17. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, second grade. 

Phoneme 
TP

I 
SlOl Sl03 

Position OR OR 

Initial 2 0 0 

Medial 11 10 3 

Final 1 1 1 

Total 14 11 4 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F 

Alterations 2 14.3 10 71.4 10 

Omissions 1 7.1 0 0.0 0 

Miscues 

No Changes 11 78.6 4 28.6 4 

Total Possibilities 14 14 14 

Sl04 Sl06 
OR OR 

0 2 

4 11 

0 1 

4 14 

% F % 

71.4 0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 

28.6 14 100.0 

14 

Totals --
TP/OR 

8/2 

44/28 

4/3 

56/33 

GM 

5.0 

.25 

8.25 

14.0 

% 

25.0 

63.6 

75.0 

58.9* 

% of GM 

37.5 

1.8 

58.9* 

100.0 

I-' 
ex> 
0'1 



Table 5.18. Oral retelling, /~I phoneme, second grade. 

8101 8103 8104 Phoneme 
Position TP2/OR TP2/OR TP/OR 

Initial 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Medial 0/0 1/1 0/0 

Final 0/0 0/0 1/1 

Total 0/0 1/1 1/1 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 100.0 

Total Possibilities 0 1 1 

8106 
TP2/OR 

0/0 

3/3 

0/0 

3/3 

F % 

0 0.0 

0 0.0 

3 100.0 

3 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

0/0 

4/4 

1/1 

5/5 

GM 

0.0 

0.0 

1.25 

1.25 

% 

0.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0* 

% of GM 

0.0 

0.0 

100.0 * 

100.0 

I-' 
(Xl 
...... 
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native English expectancy: 0% for the initial position, 90.9% for the 

medial, and a 100.0% for the final. 

Subject 103: During oral reading Sl03 had one of the highest 

alterations percentages, 71.4% and one of the lowest percentages of no 

change, 28.6%. He altered the /~I to a I~I 10 out of the 14 occurrences 

with the medial and initial positions being the most frequently altered, 

but the one final position being produced as expected. Two of the me

dial /~I that were produced with native English expectancy included the 

word teacher(s) which occurred 10 times in the entire story text; so 

Sl03 produced this phoneme 20% of the time as expected by a native Eng

lish speaker. The third medial I~/ involved the word, kitchen, and he 

said it as expected. In his oral retelling Sl03 only has occasion to 

use the It/ sound once and does so with native English expectancy. The 

one occasion involves the u~e of teacher, e.g. "Cause uh, uh, he, hes-, 

his, his uh, uh, uh, father help the teacher •.. " No conclusive gener

alization can really be made in comparing both the oral reading and oral 

retelling observations. 

Subject 104: During oral reading Sl04 also has one of the high

est alterations percentages, 17.4% and the lowest no change percent, 

28.6%. Unlike the rest of his second-grade counterparts 8104 alters 

across all three positions, by shifting from the expected /~I to the 

I~/ twice in the initial position, 7 times in the medial and once in 

the final. The 4 changes occurred in the medial position and also in

volved the words teacher and kitchen. In the oral retelling Sl04 had 

occasion to only use the le/ form once in the final position with 
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native English expectancy. Curiously the same word teach that he 

altered in the oral reading from /t/ to /~/, he used in the oral retell-

ing as expected, e.g. "George tried to teach his, uh, Mike's father." 

Again it is not possible to really make a generalization between the 

two performances. Although tentatively one could conclude that Sl04 at 

least partially controls the productive expectations of the English /~/. 

Subject 106: Sl06 is the only student among all the twelve sub

jects to use the I~I phoneme with 100% native English expectancy both 

in the oral reading and oral retelling. 

Fourth Graders. See Tables 5.19 and 5.20. 

Subject 111: During oral reading SIll produced the /~I with 

v 
71.1% native English expectancy and altered it to lsI 28.9% of the 

time. Each position was altered: completely in the initial position, 

11.8% in the medial, and 83.3% in the final position. Clearly SIll 

controls the medial position. In the retelling SIll only used the /~I 

twice, once in the medial and once in the final. As in the oral read-

ing, SIll altered the final position and produced the medial I~I as ex

pected. In this instance SIll produces the /~/ as a native speaker 

more in the oral reading than in the oral retelling. 

Subject 112: During oral reading Sl12 had 63.8% no changes, 

31.9% alterations, and 4.3% miscues. Sl12 only altered the /~I to /~I 

in the medial and final positions 27 out of 34, and 2 out of 12 times, 

respectively. The initial position was produced with 100% English ex-

pectancy, the medial with 79.4%, and the final with 16.7%. In the oral 



Table 5.19. Oral reading, leI phoneme, fourth grade. 

Phoneme TP
I 

Sl1l S112 S113 
Position OR OR OR 

Initial 1 0 1 1 

Medial 34 30 27 17 

Final 12 2 2 7 

Total 47 32 30 25 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % F 

Alterations 13 28.9 15 31.9 21 44.7 3 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.1 0 

Miscues 0 0.0 2. 4.3 0 0.0 0 

No Changes 32 71.1 30 63.8 25 53.2 44 

Total Possibilities -**45 47 47 47 

** SIll skipped two lines containing two examples of this feature. 

Totals 
S119 TP lOR OR 1 

1 4/3 

31 136/105 

12 48/23 

44 186/131 

% GM 

6.4 13.0 

0.0 .25 

0.0 .5 

93.6 32.75 

46.5 

% 

75.0 

77 .2 

47.9 

70.4* 

% of GM 

28.0 

.5 

1.0 

70.4* 

99.9 

I-' 
\0 
o 



Table 5.20. Oral retelling, Itt phoneme, fourth grade 

Sl1l S112 S113 Phoneme 
TP/OR TP/OR TP/OR Position 

Initial 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Medial 1/1 4/4 I/O 

Final I/O 2/2 1/1 

Total 2/1 6/6 2/1 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 1 50.0 6 100.0 1 50.0 

Total Possibilities 2 6 2 

Sl19 
TP/OR 

0/0 

3/2 

2/2 

5/4 

F % 

1 20.0 

0 0.0 

4 80.0 

5 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

0/0 

9/7 

6/5 

15/12 

GM 

0.75 

0.0 

3.0 

3.75 

% 

0.0 

77 .8 

83.3 

80.0* 

% of GM 

20.0 

0.0 

80.0* 

100.0 

...... 
\D 
...... 
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retelling Sl12 only used the /~/ 6 times but with 100% native English 

expectancy. Only the medial and final positions were represented; 

Sancho and ranch were both used in the oral reading and retelling with 

native English expectancy every time. They occurred 25 and 2 times re

spectively in the oral reading and 3 times respectively in the oral re

telling. In this case Sl12 uses the /~/ with more native English expec

tancy percentage-wise in the oral retelling than in the oral reading; 

but when examining the instance in both, they involved the same words 

and in both cases these same words were used with 100% English expec

tancy. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had 53.2% no changes, 

44.7% alterations, and 2.1% miscues. There were 47 occurrences of the 

/~/ with Sll3 producing the initial position lout of 1 time, the me

dial position 17 out of 34 times, and the final position 7 out of 12 

times. The medial position had the most alterations, 50%, but when 

examined, they reveal an alteration between /6/ and /~/ involving the 

words, Sancho and kitchen. For example, the word Sancho appeared 25 

times throughout the entire text with Sl13 altering the /~/ to /~/ 10 

times. In the oral retelling Sl13 used scratch and Sancho. The first 

one he altered, and the second he didn't. These two instances come 

close to paralleling the alteration pattern recorded in the oral re

telling, but more examples would be needed to really make the general

ization more concrete. 
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Subject 119: During oral reading Sl19 had one of the highest 

no change percentages, 93.6% among his fourth-grade counterparts. His 

alterations percentage is also the lowest, 6.4%. The three alterations 

all involved the medial position with the words watched and scratched. 

. v 
In his oral retelling Sl19 had occasion to use the Icl five times with 

an 80% native English expectancy. The one instance that he altered the 

It I to I~I was the same word he altered in the oral reading, scratched. 

Because of the low occurrences of the I~I in the oral retelling, Sl19's 

no changes percentage, 93.6% in the oral reading, suggests that he con-

troIs this particular phoneme more in the latter situation. 

Sixth Graders. See Tables 5.21 and 5.22. 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had one of the lowest 

no changes, 56.4%, among his sixth-grade counterparts, and he had the 

highest alterations, 38.5% with 5.1% omissions. S123 altered the It I 

across all three positions with 40% in the initial, 83.3% in the medial, 

and 35.7% in the final. Since his highest alterations are in the me-

dial position, one could conclude that he controls the other two with 

approximately 60% native English expectancy. In the oral retelling 

S123 only produces the I~I five times; and both of the medial instances 

are produced as expected, but it is the one of the three final-position 

instances that is altered. If one compares the percentages of the no 

changes between the oral reading and the oral retelling, S123 produced 

the native English I~I with 80% expectancy. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had next to the lowest 

percentages in the no changes category with 71.8%. Her alterations 



Table 5.21. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

Totals 
Phoneme TP

1 
S123 S126 S127 S129 

TPI/OR Position OR OR OR OR % 

Initial 5** 3 1 4 3 20/11 55.0 

Medial 6 1 4 6 6 24/17 70.8 

Final 28* 18 23 24 25 112/90 80.4 

Total 39 22 28 34 34 156/118 75.6* 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % F % GM % of GM 

Alterations 15 38.5 9 23.17 4 10.3 3 7.7 7.75 19.9 

Omissions 2 5.1 2 5.1 1 2.5 2 5.1 1. 75 4.5 

Miscues 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0.00 0.0 

No Changes 22 56.4 28 71.8 34 87.2 34 87.2 29.5 75.6* 

Total Possibilities 39 39 39 39 39 100.0 

**Church counts twice. 
f-' 
\0 
.po. 



Table 5.22. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

8123 8126 8127 Phoneme 
Position TP/OR TP/OR TP /OR 

Initial 0/0 0/0 2/2 

Medial 2/2 3/1 4/3 

Final 3/2 0/0 2/2 

Total 5/4 3/1 8/7 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 1 20.0 2 66.6 1 12.5 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 4 80.0 1 33.3 7 87.5 

Total Possibilities 5 3 8 

8129 
TP2/OR 

0/0 

9/8 

3/1 

12/9 

F % 

3 25.0 

0 0.0 

9 75.0 

12 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

2/2 

18/14 

8/5 

28/21 

GM 

1. 75 

0.0 

5.25 

7.0 

% 

100.0 

77 .8 

62.5 

75.0* 

% of GM 

25.0 

0.0 

75.0* 

100.0 

i-' 
\0 
1J1 
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were 23.1% and her omissions 5.1%. v She also altered the Icl across all 

three positions with more in the initial, 80% of the time than in the 

medial, 33.3%, and than the final, 14.3%. In the oral retelling she 

produced three instances in which the I~I occurred, all involving the 

same word, teacher. On two occasions she altered the medial I~I to I~/. 

Interestingly though, teacher occurred twice in the entire oral reading 

story text and not once did she alter it. Possible explanations for 

this will be discussed later. 

Subject 127: S127 had one of the highest no changes percen-

tages, 87.2% and next to the lowest alterations, 10.3% in the oral read-

ing. His 4 alterations involved 3 final position instances and 1 ini-

tial position. Interestingly, chip was the word that he altered. Chip 

and ship are a frequently used pair in instructional activities involv-

ing auditory discrimination. Most notable then is that 80% of the time 

he did produce the initial lei with native English expectancy. In the 

oral retelling S127 used the lei eight times across all three positions. 

Only once out of the five times that it occurred medially did S127 alter 

it. When com paring this one alteration with the oral reading results, 

S127 did not alter any of the medial occurring Itl's. Her no changes 

percentages in both the oral reading and oral retelling are comparable, 

i.e. 87.2% and 87.5%. She has the highest oral retelling no changes 

percent among the sixth graders. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had one of the highest 

no changes, 87.2% and the lowest alterations, 7.7%. He also had a 5.1% 

miscue occurrence. Two out of the 5 initial position instances were 



altered and only one of the final position ones. The other two final 

position instances involved miscues. In the oral retelling S129 has 

v the most occurrences among his sixth grade counterparts of the Ic/. 
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h 1 h f h 1 f IVcl I I But, eaters tree out 0 t e twe ve instances rom a to one j 

and two I~/. Therefore his percentage of no changes in the oral re-

telling is 75% and is about 12% lower than in the oral reading. 

Grade Composite Summar~ for the 
Phonological Feature Icl 

See Tables 5.23 and 5.24 for these results. Upon examining the 

mean percentages for each grade during oral reading for the production 

v of the expected Icl, the most notable feature is the increase of native 

English production across the three grades. The second graders had a 

mean percent of 58.9 for the no changes category while the fourth graders 

had 70.4%, an 11.5% increase. The sixth graders had a 75.6% in the no 

changes category which was a 5.2% increase. When averaging the three 

grade means the no changes category is a 70.8%. The total possibilities 

v 
for the Icl to occur across all three story texts was 398 times.· 282 

v 
times the Icl was produced as expected. The second graders had the 

lowest percentage due to two of the subjects low native English produc-

v 
tion of the Ic/. The range for the four second graders was between 

28.6% to 100.0%. They had the widest range among the three grades and 

consequently decreased the total average no changes production for the 

, IVsI entire twelve subjects. If we compare the second graders produc-

v 
tion and Icl production, it is quite different, i.e., as a group they 

v 
had a 94.7% in producing the native English lsI while significantly 



Table 5.23. Grade composite, oral reading, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Phoneme 

TP/OR % TP
1

/OR % Position 

Initial 8/2 25.0 4/3 75.0 

Medial 44/28 63.6 136/105 77.2 

Final 4/3 75.0 48/23 47.9 

Total 56/33 58.9 *186/131 70.4 

Description of 
All Responses Grade 11 % Grade 11 % 

Alterations 5.0 35.7 13.0 28.0 

Omissions 0.25 1.8 0.25 0.5 

Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 

No Change 8.2 58.9 32.75 70.4 

Possibilities 14.0 46.5 

Grade 6 

TP1/OR % 

20/11 55.0 

24/17 70.8 

112/90 80.4 

156/118 75.6 

Grade 11 % 

7.75 19.9 

1. 75 4.5 

0.0 0.0 

29.5 75.6 

39.0 

GrauE ComEosite 

TP1 /OR % 

32/16 50.0 

204/150 73.5 

164/116 70.7 

398/282 70.8* 

Composite 11 % 

8.6 25.9 

0.75 2.3 

0.2 0.6 

23.5 70.8* 

33.2 100.0 

...... 
\0 
ex:> 



Table 5.24. Grade composite, oral retelling, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 
Phoneme TP2/OR % TP2/OR % TP2/OR % Position 

Initial 0/0 0.0 0/0 0.0 2/2 100.0 

Medial 4/4 100.0 9/7 77 .8 18/14 77 .8 

Final 1/1 100.0 6/5 83.8 8/5 62.5 

Total 5/5 100.0 15/12 80.0 28/21 75.0 

Description of 
All Responses Grade 11 % Grade 11 % Grade 1.I % 

Alterations 0.0 0.0 0.75 20.0 1. 75 25.0 

Omissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

No Change 1.25 100.0 3.0 80.0 5.25 75.0 

Possibili ties 1.25 3.75 7.0 

GrouE ComEosite 

TP2/OR % 

2/2 100.0 

31/25 80.6 

15/11 73.3 

48/38 79.2* 

Composite 1.I % 

0.8 20.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

3.16 79.2* 

4.0 100.0 

..... 
\0 
\0 
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different in their 1'61 production a·t 58.9%. More surprisingly the two 

subjects that had the lowest native English I~I production both had 

100.0% native English production of the I¥/. To try to explain the 

discrepancy would be very speculative. What matters is that such a 

discrepancy exists and serves to demonstrate that the I~I and I~I 

"confusion" reported in the literature is not as interchangeable as 

stated. These two subjects' production rates of both phonological 

features serve as contradictory evidence. 

Comparatively the group composite oral retelling percentage in 

the no changes category was much higher at 80.0%. However, this mean 

percentage rate was determined by a much lower total possibilities rate 

than was possible in the oral reading, i.e., only 48 possibilities in 

the retelling compared to 398 in the oral reading. 

Individual Summaries of the 
Phonological Feature I¥I for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

Second Graders. See Tables 5.25 and 5.26. 

Subject 101: During oral reading S101 had 91% no changes and 

9.0% alterations. The three alterations all involved the initial posi-

v v 
tion of lsi to a lei. Two of the instances were she and the other was 

should. She occurred 10 times throughout the entire story text. So 

80% of the time she was pronounced as expected by a native English 

v 
speaker. In the oral retelling S101 had occasion to use the lsi 6 times 

with 100% native English expectancy. They were all in the final posi-

tion. And if we compare his performance in the oral reading with the 



Table 5.25. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, second grade. 

Phoneme TP
1 

S101 S103 S104 
Position OR OR OR 

Initial 12 9 12 12 

Medial 1 1 1 1 

Final 20 20 20 20 

Total 33 30 33 33 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 3 9.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Miscues 

No Changes 30 91.0 33 100.0 33 100.0 

Total Possibilities 33 33 33 

S106 
OR 

9 

1 

19 

29 

F % 

3 9.07 

1 3.0 

29 88.0 

33 

Totals 

TP
1

/OR 

48/42 

4/4 

80/79 

132/125 

GM 

1.5 

0.25 

31.25 

33 

% 

87.5 

100.0 

98.8 

94.7* 

% of GM 

4.8 

0.5 

94.7* 

100.0 

N 
o ..... 



Table 5.26. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, second grade. 

8101 8103 8104 Phoneme 
TP2/OR TP2/OR TP/OR Position 

Initial 0/0 3/3 2/2 

Medial 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Final 6/6 3/1 11/11 

Total 6/6 6/4 13/13 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

-Alterations 0 0.0 2 33.3 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 6 100.0 4 66.6 13 100.0 

Total Possibilities 6 6 13 

8106 
TP2/OR 

2/2 

0/0 

3/2 

5/4 

F % 

1 20.0 

0 0.0 

4 80.0 

5 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

7/7 

0/0 

23/20 

30/27 

GM 

0.75 

0.0 

6.75 

7.5 

% 

100.0 

0.0 

81.0 

90.0* 

% of GM 

10.0 

0.0 

90.0* 

100.0 

N 
o 
N 



oral retelling of this position, he also had a 100% native English 

expectancy. This student then clearly controls this phoneme. 
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Subject 103: During oral reading S103 had a 100% native English 

expectancy of the /~/. But in the oral retelling out of 6 instances, 

he altered two of them. But these two alterations did not shift to the 

/t/ but to a velar fricative as in the German, ich. The two words were 

English and Spanish. However, he also used Spanish again, and he did 

produce it as expected. Therefore, 66.6% of the time during oral re

telling Sl03 used the /~/ with native English expectancy. 

Subject 104: During oral reading and retelling, Sl04 is the 

only child to produce all of the /~/ occurrences with a 100% native 

English expectancy. This subject had the highest amount of /~/'s in 

his oral retelling (13) of all second graders. 

Subject 106: During oral reading S106 had an 88.0% in the no 

changes category, 9.0% in alterations, and 3.0% in the omispiQ.ns. Two 

of the three changes in the initial position involved an alteration 

from the expected /~/ to an /s/. Instead· of saying /~iy/ he said /siy/, 

and /sud/ instead of /~ud/. During oral retelling Sl06 produced the 

native English expectancy of the /~/ 80% of the time. However, there 

were five occurrences compared to the 33 occurrences found in the oral 

reading. If both were added together it would total 38 possible occur

rences. Therefore, 4 would be altered at a rate of 10.5% which then 

shows that Sl06 is using the native English /~/ with 89.5% expectancy. 

Fourth Graders. See Tables 5.27 and 5.28. 



Table 5.27. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, fourth grade. 

Phoneme 
TPI 

5111 5112 
Position OR OR 

Initial 51 42 16 

Medial 4 4 3 

Final 4 4 4 

Total 59 50 23 

Descriptions of 
All Responses F % F % F 

Alterations 6 10.2 33 55.9 34 

Omissions 3 5.1 2 3.4 1 

Miscues 0 0.0 1 1.7 0 

No Changes 50 84.79 23 39.0 24 

Total Possibilities 59 59 59 

5113 5119 
OR OR 

17 2 

4 4 

3 0 

24 6 

% F % 

57.6 53 89.8 

1.7 0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 

40.7 7 10.2 

59 

Totals 

TPI/OR 

204/77 

16/15 

16/11 

236/103 

GM 

31.5 

1.5 

0.25 

25.75 

59.00 

% 

37.7 

93.7 

68.75 

43.6* 

% of GM 

53.4 

2.5 

0.4 

43.6* 

99.9 

N 
o 
~ 



Table 5.28. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, fourth grade. 

8111 8112 8113 Phoneme 
TP/OR TP/OR TP2/OR 

Position 

Initial 4/4 6/1 36/35 

Medial 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Final 1/1 0/0 1/1 

Total 5/5 6/1 37/36 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations a 0.0 5 83.3 23 62.2 

Omissions a 0.0 0 0.0 a 0.0 

No Changes 5 100.0 1 16.7 14 37.8 

Total Possibilities 5 6 37 

8119 
TP/OR 

21/5 

0/0 

0/0 

21/5 

F % 

16 76.2 

a 0.0 

5 23.8 

21 

Total 

TP/OR 

67/45 

0/0 

2/2 

69/47 

GM 

5.5 

0.0 

11.75 

17.25 

% 

67.2 

0.0 

100.0 

68.1* 

% of GM 

31.9 

0.0 

68.1* 

100.0 

N 
o 
\JI 
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Subject 111: During oral reading SIll had the highest no 

changes percent, 84.7% among his fourth grade counterparts. His alter-

ations, 10.2% were also among the lowest with 5.1% omissions. The 6 

alterations all involved the initial position on the word she. She 

occurred 45 times throughout the story text; so SIll produced the word 

she 86.7% of the time with native English expectancy. In his oral re

telling SIll used the /~/ 5 times with 100% native English expectancy. 

Four out of the five uses were on the word she. 

Subject 112: During oral reading SIll had 39.0% no changes, 

3.4% omissions, 1.7% miscues, and 55.9% alterations. The alterations 

mostly occurred in the initial position with one in the medial position. 

Out of the 45 times that she occurred, Sl12 produced 15 of them as 

expected using the /~/. Therefore, 33.3% of the time Sl12 shows pro-

ductive control of the phoneme. This suggests that he has the phono-

logical rule otherwise he wouldn't be producing the native Engli~h . 

expectancy. In the oral retelling Sl12 only had occasion to use the 

/~/ 6 times, and all involved the use of the word she. He altered five 

of them to the /~/ for an 83.3% alteration. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had 40.7% no changes, 

57.6% alterations, and 1.7% omissions. The initial position was the 

most altered from the expected /~/ to the /~/. Therefore his initial 

realizations tend to be /~/ while the final ones tend to he /~/. And 

all the medial realizations are /~/. 
. . 

In the oral retelling Sl13 used 

the expected /~/ in the initial positions 37 times. 37.8% of the time 

he produced it as expected, hut the majority of the time (62.1%) i~ was 
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v altered to the lei. There were a great number of identical environment 

alterations, for example following final Inl 11.6*[~i], and 11.11 [~i]. 

He also has repetitions in which he said I~I correctly and then shifted 

v 
to Ic/. 

Subject 119: During oral reading Sl19 had the highest altera-

tions percentage, 89.8% among the fourth graders and the lowest no 

changes. The [~] realization is nearly universal in this child's read-

ing, except for the medial position when it is lsi. In the oral retell-

ing Sl19 used the expected I~I 21 times with 23.8% native English 

expectancy. All the occurrences involved the word she with 5 of them 

being produced I~I which occurred more times than in the oral reading 

where there were more opportunities. In the oral reading Sl19 only 

produced she as expected once, 2.2%. 

Sixth Graders. See Tables 5.29 and 5.30 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had 71.9% no changes, 

23.4% alterations, and 4.7% omissions. S123 controls the initial posi

tion 71.4% of the time, the medial 100%, and the final 66.6%. The /~I 

is definitely predominate. In the oral retelling its predominance is 

even greater at 93%. In the oral retelling, the three alterations out 

of the possible 43 all involved the word sheep. Forty of the possible 

occurrences involved the use of sheep; therefore, S123 said sheep 92.5% 

of the time with native English expectancy. But is also should be noted 

that out of the 38 times that sheep occurred in the oral reading S123 

* Line number in story. 



Table 5.29. Oral reading, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

Phoneme 
TP

I 
S123 S126 

Position OR OR 

Initial 56 40 54 

Medial 2 2 1 

Final 6 4 6 

Total 64 46 61 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F 

Alterations 15 23.4 0 0.0 1 

Omissions 3 4.7 0 0.0 1 

Miscues 0 0.0 3 4.7 0 

No Changes 46 71.9 61 95.3 62 

Total Possibilities 64 64 64 

S127 S129 
OR OR 

54 48 

2 1 

6 3 

62 52 

% F % 

1.6 12 18.8 

1.6 0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 

96.8 52 81.2 

64 

Totals 

TPI/OR 

224/196 

8/6 

2!~/19 

256/221 

GM 

7.0 

1.0 

0.75 

55.25 

64.00 

% 

87.5 

75.0 

79.2 

86.3* 

% of GM 

11.0 

1.5 

1.2 

86.3* 

100.0 

N 
o 
00 



Table 5.30. Oral retelling, /~/ phoneme, sixth grade. 

S123 S126 S127 Phoneme 
Position TP2/OR TP2/OR TP2/OR 

Initial 42/39 10/10 20/20 

Medial 0/0 1/1 1/1 

Final 1/1 0/0 4/4 

Total 43/40 11/11 25/25 

Description of 
All Responses F % F % F % 

Alterations 3 7.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Omissions 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No Changes 40 93.0 11 100.0 25 100.0 

Total Possibilities 43 11 25 

S129 
TP2/OR 

19/8 

1/0 

2/0 

22/8 

F % 

14 63.6 

0 0.0 

8 36.4 

22 

Totals 

TP2/OR 

91/77 

3/2 

7/5 

101/84 

GM 

4.25 

0.0 

21.0 

25.25 

% 

77 .8 

66.7 

71.4 

83.2* 

% of GM 

16.8 

0.0 

83.2* 

100.0 

N 
a 
\0 
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v altered 5 of them to the Icl or 13% of them. Overall S123 had greater 

native English expectancy in the oral retelling than in the oral reading. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had 95.3% no changes and 

4.7% miscues. The three I~I words that were miscued did not contain 

phonological similarities but retained syntactic similarity, e.g., he 

substituted you for she, branches for bushes, and could for should. 

Therefore, if the miscued words were exc1uded,S126 does product the 11 

I~I occurrences with 100% native English expectancy. Clearly S126 con

trols the I~I form. 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had 96.8% in the no 

changes category, 1.6% in the alterations, and 1.6% in the omissions. 

The lone alteration involved the word sheep. This reader also said 

the word sheeps 4 times. In the oral retelling S127 produces the I~I 

with 100% native English expectancy. Clearly S127 controls the produc-

tion of the feature and resembles a native English speaker more than a 

dominant Spanish speaker. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had 81.2% no changes, 

and 18.8% alterations. These alterations occurred across all three 

positions. In the oral retelling S129 had the lowest no changes per-

cent, 36.4% and the highest alterations percent, 63.6%, among his sixth 

grade counterparts. All the alterations spanned the three positions 

with only the initial position having 50% native English expectancy. 

The discrepancy between both situations has a very wide range. 



Grade Composite Summary for 
the Phonological Feature /~/ 
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See Tables 5.31 and 5.32 for the results. As a whole the stu-

dents in the three grades averaged a mean percent of 72.0% in the no 

changes category. The second graders, the most unlikely candidates, 

had the highest group mean percent, 94.7 in the no changes category, 

with the sixth graders trailing them with an 86.3. The fourth graders 

were the ones with the lowest mean percent, 43.6. Longitudinally, we 

cannot make any inferences since the fourth graders' mean percentage 

was so discrepant from the other two grade means. Only two of the 

fourth graders had very low percents. The fourth graders ranged from 

a 10.2% to an 84.7% in the no changes category. This wide range of 

production brought the mean average to its 43.6% figure. Comparatively 

the range for the second graders was narrower, i.e., between 88.0% 

and 100.0% whereas the range for the sixth graders was slightly wider, 

between 71.9% and 96.8%. The variation across grades seems to repre-

sent individual differences rather than group differences. 

In the oral retelling the mean percent for the three grades was 

slightly higher than the oral reading, a 79.0%. Again the second graders 

had the highest mean percent, 90.0%, with the sixth graders not too far 

behind with 83.2%, while the fourth graders trailed with 68.1%. The 

fourth graders were not so different as evident in the oral reading. 

In the oral retelling the /~/ in inital position was altered 36 

times with 78.2% of the time being produced with native English expec-

tancy, whereas in the final position it was only altered 5 times out of 



Table 5.31. Grade composite, oral reading, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Phoneme 

TP/OR % TP/OR % Position 

Initial 48/42 87.5 204/77 37.7 

Medial 4/4 100.0 16/15 98.8 

Final 80/79 98.8 16/11 68.8 

Total 132/125 94.7 236/103 43.6 

Description of 
All Responses Grade II % Grade II % 

Alterations 1.5 4.8 31.5 53.4 

Omissions 0.25 0.8 1.5 2.5 

Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.25 0.4 

No Change 31.25 94.7 25.75 43.6 

Poss ib iIi ties 33.0 59.0 

Grade 6 

TP1 /OR % 

224/196 87.5 

8/6 75.0 

24/19 79.2 

256/221 86.3 

Grade II % 

7.0 12.7 

1.0 1.8 

0.75 1.4 

55.25 56.3 

64.0 

GrouE ComEosite 

TP1/OR % 

476/315 66.2 

28/25 89.3 

120/109 90.8 

624/449 72.0* 

Composite II % 

13.3 25.6 

0.9 1.7 

0.23 0.6 

37.42 72.0* 

52.0 99.9 

N 
I-' 
N 



Table 5.32. Grade composite, oral retelling, /~/ phoneme. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 
Phoneme TP

2
/OR % TP2/OR % TP2/OR % Position 

Initial 7/7 100.0 67/45 67.2 91/77 84.6 

Medial 0/0 0.0 0/0 0.0 3/2 66.6 

Final 23/20 87.0 2/2 100.0 7/5 71.4 

Total 30/20 90.0 69/47 68.1 101/84 83.2 

Description of 
All Responses Grade 11 % Grade 11 % Grade II % 

Alterations 0.75 10.0 5.5 31.9 4.25 16.8 

Omissions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

No Change 6.75 90.0 11.75 68.1 21.0 83.2 

Possibili ties 7.5 17.25 25.25 

GrauE ComEosite 

TP /OR % 

165/129 78.2 

3/2 66.6 

32/27 84.4 

200/158 79.0* 

Composi te 11 ~, 

3.5 21.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

13.2 79.0* 

16.7 100.0 

N 
I-' 
\..oJ 
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32 possibilities, which yielded an 84.4% native English expectancy. In 

contrast, in the oral reading the medial and final position yielded 

higher percentages, 89.3% and 90.8%, respectively. 

The most obvious conclusion about the use of the /~/ and its 

alternation with the /~/ is that it widely varies across individuals, 

grades, and as a whole. The composite mean is not at all representative 

of the variation. 

Individual Summaries of the 
Morphological Feature -s for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

The following summaries highlight and explain each subject's 

productive range during the oral reading and retelling for the use of 

the -s morpheme. The second, fourth, and sixth graders are presented, 

respectively. Tables 5.33 through 5.35 graphically depict both the 

frequency data and type of responses by each subject and by grade. 

Group means (Group ~) and percentages are also noted in each table and 

bar graph. The frequencies are noted at the bottom in the tables, as 

well as in the bar graph. Inside the bar graph the percentages are 

represented. The total possibilities are noted as well as the no 

changes category. The category of reductions was included to separate 

this type of miscue from other types ,so that one could get a sense of 

the frequency of reduction of the -s morpheme, since it has been re-

peatedly reported as one of the "problems" that bilinguals have. 

Second Graders. 

Subject 101: During oral reading, this particular reader pro-

duced 72.5% no changes while only making 5.8% reductions. In comparison 
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to the other second graders, SlOl had the least amount of -s reductions, 

but also had the most miscues, 21.5%. The quality and type of miscues 

varied, e.g., one was not corrected but retained the.-s; instead of 

saying parents, the reader reads paints. Also the reader added an -s on 

three different occasions, making singular nouns plural, e.g., saying 

houses for house once and teachers for teacher twice. Perhaps this 

represents hypercorrection with the subject worried about omission. 

During the retelling only thirteen opportunities to use the -s morpheme 

were noted. On only one occasion SlOl deletes the ~s in a possessive: 

George for George's father. However in the oral reading George's 

appears five times and SlOl does not delete the final possessive. Also 

the possessive people's houses appears in the retelling, which indicates 

that SlOl does control this form. In terms of allomorphs for the -s 

morpheme, SlOl, out of the 12 possible productions, uses the -s allo

morph more consistently than the expected -z allomorph, 58.3% of the 

time. Thus, one can conclude that the subject is using the -s morpheme 

92.3% of the time although the allomorph expected does not yet approxi

mate the native English expectancy. It is also interesting to note that 

the 7.7% reduction of the -s in the retelling resulted from one instance, 

while three reductions in the oral reading accounted for the 5.8%. 

Subject 103: In the oral reading Sl03 has the highest percentage, 

83.6%, in the no changes category while also having the lowest miscues, 

4.0%, which represents two miscues. One is a non-word substitution, 

i.e., Mig's for Miguel's and the other involves an insertion of -s, i.e., 

friends for friend. In both cases the reader demonstrates a control of 
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this morpheme. Of the six reductions or deletions of the -s morpheme, 

all but one involve the omission of the's posessive, e.g., instead of 

saying George's the reader said George consistently. These five -s 

omissions contributed to the 12.2% of reductions. However, in spite of 

these consistent reductions of the possessive form not all the posses

sives were reduced. For example, one of the miscues retained the pos

sessive form and also the reader correctly said father's help. Conse

quently, 2,out of 7 possible times the possessive form was used as 

expected, i.e., 28.5% of the time. Since the reduction of the posses

sive form occurred 71.3% of the time in the oral reading, one would 

expect about the same behavior in the retelling. But this is not the 

case. In five out of the ten times that Sl03 uses the -s morpheme in 

the retelling, it was in a possessive form and in each of these five 

times it was used correctly, e.g., he says George's house, Mike's house, 

Mike's father, Mike's name. This discrepancy should alert us to the 

complexities of this bilingual reader's use of English morphemics. In 

the oral retelling then this reader used the -s morpheme 10 times with 

a 100% native English expectancy. Compare this low number of occasions 

with the 49 possibilities in the oral retelling. The 16.4% difference 

between the two would not have explained the quality of the discrepancy. 

Furthermore, it contradicts the usual expectation that oral reading will 

show less first language influence than free oral speech. 

Subject 104: During the oral reading, 72.9% of the time this 

reader did not have any changes in the -s morpheme. However, her reduc

tions include the deletion of the possessive form 6 out of 7 possible 
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occurrences while the other two reductions involve the deletion of 

plural form on two nouns, school and parent. Plural forms of nouns and 

pronouns were used 30 times in the story. Overall her "native English 

expectancy" was 66.6% for this form. The six deletions of the posses-

sive form included the subject saying George for George's five times 

and completely omitting the word Miguel's. The seventh possessive form 

was father's, but the reader first read fath- and then immediately se1f-

corrected and read father's. Given this consistent behavior of reducing 

the possessive form 85.7% of the time during the oral reading, one 

would expect a similar pattern in the retelling. However, the results 

are similar to those of S103. The -s morpheme is used only nine times 

and only on one occasion is the possessive used. Even at that low rate 

of occurrence, one would have expected the student to delete -s morpheme, 

but she never does in the rete11ings. The other 8 uses of the -s mor-

pheme are also correctly used according to native English expectancy. 

Therefore, comparatively S104 has a higher rate of usage, 100%, in the 

oral retelling than in the oral reading, 72.9%. It should also be noted 

that out of the five miscues that involved the deletion of the -s, 4 

were self-corrected and therefore retained the morpheme.* So after 

correction the 72.9% would increase to 81.2%. The fifth one was totally 

ER OR 
(C) 

*1306.1 others \ other 
0 

1409.1 teachers \ teacher 
C2 

1418.1 father's \ fath-
0 

1705.1 wants \ want 
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omitted, i.e., Miguel's, but oddly enough its English counterpart was 

the only possessive form used in the retelling, Mike's father. 

Subject 106: During oral reading this reader had the lowest 

percent of no changes, 71.4%, while having the highest percent reduc-

tions of all three grades, 20.4%. Her miscue occurrence was also one 

of the lowest, 8.1%. In examining the quality of her reductions, she 

deletes almost all of the possessive forms except for one, but out of 

the total 30 plurals for nouns and pronouns possible, she only omits 4, 

or 13.3%. This time the -s morpheme in George's is totally omitted as 

well as in father's, but Miguel's goes through a couple of attempts. 

First she reads Michael, and then Michael's. Although she never self-

corrects the proper name, she does correct for the possessive form. 

She consistently says Mike or Michael for Miguel throughout the oral 

reading. She only makes 4 miscues that involve the -s, and these are 

varied. For example, she adds a plural form, friends for friend and 

retains the possessive in Michael's for Miguel's. The other two mis-

cues involve the correction of a non-morpheme, something for sometimes, 

and a contraction, it's; i.e., she says it is.* 

This particular student's retelling is an anomaly because it is 

one of the shortest; consequently, the amount of information is limited. 

She only uses the -s morpheme once throughout her unaided retelling, and 

she uses it correctly by saying: " ••• and he had some friends ••• " 

*Note these non-morphemic forms were included to examine the 
issue of whether the deletion of -s was a morphemic or phonological 
one. 
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Therefore in calculating the percentage, she uses the -s morpheme 100% 

of the time, as expected by a native English speaker. 

Second Grade Summary of -s Morpheme. See Figure 5.3. 

Oral Reading: The composite group mean for the second graders 

producing no changes in the -s morpheme is 75.2%. Though each subject 

produced at least 3 reductions, as a group they reduced the final -s 

only 13.7% of the time. And the total amount of miscues on this particu

lar feature resulted in only 22 miscues, with an average of 5.5 per 

second grade student, which is only a 1.1% occurrence. 

Oral Retelling: During oral retelling the second grade group 

composite mean was 96.9%. The total number of instances that the -s 

morpheme occurred was much lower than during the oral reading. Because 

of the low frequency, one would have predicted a higher percentage of 

reductions, but this was not the case. 

Fourth Graders. 

Subject Ill: During oral reading SIll had the second highest 

percentage with no changes, 85.0%. This particular reader only reduced 

the -s morpheme 3 times. Two were the deletion of a plural and one 

was the omission of a possessive. The two plural deletions are among 

45 possibilities or 12.5%. The omission involved possessive on the word 

calf's, which also occurred two other times at the beginning of the 

story where SIll did not delete the -s morpheme. So 87.5% of the time 

the possessive form was used, according to native English expectancy. 

Among the 7 miscues three were non-words but, interestingly, retained 

the -s morpheme, e.g., she said claves for calves, coytes for coyotes, 
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and frigoles for frijoles. Two others included a portion of the text 

that SIll completely skipped. The other two involved a verb substitu-

tion for a verb, hollers for howls, and a substitution of a contraction 

for a contraction, that's for there's. None of these were corrected. 

In the oral retelling the -s morpheme only occurred 15 times, 

and they were all used as expected with 100% native English production. 

Interestingly SIll uses howls in the following context: 

When the cow was on top of him he was going to throw him on 
the next wolf that hi- howls. 

Compare this to how howls is used in the story: 

1210 "I'll wring your neck! he shouted. "I'll throw you 
hollers 

1211 to the first wolf that howls." 

Even though SIll substituted hollers for howls during the oral reading, 

in the retelling she uses the author's choice, howls. 

Subject 112: During oral reading this particular reader had the 

lowest percent of no changes, 70.1%, but he had the highest miscues, 

25.3% on this feature among the fourth graders. His reductions only 

included 4.5%. Two of them involved the same word, horses, and the 

other included the deletion of a possessive, calf's. Among the 17 mis-

cues, it is interesting to note that seven of them involved nonwords 

and each one retained the -s morpheme, e.g., tamals for tamales, clouts 

or colts, or frajoles for frijoles, or maraculs for miracles. Among the 

other 10 miscues, all but three were corrected and only one of the 

three was not syntactically or semantically acceptable, i.e., hus for 

husks. The other two were cows for calves and Rosa's for Rosita's. 

Consequently if we were only to consider the use of the -s morpheme, 
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including the corrections and non-word retentions, then the percentage 

of usage would increase to 94% instead of 70.1%. 

In the oral retelling Sl12 only uses the -s morpheme 13 times, 

with 100% native English expectancy. Two possessive forms are used, 

John's and Rosa's. Although he produced a non-word for tamales in the 

oral reading, Sl12 said it correctly in the retelling; e.g., when ques-

tioned by the researcher about what kind of food was mentioned in the 

story, he said "Tacos, and tamales, and tortillas." However, compare 

the above context with how tamales appeared in the story text: 

0902 
0903 
0904 

•.• the house 
smelled of lye soap and tamales and good brown 
beans. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had the highest percent 

of no changes, 91.9% among the fourth graders and the lowest reductions, 

1.5%, and miscues, 7.5%. The one reduction involved a non-word, hus 

for husks, whereas the 5 miscues included three corrections retaining 

the -s morpheme. The other t~yO miscues were not corrected but were 

substitutions that included plural forms, e.g., years for days and 

frijoles for beans. 

In the oral retelling Sl13 uses the -s morpheme 11 times with 

100% native English expectancy. Clearly this particular reader controls 

the use of the -s morpheme close to 98.5% of the time, if we allowed for 

non-word retentions and after correction attempts. 

Subject 119: This particular student used the -s morpheme 

83.5% of the time, with native English expectancy. His reduction per-

centage is also one of the lowest, 1.5%, but his miscue percentage is 
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slightly larger than the group average, 14.9%. The one reduction in

cluded the deletion of a contraction form, he's to he. Since a con

traction form only appears 7 times within the entire story text. He's 

appeared 4 times, and only once was it reduced. Among the 10 miscues 

produced, 5 were substitutions and retained the morpheme; 3 were non

words that also. retained the morpheme, i.e., the reader substituted 

mersa1is for miracles three times; and the other two involved corrections. 

In the oral retelling S119 only used the -s morpheme 12 times, 

but with 100% native English expectancy. This percentage would almost 

match with the oral reading if we were to adjust the 83.5% after correc

tions, and if we included the substitutions and non-word retentions, 

98.5%. 

Fourth Grade Summary of the -s Morpheme. See Figure 5.4 

Oral Reading: As a group the fourth graders had an 82.5% 

average in the no change category. Each subject produced at least one 

reduction, but the reductions are only 2.9%, lowest among the three 

grades, and the miscue rate on this particular morpheme runs second, 

with a 14.6%. 

Oral Retelling: During oral retelling the native-like produc

tion of the fourth graders was 100.0%. Once again, in spite of the low 

frequency of occurrence, the native English production was higher than 

in the oral reading. 

Sixth Graders. 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had 80.9% no changes, with 

6.6% reductions and 12.5% miscues. Four out of the 9 reductions involved 
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noun plurals such as eye for eyes, lace for laces, lamb for lambs. Two 

of the 9 included the deletion of the verb form, e.g., get for gets and 

start for starts; but the other 6 times that these verb morphemes oc-

curred, S123 used them as expected by native English speakers. Among 

the 17 miscues it is interesting to note that there were 6 miscues that 

were not corrected but retained the -s morpheme and 3 that were cor-

rected; therefore, 52.9% of the miscues included the use of the -s 

morpheme. The no changes category after adjustment would then be 

increased to 87.5%. 

In the retelling the -s morpheme was used 23 times with 100% 

native English expectancy. In the oral reading S123 deleted the -5 in 

lambs, but in the retelling on two occasions uses lambs correctly, 

e.g., (1) •.. those little sheep uh lambs, ••. ; and (2) .•• the two lambs 

in his hands. Compare these contexts with the oral reading, where 

lambs was reduced: 

1601 
1602 
1603 
1604 

•.. It was 
harder this way because now I 
couldn's use one arm after the 
other when the lambs got heavy 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had one of the highest 

percentage rates among the sixth graders in the no changes category, 

80.1%, and in the miscue category, 17.6%, but one of the lowest percent-

ages in the reductions category, 2.2%. The reductions all involved an 

-s; but one was with a possessive, world's, and the other two involved 

contractions, what's and it's. Among the possible 25 contractions 

occurring in the text, S126 only deleted the ~ 8.0%. And what's oc-

curred 11 times; therefore, 91% of the time S126 produced the segment, 



what's, as expected by an English speaker. The 24 miscues included 

14 no corrections with the retention of the -s morpheme and 4 correc

tions. After adjusting the no change score with the 18 possibilities 

after corrections and retention, this reader had control of this par

ticular feature, 93.3% of all occurrences. 

In the oral retelling the -s morpheme is used 14 times, with 

100% native English expectancy. An additional 3 times it is used 

correctly as a contraction, e.g., He's, that's, and here's. Clearly 

226 

S126 controls this feature, as demonstrated by his use in the oral 

retelling, which is a less structured task; but in the oral reading he 

reduced this feature three times, or 2.2%. A probable cause for dele

tion in the oral reading text, in contrast to the retelling, may be due 

to an over-attention in instructional practices, i.e., making the student 

conscious of the potential "interferences." 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had the lowest percentage, 

74.5%, in the no changes category among his sixth grade counterparts, 

and the highest in the reductions category, 10.2%. Her miscues percent

age approaches the group mean, 15.3%. Also notable are the proportion 

of miscues, 12 out of 21, that were either corrected or not corrected 

but retained the morphemic feature. This clearly demonstrates control 

of this feature of the English morphological system. Ten of the four

teen reductions involved the plural form in the oral reading, but in the 

oral retelling 19 out of the 35 -s that were used involved the plural 

form. Therefore, although 71.4% of the time in the oral reading the 

plural form was reduced, all 19 occurrences in the retelling were 
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produced with 100% native English expectancy. This discrepancy between 

the productive control of this particular morphemic usage in a more 

structured task versus a less structured task deviates from the expected, 

i.e., that the less structured task would render more reductions. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S127 had 77.9% no changes, 

with 6.6% reductions and 15.4% miscues involving the -s morpheme •. The 

9 reductions involved 4 plural forms, 4 contractions, and 1 verb. In 

comparison to the total amount of plural forms (85), contractions (25), 

the verb forms (11), the reductions are slight; i.e., 4.7%, 16%, and 

9%, respectively. Most notable among the 21 miscues are the 8 correc

tions and the 12 non-corrections that retained the morpheme. This 

totals to 20 of the miscues that could possibly be considered as having 

the morphemic feature, thus demonstrating a knowledge and control of 

this English morphological use. The remaining miscue was a substitu

tion, Manuel for Miguel's. 

In the oral retelling, however, no possessives were used. But 

S129 is the only one among all twelve subjects to use the word, sheeps: 

(1) .•. and he know they were sheeps ..• ; (2) about where he found the 

sheeps ••• ; (3) ••• umm whose sheeps they were ••• ; and (4) ••• umm famous 

like for catching the sheeps •..• But in spite of this non-native use, 

he also uses sheep in the retelling, as expected by a native English 

speaker, 3 times: (1) ••• if he could get him the sheep ••• ; (2) ••. he 

sh-, shooed the, the sheep into the corral; and (3) ••• he was never 

gonna find the sheep, bu- but he did. Therefore. 42.8% of the time 

S129 is using the plural form sheep correctly. The other 57.2% of the 
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time he may be over generalizing due to instructional over-attention or 

perhaps his own rule overgenera1izations. But the fact remains that in 

the oral reading S129 did not once substitute sheeps for sheep. 

Sixth Grade Summary of -s Morpheme. See Figure 5.5 

Oral Reading: The mean composite percentage for the category, 

no changes, for the sixth graders is 78.3%. The reductions are the 

second lowest across the three grades, and the miscue rate on this par-

ticu1ar feature among the three grade levels is the highest. 

Oral Retelling: As a group, the sixth graders' native English 

production of the -s morpheme was higher, 96.2%, than the group mean, 

78.3%, during the oral reading. They, too, like the second and fourth 

graders, demonstrated more control in this task. 

Grade Composite Summary for 
the Morphological Feature -s 

See Figure 5.6 for the results. As a group the twelve subjects 

averaged a mean percent of 78.8% no change in the production of the -s 

morpheme during the oral reading. Each grade slightly differed from 

each other, e.g., the second graders had 75.2% no changes while the 

fourth graders had 82.5% and the sixth graders 78.3%. The range among 

the three grades was very narrow, and serves to demonstrate that as a 

group these students resemble native English speakers more than dominant 

Spanish speakers. The remaining 21% included the reductions and miscues. 

Only 14.3% represents the reduction of the -s morpheme while the miscues 

percentage makes up the rest, with 6.9%. Most notable among the non-

word substitutions is the retention of the -s morpheme. The individual 
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range was between 70.1% and 90.0%, which is much wider than the range 

evidenced by the group grade means. The total possibilities across the 

three story texts were 1,010, while in the oral retelling the number of 

total possibilities were significantly lower at 189. In the oral re

telling situation, the no changes category composite mean percent was a 

high 97.4%. The fourth graders produced the -s morpheme 100% of the 

time, as expected of a native English speaker. This is most unusual 

given the fact that the individual and group variability in production 

has been one of the most outstanding features of the fourth grade group. 

The fourth graders are the only group as a whole to have a 100% English 

production rate, whereas in the other grades individual subjects had 

100% control over the -s morpheme. 

If one accepted the assumption that the oral reading task was 

more structured, therefore demanding more attention, then one might 

infer that less first language influence might occur; whereas in the 

less structured, more informal setting, the oral retelling, there might 

be more first language influence evidence. But the issue arises about 

whether either setting is less structured or informal since the oral 

rete11ings evidenced a significantly higher native-like English produc

tion. The issue of why more influence of the first language is observ

able in the oral reading than in the retelling is yet to be resolved. 

Regardless, the occurrence of 97.4% native English use of the -s morpheme 

in the oral rete11ings suggests that as a whole the twelve students, who 

had been classified as having English problems and dominance in Spanish, 

resemble native English speakers. 
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The overall productive performance of the twelve students 

strongly suggests that they control the rules governing the morphologi-

cal use of the -so 

Figure 5.6 displays the grade level data in two ways to provide 

clarity for the reader. The top displays the data in bar graphs, with 

the frequency of occurrence noted on the side while inside the bars 

show the percentages of the frequencies. The bottom of the graph de-

scribes the type and frequency of occurrences for all responses, both 

during the oral reading and oral retelling. 

Individual Summaries of the 
Morphological Feature -ed for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

The following summaries highlight and explain each subject's 

productive range during the oral reading and retelling for the use of 

the -ed morpheme. The second, fourth, and sixth graders are presented, 

respectively. Figures 5.7 through 5.9 graphically depict both the fre-

quency data and type of responses by each subject and by grade. Group 

mean (Group ~) and percentages are also noted in each table and bar 

graph. The frequencies are noted at the bottom in the tables as well 

as in the bar graph. Inside the bar graphs the percentages are repre-

sented. 

The table includes five categories: (1) the total Humber of 

possibilities (frequency of occurrence in both texts); (2) no changes 

(native English production); (3) reductions (the omission of the -ed); 

(4) overgeneralizations (when the -ed morpheme is used inappropriately); 

and (5) miscues (observed deviations from the expected text). 
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Second Graders. 

Subject 101: During oral reading SlOl out of 42 possible oppor

tunities did not change 27 of the expected responses, or 64.2%, but did 

reduce 21.4% and produced one overgeneralization (2.4%) and five mis

cues at a rate of 11.9%. The nine reductions involved two verbs, looked 

and asked, which had the It I allomorph,reduced. Looked occurred 7 times 

and SlOl reduced it three times or 42.8% of the total occurrences for 

this particular verb. Asked, which occurred 8 times, was reduced 6 

times at a rate of 75%, and also on one occasion was overgeneralized 

from laesktl to laesked/. Only once did he produce the expected re

sponse, 12.5% of the time. Thus, if totals of both verbs are considered 

versus the number of no changes, then 8101 used the native English 

expectancy 6 out of 15 times, or 49% of the time. If we also include 

similar It I ending verbs such as liked and talked in the total and com

pare to the native English expectancy, then SlOl produces the expected 

It I ending B out of 16 times, or 50% of the time. The five miscues 

also demonstrate that SlOl is actively concerned with meaning construc

tion because he self-corrects three times: e.g., first says talk for 

talked and then says talked; then look for liked then says liked; and 

then washed for wished but then says wished. The other two miscues 

involve the retention of the morpheme -ed but no correction and the 

ommission of a total line. Thus, if we readjust the no changes category 

after corrections and retentions, instead of 64.2% it would increase to 

73.8%. In the retelling S10l only has occasion to use the -ed morpheme 
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3 times with a 100% native English expectancy. One of those occasions 

involved the verb, liked, e.g., ••. and he liked to go around .••• 

Subject 103: During oral reading Sl03 had the highest percent

age of no changes, 73.8%, while having the lowest miscue percentage of 

2.4% and slightly lower to the group's average in reductions, 23.8%. 

Among the 10 reductions 7 involved the verb asked; the other three 

involved the verbs moved, laughed, and surprised. Asked appeared 8 

times; consequently 8103 only produced the English expectancy, laesktl 

12.5% of the time. However, if one considers that out of the 42 past 

tensed verbs 20 of them have the It I expectancy, then Sl03 only deleted 

the It I 40% of the time, with a 60% native English production on the 

rest. The question then erises as to whether mono-lingual English 

speaking children from this southwestern region also delete the It I in 

asked. If so, then this deletion feature on this particular verb could 

be considered a dialect variation for this particular region, and the 

English expectancy would include the deletion phenomenon. 

In the oral retelling Sl03 did not have occasion to use the -ed 

morpheme although other past tense verbs were used. 

Subject 104: During oral reading Sl04 had the lowest percentage 

in the no changes category, 47.6%, and the highest reductions percentage, 

47.6%, while also having the lowest miscue percentage, 2.4%. When exam

ining the nature of the high percentage of deletions, interesting pat

terns emerge. For example, out of the 42 possible -ed occurrences, 20 

have the It I expectancy, 20 others the Idl expectancy, and only 2 have 

the Ifdl expectancy. In the It I expectancy Sl04 deletes 14 times, thus 
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having a 30% English expectancy for this allomorph, while in the /d/ 

allomorph she has a 70% native English expectancy. But the /fd/ allo

morphs were not reduced. So it should be noted that not all the /t/ 

allomorphs were deleted, which indicates that Sl04 is demonstrating a 

movement toward native English control of this .a110morph. In her oral 

retelling S104 correctly uses the -ed morpheme with 100% native English 

expectancy, even though she only has occasion to use it three times, 

e.g., (1) .•. 'cause she wanted to go to Mexico this, uh, summer; (2) She 

laughed; and (3) George tried to teach his, uh, Mike's father. What is 

surprising about the second example is that in the oral reading Sl04 

deleted the -ed in laughed, e.g., Miss Winters laugh(ed). This discrep

ancy raises questions about whether the nature of the task contextualized 

the type of responses. It is usually expected that in a more formal 

task a student focuses on using "correct" language, but in this case 

the student's "correct" usage is found in a less structured context. 

Subject 106: During oral reading Sl06 had the second highest 

no changes percentage, 69.0%, with a 26.2% in reductions and a 4.8% 

in the miscue category. Most notable again is the type of reductions 

that occurred in comparison to their total proportions across the three 

allomorphs expected, i.e., /t/, /d/, and /fd/. In the /t/ allomorph 

Sl06 deleted the -ed 9 times out of the expected 20, thus using the /t/ 

allomorph with 55% native English expectancy; whereas the /d/ allomorph 

was only deleted twice out of 20 possibilities, thus yielding a 90% 

native English expectancy. Again, asked is important. The past tense 

verb asked was reduced 5 out of the 8 possible occurrences. Thus, in 
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spite of the 26.2% in reductions, Sl06 shows more English control than 

Spanish in this particular feature use. In the retelling Sl06 only 

has occasion to use the -ed morpheme twice, but with 100% native English 

expectancy. And this included the use of the verb wanted, which inci

dentally was also produced 100% in the oral reading. 

Second Grade Summary of -ed Morpheme. See Figure S.7 

Oral Reading: The composite mean percentage for the group in 

the no changes category is 63.7%, with the reductions category at 29.8%. 

The overgeneralizations category was added because there were two in

stances in which they occurred. Most noteworthy is the low rate of 

non-second language miscues, 5.3%. It is the lowest among all three 

grades. 

Oral Retelling: Compared to the 42 possibilities in the oral 

reading situation, the oral retelling possibilities only number 8 

instances among three of the four subjects. But all eight were pro

duced with 100% native English expectancy. 

Fourth Graders. 

Subject Ill: During oral reading SIll had 64.1% no changes, 

with the highest amount of reductions, 2S%, among his grade level 

counterparts, and with 10.8% miscues. The 2S% reductions were not 

totally from one single allomorph but from each. For example, the /d/ 

a1lomorph occurred 66 times in the text, but SIll produced 75.7% of 

them (SO) with native English expectancy. The /t/ allomorph occurred 

36 times, and SIll produced it 27 times with 7S% native English expec

tancy. The third allomorph, /~d/, occurred 18 times but SIll produced 
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it 12 times, with native English expectancy for a 66.6% production. 

The distribution, then of the 30 types of reductions is quite varied, 

and it seems to be a random deletion of the redundant morpheme. This 

subject was not atypical for the grade in the -s morpheme showing, only 

4.5% reduction. In the oral retelling there are only 4 occasions that 

SIll uses the -ed morpheme in the It I a110morph, all involving dropped, 

but she uses them with 100% native English expectancy. For example, 

1. She dropped the lady's eggs •... 
2. When he got on top of the bed and dropped the eggs. 
3 •••. where he dropped the eggs. 
4. Because I like the part when he dropped the eggs. 

Subject 112: During oral reading Sl12 had a similar percentage 

as did SIll in the no changes category, 63.3%, but had no reductions, 

with only one overgeneralization. Sl12 had the highest miscue percent-

age among the twelve students, 35.8%. Upon examining the nature of the 

miscues, especially after correction, and when there were no corrections 

but a retention of the -ed morpheme, the 43 miscues qualitatively show 

that Sl12 is knowledgeable about the morpho-syntactic function of this 

feature in the English language. They also demonstrate that Sll2 has 

control of this feature. For example, out of the 43 miscues he cor-

rects 14, which is 32.5% of the miscue total, and does not correct 25 

of them, but does include the -ed morpheme which is 58.1% of the miscue 

total. Among these 25, approximately 10 were non-words such as exclam-

moned for exclaimed, scandled for scented, or stratted for scratched. 

The appropriate allomorph was used with the non-words. Thus, if we were 

to readjust the no changes category to include the use of the feature 
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after correction and only retention but no correction, that percentage 

would change from 63.3% to 95.8%. In the oral retelling Sl12 has occa-

sion to use the -ed morpheme 6 times, 4 with the It I allomorph and 2 

with the Idl allomorph. He used 66.6% of them with native English 

expectancy; however, it should be noted that the coder had doubts about 

the other two instances that he assessed as deletions on the word 

knocked, two out of the three times it was used, because of possible 

tape distortion. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had the highest no changes 

percentage, 86.6%, and the lowest reductions percentage, 3.3%. His mis-

cue percentage is similar to SIll, 10%. The four reductions came from 

each of the three allomorphs, It/, Id/, and 14d/. For example the It I 

occurred 36 times in the text, and Sl13 produced it 35 times with native 

English expectancy. Likewise the Idl allomorph was only reduced once, 

with 66 expected. The 14dl allomorph occurred 18 times, but Sl13 pro-

duced it 15 times, as a native English speaker would. This count 

includes both the corrected miscues and the uncorrected miscues 

retained the appropriate -ed allomorph ending.' Thus, Sl13's observed 

use of the -ed tends to approximate a native English speaker more than 

a dominant Spanish speaker. In the retelling Sl13 has occasion to use 

the -ed morpheme 10 times, but only uses them 70% of the time with 

native English expectancy. The 3 examples with deleted past tense 

markers all involved the It/ allomorph: 

1 ••.• Maria splash him on the face, on his face; 20.11 
2. And then he took, he scratch some skin off of his back; 33.7 
3. • •• when he, he, he jump on John. 78.6 



240 

In the story text splashed did not appear once, but adjectives such as 

squirted and dribbled did. However, scratched and jumped did occur, and 

5113 did not delete the -ed allomorph. Given the performance on both 

tasks, it can be safely generalized that 5113 has control of this par-

ticular English morphological feature. 

5ubject 119: During oral reading 5119 had 64.1% no changes, with 

17.5% reductions and 18.3% miscues. All 21 reductions occurred across 

the three allomorphs /t/, /d/, and /~d/. For example, 36 It/'s were 

expected, and he produced 31, or 86.1% of them with native English 

expectancy. However out of the 66 expected /d/ allomorphs, 5119 deleted 

15 of them, thus yielding a 77.2% native English expectancy for this 

allomorph. The /~d/ allomorph only occurred 18 times, with 5119 pro-

ducing it 13 times, as expected for a 72.2%. Consequently 5ll9's aver-

age percentage of all three allomorphs produced with native English 

expectancy would be 78.5%. Out of the 22 miscues, 2 were corrected and 

13 were not corrected but retained the -ed morpheme. In the oral 

retelling 5119 used the -ed morpheme 13 times, producing it 9 times as 

expected across the three a1lomorphs. Thus, 69.2% of the time he pro-

duced the native English expectancy. The coders both agreed that the 

other four observed responses resulted from a phonological deletion and 

not a syntactic one for the variations carne close to the expected allo-

morphs, e.g., 5119 said /layk/ for liked twice, and /wan+/ for wanted 

once, and /stard/ for started once. However, is an average listener 

would have coded, he or she may have transcribed the last three examples 

as acceptable by native English standards. 
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Fourth Grade Summary of the -ed Morpheme. See Figure 5.B. 

Oral Reading: In comparing the second graders with the fourth, 

the number of possibilities for the -ed morpheme has increased from 42 

to 120. The average number of no changes increased, as did the mean 

percentage, 69.6%, and the reductions category significantly dropped 

from 29.B% to 11.5%, but the miscue category also increased, lB.B%. 

Oral Retelling: The total number of possibilities for the -ed 

to occur significantly increased, 33, but still does not compare with 

the number of occurrences in the oral reading. 

Sixth Graders. 

Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had one of the lowest 

percentages in the no changes category, 43.3%, and one of the highest 

in the reductions category, 44.4%. The miscue percentage, 12.2%, 

however, is the lowest among the other sixth graders. The reductions 

occurred across all three allomorphs but were more evident in the /t/ 

allomorph, resulting in a 66.6% reduction; i.e., out of the 36 possi

lities S123 deleted the -ed ending 24 times. However, the /d/ allomorph 

was reduced 10.7% of the time (3 out of 2B) while the /fd/ allomorph 

was reduced 43.2% of the time, or 11 out of 26 possibilities. Compared 

to his oral retelling, S123 only had occasion to use the -ed morpheme 

10 times, resulting in similar parallel production rates between two of 

the allomorphs; /t/ occurred 3 times but S123 deleted it twice, result

ing in a 66.6% deletion rate; /d/ occurred 4 times but 8123 only deleted 

it once, yielding a 25% deletion rate; and /fd/ occurred 3 times, with 

a 100% native English expectancy. Apparently S123 is deleting the -ed 
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ending where the environment consists of consonant clusters such as 

asked and jumped. It should be noted that asked occurred 8 times in 

the story text and looked occurred 9 times. Each of these occurrences 

involved a deletion of the -ed morpheme. In the oral retelling he uses 

asked once, and reduces it; however the lone It I allomorph that is pro

duced with native English expectancy also involves a consonant cluster, 

missed. The most appropriate conclusion that can be made about S123 is 

that he reduces the It I allomorph more than the others, but he does 

control 33.3% of the It I with native English expectancy. If we compare 

reduction rates between the oral reading and oral retelling, 44.4% and 

25%, S123 uses the -ed morpheme with more native English expectancy in 

the oral retelling, 75% of the time than in the oral reading, 43.3%. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had 74.4% in the no 

changes category, with 14.4% in the reductions category and 11.1% in 

the miscue one. The reductions were random across all three allomorphs, 

It/, Id/, and 14d/; however, the It I allomorph had the highest occur

rence of deletions, 8. Again, the reduction of the consonant clusters 

in verbs such as asked were the representatives, but it should be noted 

that not all the consonant clustered -ed verbs were deleted. In the 

miscue category S126 had 4 corrections, and 2 no corrections with the 

retention of the appropriate -ed ending. Thus, 6 more examples could be 

added to the no changes category and that would increase the number from 

67 to 73, therefore yielding an 81.1%. In comparing her retelling with 

the oral reading production, she only has occasion to use the -ed mor

pheme 5 times, with representative examples from only two of the 
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allomorphs /d/ and /~d/. Four of the occurrences involve the /~dl allo

morph, in which she produces all of them as expected except for the non

aspirated quality of one of them. The other /d/ allomorph is produced 

as expected. Thus, with such a small sample one could conclude that 

S126 definitely controls this feature. 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had one of the highest 

percentages in the no changes category, 80%, and the lowest percentage 

in the reductions category, 2.2%, with 17.7% in the miscue category. 

The two reductions involved the same word, quited. Thus, in this 

particular allomorph she produced 24 out of 26 as expected, yielding a 

93.7%. Most noteworthy are the quality of her miscues, i.e., she cor

rects 6, and 6 more are not corrected but retain the appropriate allo

morpho These 6 not-corrected miscues retaining the appropriate allomorph 

demonstrate not only a knowledge of the English morpho-syntactic system 

but also a control of this feature. In her retelling she has occasion 

to use the -ed morpheme 17 times with representative examples across 

all three allomorphs, /t/, /d/, and /~d/. The expected allomorph use 

follows, respectively; i.e., 5, 8, and 4. She only deletes one for each 

of the first two allomorphs and none in the last one, thus demonstrating 

a 75.0% native English expectancy for the /t/ allomorph, a 88.8% for 

the /d/, and a 100% for the /~d/, which was the allomorph in which the 

reductions occurred in the oral reading. She did not use quieted in 

her retelling. Overall, then, S127 clearly demonstrates a control of 

this feature, with 88.2% native English expectancy, demonstrating an 

increase from the oral reading. 
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Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had 80% in the no changes 

category, with 14.4% reductions and 5.5% miscues, the lowest one among 

the sixth graders. The 13 reductions varied across all three allomorphs 

but the majority of them, 10 in fact, were from the /t/ allomorph with 

one from the /d/ and two from the /fd/ allomorphs. The percentages of 

native English expectancy for all three individually are as follows, 

respectively: 72.2%, 96.4%, and 92.3%. Again the 10 /t/ deletions mostly 

involved the verbs with consonant clusters such as asked. This particu

lar student had the most occurrences in the retelling of the -ed mor

pheme, with 24 occasions. All three allomorphs are represented with 

9 It/'s, 11 /d/'s, and 5 /fd/'s. He actually deletes only one of the 

/d/'s and transforms the two others into the voiceless /t/. Therefore 

instead of producing 8 It/'s, he produces 10 of them. This is quite a 

shift of production in comparison to the 10 /t/ allomorphs that he 

reduced in the oral reading. Consequently his percentage rates across 

the three allomorphs change in the oral retelling. They are 100% for 

/t/ allomorph, 72.7% for the /d/ allomorph, and 100% for the /fd/ allo

morpho The two /d/ allomorphs that he altered to the /t/ involved the 

same word, smelled. In some regions of the United States this is a 

commonly accepted form. Therefore, S129 uses the -ed morpheme with 

95.8% native English expectancy in the oral retelling. 

Sixth Grade Summary of the -ed Morpheme. See Figure 5.9. 

Oral Reading: As a group the sixth graders appear to perform 

in the no changes category, 69.4%, as did their fourth grade counter

parts, 69.6%. However, the sixth graders increased their percentage of 
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reductions, 18.9%, while decreasing the percentage of miscues, 11.7%. 

Also there were no overgeneralizations. 

Oral Retelling: The number of total -ed occurrence signifi-

cantly increased for this group. They have the highest number of occur-

rences, 54. The average mean percentage, 90.7% for the no changes 

category, is significantly higher than the mean percentage for the oral 

reading, 69.4%. 

Grade Composite Summary for 
the Morphological Feature -ed 

In comparing the twelve students' production performance on the 

-ed morpheme between oral reading and oral retelling, they produced the 

-ed in the oral retelling 73.2%, with more native English expectancy 

than in the oral reading 68.6%. This difference is quite striking 

because in the oral reading there were 1,008 possibilities whereas in 

the oral retelling only 95 possibilities occurred. The fourth graders 

and the sixth graders were the most similar in the no changes category 

with 69.6% and 69.4% respectively, even though the fourth graders had 

120 opportunities and the sixth graders only 90 opportunities. The 

second graders with 42 possibilities had a slightly lower mean percent, 

at 63.7%. The second graders had the highest mean percent in the 

reductions category but the lowest in miscues, at 5.3%. Both in the 

second and fourth grades there were overgeneralizations, i.e., where 

individual students added another -ed ending; i.e., instead of saying 

crooned with a /d/ ending, Sl12 said crooneded with a /~d/. This 

phenomena did not occur during the oral retelling, though. A possible 
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explanation may be because of instructional focus on this "problematic" 

feature the children become more conscious of the form and thus try to 

remember the "school-taught" rule instead of following their own un-

conscious rule-governed knowledge, as demonstrated in other instances 

where they did not overgeneralize. In other words, in order to even be 

able to overgeneralize a person must first control the rule. 

Another most notable occurrence was demonstrated in the miscue 

category, where the majority of non-word substitutions retained the 

morphosyntactic ed with the appropriate inflection. This occurrence 

demonstrates that the students do know the rules becaus they are apply-

ing them to these non-words'. 

In general it can be said that these students do control this 

feature because of the non-word substitutions that retained the appro-

priate morphological ending and the miscues that involved self-
. 

corrections when added to the no changes category. 

Figure 5.10 displays the grade-level data in two ways to provide 

clarity for the reader. The top displays the data in bar graphs; the 

percentages of the frequencies are included in the parentheses below 

each frequency in the table under the graphs. The bottom of the graph 

describes the type and frequency of occurrence for all responses, both 

during the oral reading and oral retelling. 

Individual Summaries of the 
Syntactic Feature--Prepositions for 
Second, Fourth, and Sixth Graders 

The following summaries highlight and explain each subject's 

productive range during the oral reading and oral retelling for the 
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use of the prepositions for, from, in, and on. Tables 5.33 through 5.38 

include the frequency of occurrence where the subject did not change the 

response from a native English expectancy (OR) and total possibilities 

(TPl ) for oral reading and oral ret~lling (TP
2
). The types of respon

ses are also included, as well as the frequency and percentage. 

Second Graders. See Tables 5.33 and 5.34. 

Subject 101: During oral reading SlOl had 79.2% no changes, 

8.3% omissions, and 12.5% miscues. There were no alterations between 

for and from and in and on. The two omissions involved the omission of 

two entire lines, and all three miscues involved the word, for. Two 

of the miscues involved partial attempts with both being self-corrected. 

The other miscue was a substitution of for with to, but this was also 

self-corrected. In the oral retelling SlOl used the preposition for 

once, appropriately. He used many other prepositions, but not the ones 

under observation. Clearly SlOl demonstrates a syntactic knowledge and 

productive control of these particular prepositions that are "reportedly" 

problematic for second language learners of English. 

Subject 103: During oral reading Sl03 had a 100% no changes for 

all 24 prepositions. And during the oral retelling Sl03 only had occa

sion to use from and in appropriately once, each, as noted in the fol

lowing examples: 35*: Mike told him to go away from the, the table; and 

36*: in the classroom. Sl03 clearly controls this syntactic feature. 

Subject 104: During oral reading Sl04 had 83.3% no changes and 

16.7% miscues. Two of the 4 miscues were self-corrected. The pre~osi-

* Numbers designate the line number of the retelling transcript. 



Table 5.33. Oral reading, prepositions, second grade. 

5101 5103 5104 5106 
Prepositions TP/OR TP/OR TP

1
/OR TP

1
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1
/OR % 
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Table 5.34. Oral retelling, prepositions, second grade. 

S101 S103 S104 
Prepositions TP/OR TP2/OR TP2/OR 

for 1/1 0/0 0/0 

from 0/0 1/1 0/0 

in 0/0 1/1 3/3 

on 0/0 0/0 0/0 

Total 1/1 2/2 3/3 

Description of: 

Alterations 0 0 0 

Omissions 0 0 0 

Miscues 0 0 0 

No Changes 1 100.0 2 100.0 3 

Total Possibilities 1 2 3 
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tion from was replaced by for once with no correction, and it was also 

replaced by ~ once with no correction; e.g., instead of saying 

" ••• schools were made for children," Sl04 said " ••• schools were made of 

children"; and instead of saying " ••• 1 want to be called Mike from now 

on," Sl04 said " ••• 1 want to be called Mike for now on." The other 5 

times that for occurred S104 produced them as expected. And the other 

2 times that from occurred Sl04 also produced them as expected. Both 

substitutions were preposition for preposition. This indicates that 

Sl04 knows where a preposition belongs. The other two self-corrected 

miscues also involved substitutions, i.e., to for in~ twice. Again the 

substitutions were prepositions for prepositions, but in these two cases 

the substitutions did not make sense so Sl04 self-corrected; e.g., the 

substitution to in the following instances are not possible: 612.4*: 

"And his parent always talked to English;" unless English were a dog; 

but in this case it means the language, English. Or, 703.4*: " ... and he 

had a lot of papers to front of him." Both to substitutions show anti

cipation of possible English structures. Including the two self

corrected miscues, 8104 uses 22 out of the 24 prepositions as a native 

English speaker would. 

Subject 106: During oral reading Sl06 had no changes, as did 

Sl03. Sl06 did not use any prepositions whatsoever in her retelling. 

It must be remembered that Sl06 had the shortest retelling of any of the 

twelve students. 

* Numbers designate the line number of the retelling transcript. 
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Fourth Graders. See Tables 5.35 and 5.36. 

Subject 111: During oral reading SIll had no changes in her 

use of 36 prepositions. In the oral retelling SIll used 10 preposi

tions, all with 100% native English expectancy. Clearly SIll had English 

productive control in this syntactic feature. 

Subject 112: During oral reading Sl12 had 66.7% no changes, 

5.6% omissions, and 27.8% miscues. The two omissions involved in and 

on, once each; e.g., on was omitted in the following segment: "she would 

would turn them out on the range ••• " and in was omitted in the folowing 

segment: "He moved about in the milk." Seven out of the 10 miscues were 

self-corrected, again indicating that since the substitutions didn't make 

sense, Sl12 regressed to correct. The other three miscues involved 

substitutions with no correction. One of the substitutions involved 

using for for from. In this particular instance, though, Sl12 had mul

tiple miscues on the segment; e.g., instead of saying "It lays south of 

San Antonio, not far from the Mexican border," Sl12 said "It lay south 

of San Antonio, now for the Mexican border." The second noncorrected 

substitution did not involve a preposition for a preposition; e.g., 

instead of saying "That dingblasted baby has daggers for hooves," Sl12 

said "That dingliss, dungliss baby has da-, doggers and hoovers, hooves." 

In this particular instance the meaning was definitely changed. The 

last substitution did involve a preposition for a preposition, e.g., 

instead of saying "There's no shame in being tossed by a horse," Sl12 

said, "There's no shame on being tossed by a horse." This in and on 

distinction is quite a minor one, considering that out of eleven times 



Table 5.35. Oral reading, prepositions, fourth grade. 

SIll S112 Sl13 
Prepositions TP1/OR TP1/OR TP/OR 

for 8/8 8/6 8/8 

from 2/2 2/1 2/2 

in 16/16 16/8 16/16 

on 10/10 10/9 10/10 

Total 36/36 36/24 36/36 

Description of: 

Alterations 0 0 0 

Omissions 0 2 5.6 0 

Miscues 0 10 27.8 0 

No Changes 36 100.0 24 66.7 36 

Total Possibilities 36 36 36 
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Table 5.36. Oral retelling, prepositions, fourth grade. 

SIll Sl12 S113 
Prepositions TP/OR TP2/OR TP2/OR 

for 2/2 1/1 3/3 

from 2/2 1/1 0/0 

in 1/1 3/3 4/4 

on 5/5 6/6 7/7 

Total 10/10 11/11 14/14 

Description of: 

Alterations 0 0 0 

Omissions 0 0 0 

Miscues 0 0 0 

No Changes 10 100.0 11 100.0 11 

Total Possibilities 10 11 11 
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that it occurred Sl12 only altered it once. During the oral retelling 

Sl12 used prepositions 12 times, and only on one occasion did he inter-

change in or on; e.g., Sl12 said "in John's ranch" instead of saying 

"on John's ranch." Clearly Sl12 has more than 75.0% productive control 

in English for this syntactic feature. 

Subject 113: During oral reading Sl13 had 100% no changes in 

his use of the observed prepositions. But during the oral retelling 

only once was the use of the preposition, for, not appropriate, i.e., 

Sl13 said "it was nighttime and then he, uh, he, she told him to go to 

Maria for he give her some milk." Sl13 probably should have said 

" ..• he told him to go to Maria so she could give him some milk." All 

the other 11 times that the monitored prepositions were used, they were 

produced as expected by a native English speaker. Sl13 clearly demon-

strates productive control of the syntactic feature. 

Subject 119: During oral reading Sl19 had 97.2% no changes and 

2.8% miscues. The lone miscue involved the substitution of and for in 

but Sl19 self-corrected it, which means that it didn't make sense so 

he regressed to correct. For example, this is the sentence: " •.. She 

poured warm milk into a bottle then set on the floor with the calf's 
and 

head in her lap." After correction, Sl19 v1Ou1d have a 100% native 

English use of prepositions. In his oral retelling Sl19 appropriately 

used in and on six times. Sll9 definitely controls this syntactic 

feature. 

Sixth Grade. See Tables 5.37 and 5.38. 



Table 5.37. Oral reading, prepositions, sixth grade. 

S123 S126 S127 
Prepositions TP/OR TP1/OR TP1/OR 

for 11/11 11/9 11/9 

from 17/17 17/17 17/17 

in 40/37 40/37 40/35 

on 23/22 23/22 23/22 

Total 91/87 91/86 91/84 

Description of 

Alterations 0 0 0 

Omissions 1 1.1 0 3 

Miscues 3 3.3 5 5.5 4 

No Changes 87 95.6 86 94.5 84 

Total Possibilities 91 91 91 
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Table 5.3B. Oral retelling, prepositions, sixth grade. 

S123 S126 S:j.27 
Prepositions TP/OR TP2/OR TP2/OR 

for 15/15 4/4 12/12 

from 2/2 1/1 2/2 

in 13/12 5/5 3/3 

on 3/2 4/4 13/12 

Total 33/31 14/14 30/29 

Description of: 

Alterations 0 0 0 

Omissions 0 0 0 

Miscues 2 6.1 0 1 

No Changes 31 93.9 14 100.0 29 

Total Possibilities 33 14 30 
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Subject 123: During oral reading S123 had 95.6% no changes, 

1.1% omissions, and 3.3% miscues. The three miscues involved substitu

tuions, with only one being self-corrected. The one self-correction 

involved S123 substituting it for in. One of the non-corrections also 

involved the same substitution, Le., S123 said "It just the other way," 

instead of "In just the other way." The third miscue involved multiple 

miscues, e.g., instead of saying "What's in Arroyo Hondo?" S 123 said 

"What is the Arroyo Hondo?" In this case the meaning was changed but 

still remains acceptable English. In the oral retelling S123 used 

prepositions 33 times, with only two being used inappropriately. S123 

said " ••. then he had books in his back with a rope ••. " instead of saying 

" ..• on his back ... " and in a maze said "He was ta-on his- tired al

ready ... " This last usage may have been an abrupt and abandoned begin

ning. S123 has 93.3% native English expectancy. 

Subject 126: During oral reading S126 had 94.5% no changes, 

and 5.5% miscues. The five miscues involved substitutions, with three 

of them being self-corrected. The two that were not self-corrected 

included a substitution of a preposition for a preposition, !£ for for, 

and on for in. For example, instead of saying "They were heading 

straight for Arroyo Hondo," he said "They were heading straight to 

Arroyo Hondo." The other instance involved the following: instead of 

saying" ••• with that· big rock pressing in," he said" ... with that big 

rock pressing on it." Notable among the self-corrections was a substi

tution of for for from; e.g., instead of saying "It was like going down 

to the spring for a pail of water ••• " S126 said at first " .•• from a 
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pail. •. " then self-corrected " .•• for a pail of water." Her oral re

telling production of prepositions was a 100% native English expectancy. 

Subject 127: During oral reading S127 had 92.3% no changes, 

3.3% omissions, and 4.4% miscues. Three of the miscues were self

corrected, with the only substitution miscue being a from for a for; 

e.g., S127 said " •. ~bumping its way down a cliff. Straight from the 

river," instead of saying " .•• Straight for the river." She used a 

preposition for a preposition, but her substitution did change the mean

ing, although her syntactic knowledge about the use of a preposition in 

this case is clearly evident. In her oral retelling she has 96.7% 

native English expectancy, with only one instance not resembling a 

native English speaker's use; i.e., the child said " •.. but the rope 

didn't pinch on his fingers ..• " Usually "pinch his fingers" is the 

common saying. Her use of prepositions in both situations approaches 

that of a native English speaker. 

Subject 129: During oral reading S129 had 93.4% no changes, 

1.1% omissions, and 5.5% miscues. Three of the five substitution mis

cues were not corrected. The three substitutions were not prepositions 

for prepositions; e.g., instead of saying " .•. shooting for baskets" 

S129 said "shooting the balls"; and instead of saying " ..• on the mesa ... " 

S129 said " ••• and the mesa"; and instead of saying "But in my hand it 

didn't look like anything ••. " he said "But it my hands it didn't look 

like anything." In all three instances the meaning was clearly changed. 

But the other 85 instances that the prepositions were appropriately used 

outweigh the non-corrected miscues. In the oral retelling S129 produced 



31 prepositions, with ~OO% native English expectancy. Thus, one can 

conclude that S129 has productive control of the English prepositions 

in question. 

Grade Composite Summary for 
the Prepositional Feature 

262 

See Tables 5.39 and 5.40 for the data discussed in this section. 

With mean averages of all the three grades, it appears that as a whole 

the 12 students across the second, fourth, and sixth grades approximate 

native English speakers in their consistent use of the prepositions in, 

~, for, and from in both situational contexts, the oral reading and 

oral retelling. In the oral retelling as a whole they produced a 99.1% 

in the no changes category. In the oral reading with each grade they 

seemed to gain more productive control of the English usage, as noted 

in the no changes category percentage, 90.6%, 91.0%, and 94.2%. In the 

retelling it was a little different, for tbe second graders did not use 

as many prepositions as did the fourth or sixth graders. However, the 

mean percentage for no changes for the second and fourth graders was a 

100%, with the sixth graders slightly declining to 98.9%. The total 

number of instances that these prepositions occurred in the oral reading 

text was 596 times, with 142 times in the oral retelling. The sum total 

of instances therefore is 738 times. For occurred 92 times in the oral 

reading and was appropriately used, as expected by native English speak-

ers, 89.1% of the time. From was produced with 96.6% native English 

expectancy. In had a 90.4% no changes, with on having the highest 

percentage, 97.2% native English expectancy. 



Table 5.39. Grade composite, oral reading, prepositions. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Prepositions TP/OR % TP

1
/OR % 

for 24/20 83.3 24/22 83.3 

from 12/10 83.3 8/7 87.5 

in 48/46 95.8 64/55 85.9 

on 12/10 91.6 40/39 97.5 

Total 96/87 90.6 136/123 90.4 

Description of: Grade II % Grade II % 

Omissions .5 2.1 .5 1.4 

Miscues 1. 75 7.3 2.75 7.6 

No Changes 21. 75 90.6 32.75 91.0 

Possibilities 24.0 36.0 

Grade 6 
TP

1
/OR % 

44/40 90.9 

68/68 100.0 

160/145 90.6 

92/90 97.8 

364/343 94.4 

Grade II % 

1.25 1.4 

4.0 4.4 

85.75 94.2 

91.0 

Group Composite 
TP

1
/OR % 

92/82 89.1 

88/85 96.6 

272/246 90.4 

144/140 97.2 

296/553 92.8* 

Composite II % 

.75 1.5 

2.83 5.6 

46.75 92.8* 

50.33 100.0 

N 
C\ 
W 



Table 5.40. Grade composite, oral retelling, prepositions. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 
Prepositions TP/OR % TP/OR % 

for 1/1 100.0 6/6 100.0 

from 1/1 100.0 3/3 100.0 

in 4/4 100.0 10/10 100.0 

on 0/0 0.0 22/22 100.0 

Total 6/6 100.0 41/41 100.0 

Description of: Grade 11 % Grade },I % 

Omissions .0 .• 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 
Miscues 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

No Changes 1.5 100.0 9.5 100.0 

Possibilities 1.5 9.5 

Grade 6 
TP /OR % 

40/40 100.0 

5/5 100.0 

32/31 96.8 

31/30 96.7 

108/106 98.1 

Grade 11 % 

0.0 0.0 

.75 2.7 

26.5 98.1 

27.25 

Group Composite 
TP /OR % 

47/47 100.0 

9/9 100.0 

46/45 97.8 

53/52 98.1 

155/153 98.0* 

Grade 11 % 

0.0 0.0 

.25 2.0 

12.5 98.0* 

12.75 100.0 

N 
0-
.j:--
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Overall, given the performance in both contexts, one is safe in 

concluding that these children definitely control the use of these 

prepositions. In addition, in each grade there were students whose sub-

stitution miscues were more often self-corrected, therefore demonstrating 

active involvement in the construction of meaning. Those instances that 

were not corrected more than likely involved the substitution of another 

preposition. The often-reported "confusion" between the use of for and 

from was not evident. Research in miscue analysis reports prepositional 

substitutions in general, across all language groups. 

Summary of Each Subject for All 
Features No Changes Percentage 
Profile for Second, Fourth, and 
Sixth Graders 

Figure 5.11 summarizes the production rates of all the second 

graders for all features while Tables 5.41 through 5.44 show the compos-

ite data for all features for each subject. The outstanding finding is 

the degree of variation for each feature across all subjects. For 

example, the most widely acclaimed phonological "confusion", the /~/ and 

the /~/ (Olguin, 1968; Saville and Troike, 1971) has the widest range in 

the former and the narrowest in the latter. That is, when examining the 

range in the /~/, the span is from 71.4% for Sl04 to Sl03 producing 

28.6% native English expectancy and Sl06 producing 100%. In contrast, 

the /~/ had the least amount of spread among all the other features, 

ranging between 88% and 100%. Most notable is the degree of variation 

among the subjects on these two phonemes, e.g.; where Sl03 and Sl04 had 

the lowest English production of the /~/, 28.6%, they had the highest 
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Table 5.41. Subject 101, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I 

OR % NC 

Phonological 

lal 113 56 49.6 

161 27 25 92.6 

I~I 14 11 78.6 

I~I 33 30 91.0 

Morphological 

-s 51 37 72.5 

-ed 42 27 64.2 

Syntactic 24 19 79.2 Prepositions 

Totals 304 205 67.4 

% A TP
2 

45.1 41 

3.7 3 

14.3 0 

9.0 6 

5.8 13 

23.8 3 

20.8 1 

67 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

29 70.7 

3 100.0 

0 0.0 

6 100.0 

12 93.3 

3 100.0 

1 100.0 

54 80.6 

% A 

29.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

7.7 

0.0 

0.0 

N 
0\ 
-..J 



Table 5.42. Subject 103, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I 

OR % NC 

Phonological 

luI 113 70 88.5 

191 27 23 85.2 

It I 14 4 28.6 

I~I 33 33 100.0 

Morphological 

-s 49 41 83.6 

-ed 42 31 73.8 

Syntactic 
24 24 100.0 Prepositions 

Totals 302 226 74.8 

% A TPZ 

10.6 29 

14.8 Z 

71.4 1 

0.0 6 

12.2 10 

23.8 0 

0.0 2 

50 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

23 79.3 

1 50.0 

1 100.0 

4 66.7 

10 100.0 

0 0.0 

2 100.0 

41 82.0 

% A 

17 .2 

50.0 

0.0 

33.3 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N 
0\ 
~ 



Table 5.43. Subject 104, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
1 OR % NC 

Phonological 

I~I 113 96 84.9 

181 27 21 77 .8 

I~I 14 4 28.6 

I~I 33 33 100.0 

Morpho1ogica1_ 

-s 48 35 72.9 

-ed 42 20 47.6 

Syntactic 24 20 83.3 Prepositions 

Totals 301 229 76.1 

% A TP2 

12.4 14 

18.5 0 

71.4 1 

0.0 13 

16.6 9 

47.6 3 

0.0 3 

43 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

10 71.4 

0 0.0 

1 100.0 

13 100.0 

9 100.0 

3 100.0 

3 100.0 

39 90.7 

% A 

28.6 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N 
0'1 
\0 



Table 5.44. Subject 106, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP1 OR % NC 

Phonological 

lral 113 70 61.9 

181 27 21 77 .8 

I~I 14 14 100.0 

I~I 33 29 88.0 

Morphological 

-s 49 35 71.4 

-ed 42 29 69.0 

Syntactic 24 24 100.0 Prepositions 

Totals 302 222 73.5 

% A TP2 

30.1 11 

18.5 1 

0.0 3 

9.0 5 

20.4 1 

26.2 2 

0.0 0 

23 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

8 72.7 

0 0.0 

3 100.0 

4 80.0 

1 100.0 

2 100.0 

0 0.0 

18 78.3 

% A 

27.3 

~10.0 

0.0 

20.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N 
-...J 
a 
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v native English production of the lsi, 100%; and where Sl06 had a 100% 

native English production of the I~/, it dropped to 88% in the I~/. 

Such a variation serves to demonstrate that the generalization that I~I 

and I~I are "problematic" is not so matter-of-fact as stated in the 

literature. Just these four students' productive ranges raises ques-

tions about whether the "ch" and "sh" are problematic since Sl03 and 

Sl04 had reverse productions; Le., whereas they shifted the "ch" to 

"sh," they didn't alter the "sh" to "ch." And even the 28.6% native 

English production of the I~I shows that Sl03 and Sl04 have this phoneme 

in their productive repertoire. 

The assumption that points of differences are potential prob-

lems or cause interference cannot be totally questioned here; but given 

the frequency variation of occurrence across the different features and 

subjects, one has to raise the question regarding how one decides when 

a difference interferes if the subject randomly alters the production 

between a given range of repertoire. 

Figure 5.11 attempts to graphically depict each of the second 

graders' ranges across all the features during oral reading. No changes 

percentages were used to plot the graph. This information demonstrates 

that these second language learners have native English control that 

varies across features. Also included at the bottom are the ranges and 

differences among the second graders, SlOl, Sl02, Sl03, and Sl06. The 

points of distribution were taken from Tables 5.41 (SlOl), 5.42 (Sl02), 

5.43 (Sl03), and 5.44 (Sl06) that represented the no changes percentage 

(NC%) for the native English production of each feature (OR). 
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Tables 5.41, 5.42, 5.43, and 5.44 show the composite data for 

all features for each subject in the second grade. Each table primarily 

summarizes the total possibilities (TP
l

) for the oral reading and oral 

retelling (TP2) and documents the frequency of responses that were not 

altered (OR), the percentage of no changes (%NC), and percentage of 

alterations (%A). 

Fourth Graders. The fourth graders' patterns across the dif-

ferent features are noticeably different than their second grade coun-

terparts. Figure 5.12 shows all features for all subjects, while Tables 

5.45 through 5.48 indicate composite data for each individual. For 

example, the feature that had the widest range, 74.5%, was the I~I 

which was the feature that the second graders had the least amount of 

difference. The fourth graders' range for the I~I feature was between 

10.2% and 84.7%. 8119 produced 10.2% in the I~/, but surprisingly had 

v the highest no change percent rate, 93.6%, in the Ic/. This difference 

in the production of these two phonemes again demonstrates the varia-

bility among the subjects. The morphological features, the -s and the 

-ed, had the narrowest ranges, 20.9% and 23.3%, respectively. And, the 

next narrowest range was for the prepositions, with 33.3%. Thus, the 

morphosyntactic features had the narrowest ranges, with the phonological 

features having between 40.4% and 74.5% differences. 

Most notable among the fourth graders is that no one subject 

had high no changes percentages across all the features. 8111 probably 

has the most even profile whereas the others peak and dip sporadically 

and randomly. The only clustering seems to occur in the IB/, the I~/, 
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Table 5.45. Subject 111, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I 

OR % NC 

Phonological 

l'al 130 80 61.5 

191 34 26 76.5 

I~I 45 32 71.1 

I~I 59 50 84.7 

Morphological 

-s 67 57 85.0 

-ed 120 77 64.1 

Syntactic 36 34 94.4 Prepositions 

Totals 491 326 66.4 

% A TP
2 

9.2 27 

23.5 8 

28.9 2 

10.2 5 

4.5 15 

25.0 4 

5.6 10 

71 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

16 59.3 

4 50.0 

1 50.0 

5 100.0 

15 100.0 

4 100.0 

10 100.0 

55 77 .5 

% A 

37.0 

50.0 

50.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N 

" ~ 



Table 5.46. Subject 112, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TPI OR % NC 

Phonological 

lUI 130 23 17.7 

161 34 34 100.0 

I~I 47 30 63.8 

I~I 59 23 39.0 

Morphological 

-s 67 47 70.1 

-ed 120 76 63.3 

Syntactic 36 24 66.7 
Prepositions 

Totals 493 257 52.1 

% A TP2 

78.5 40 

0.0 3 

31.9 6 

55.9 6 

4.5 13 

35.8 6 

33.3 11 

82 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

3 7.5 

2 66.7 

6 100.0 

1 16.7 

13 100.0 

4 66.7 

11 100.0 

40 48.9 

% A 

90.0 

33.3 

0.0 

83.3 

0.0 

33.3 

0.0 

N 
-...s 
U1 



Table 5.47. Subject 113, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TPI OR % NC 

Phonological 

tal 130 37 28.5 

181 34 27 79.4 

IV 47 25 53.2 

/~I 59 24 40.7 

Morphological 

-s 67 61 91.0 

-ed 120 104 86.6 

Syntactic 36 36 100.0 Prepositions 

Totals 493 281 57.0 

% A TP2 

69.2 78 

17.6 3 

44.7 2 

57.6 37 

1.5 11 

3.3 10 

0.0 11 

152 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

6 7.7 

3 100.0 

1 50.0 

14 37.8 

11 100.0 

7 70.0 

11 100.0 

53 34.9 

% A 

92.3 

0.0 

50.0 

62.2 

0.0 

30.0 

0.0 

N 
...... 
(j\ 



Table 5.48. Subject 119, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I 

OR % NC 

Phonological 

lal 130 32 24.6 

161 34 16 47.0 

I~I 47 44 93.6 

I~I 59 6 10.2 

Morphological 

-s 67 56 83.5 

-ed 120 77 64.1 

Syntactic 
36 35 97.2 PreEositions 

Totals 493 266 54.0 

% A TP2 

72.3 58 

50.0 5 

6.4 5 

89.8 16 

1.5 12 

17 .5 13 

2.8 6 

115 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

40 69.0 

5 100.0 

4 80.0 

5 23.8 

12 100.0 

9 69.2 

6 100.0 

81 70.4 

% A 

31.0 

0.0 

20.0 

76.2 

0.0 

30.8 

0.0 

N 
---.J 
---.J 
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the -s, the -ed, and the prepositions with only three of the subjects. 

The other features individually have a greater spread. This again demon

strates the variation and disparity of the productive control across all 

features and subjects. With the same opportunities available, each 

subject has revealed a variety of control, some with 100% native English 

production and others with a minimum of 10.2%. But none of the twelve 

subjects failed to show native English control. What is at question is 

whether those instances that do not approximate native English control 

interfere with the construction of meaning. In other words, how far 

from the native English expectancy does the first language influence 

have to deviate before it interferes with the construction of meaning 

and communication? As with the second graders, the fourth graders' 

varied frequencies across the productive use of the expected native 

English features demonstrate that the expected shifts do not always 

occur. That is, these subjects show evidence of producing the expected 

universals as well as developmental a110morphs, that show movement of 

approximation toward the expected native feature examined. What the 

students have is a repertoire that ranges from the native universal to 

the first language influence, that also includes features of inter

language. 

Figure 5.12 attempts to graphically depict each of the fourth 

graders' ranges across all of the features during oral reading. No 

changes percentages were used to plot the graph. This information demon

strates that those second language learners have native English control 

that varies across features. Also included at the bottom are the ranges 
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and differences among the fourth graders SIll, Sl12, Sl13, and Sl19. 

The points of distribution were taken from Tables 5.45 (SIll), 5.46 

(Sl12), 5.47 (Sl13), and 5.48 (Sl19) .that represented the no change 

percentage (NC%) for the native English production of each feature (OR). 

Tables 5.45, 5.46, 5.47, and 5.48 show the composite data for 

all features for each subject in the fourth grade. Each table primarily 

summarizes the total possibilities (TPl) for the oral reading and oral 

retelling (TP2) and documents the frequency of responses that were not 

altered (OR), the percentage of no changes (%NC), and the percentage of 

alterations (%A). 

Sixth Graders. The sixth graders' individual profiles across 

all the features, Figure 5.13, also show the variation evidenced in the 

second and fourth graders, but they all follow individual patterns. 

Tables 5.49 through 5.52 show composite data for each individual. The 

ranges were also different, with the narrowest ones being 3.3% in the 

production of the prepositions and 5.6% in the -s morpheme. The produc

tion of the I~I and the I~I also varied within subjects, but the ranges 

were not as wide as in the other two grades; i.e., the I~I ranged from 

71.9% to 96.8%, and the It I ranged from 56.4% to 87.2%. The widest 

range involved the Inl phoneme, with a 59.4% difference, with the range 

between 26.7% and 86.1%. The -ed had the third widest range, 43.3% 

and 80%, with a 36.7% difference. Whereas some of the subjects in the 

other two grades had 100% production rates on some of the features, none 

of the sixth graders did. The closest any of the subjects came to 100% 
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Table 5.49. Subject 123, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I 

OR % NC 

Phonological 

lal 389 104 26.7 

181 85 35 41.2 

I~I 39 22 56.4 

I~I 64 46 71.9 

Morphological 

-s 136 110 80.9 

-ed 90 39 43.3 

Syntactic 91 87 95.6 Prepositions 

Totals 894 443 49.6 

% A TP
2 

67.9 189 

54.0 28 

38.5 5 

23.4 43 

6.6 23 

44.4 8 

0.0 20 

316 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

89 47.1 

8 28.6 

4 80.0 

40 93.0 

23 100.0 

6 75.0 

19 95.0 

189 59.8 

% A 

51.3 

71.4 

20.0 

7.0 

0.0 

25.0 

0.0 

N 
00 
I-' 



Table 5.50. Subject 126, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP . 
1 OR % NC 

Phonological 

lal 389 302 77 .6 

161 85 64 75.3 

I~I 39 28 71.8 

I~I 64 61 95.3 

Morphological 

-s 136 109 80.1 

-ed 90 67 74.4 

Syntactic 
91 86 94.5 

Prepositions 

Totals 894 717 80.2 

% A TP2 

14.1 57 

18.8 10 

23.1 3 

0.0 11 

2.2 17 , 

14.4 5 

0.0 14 

117 

" 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

38 66.7 

4 40.0 

1 33.3 

11 100.0 

17 100.0 

5 100.0 

14 100.0 

90 76.9 

% A 

33.3 

60.0 

66.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

N 
OJ 
N 



Table 5.51. Subject 127, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TPI 
OR % NC 

Phonological 

lal 389 335 56.1 

161 85 68 80.0 

I~I 39 34 87.2 

I~I 64 62 96.8 

Morphological 

-s 137 102 74.5 

-ed 90 72 80.0 

S},:ntactic 
91 84 92.3 Prepositions 

Totals 894 757 84.7 

% A TP2 

10.5 153 

11.8 29 

10.3 8 

1.6 25 

10.2 35 

2.2 17 

0.0 30 

297 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

117 76.5 

19 65.5 

7 87.5 

25 100.0 

35 100.0 

15 86.7 

30 100.0 

248 83.5 

% A 

19.6 

24.5 

12.5 

0.0 

0.0 

13.0 

0.0 

N 
(Xl 

\..oJ 



Table 5.52. Subject 129, composite of all features. 

Oral Reading 

Features TP
I OR % NC 

Phonological 

lsal 389 118 30.3 

18/ 85 55 64.7 

/~/ 39 34 87.2 

/~/ 64 52 81.2 

Morphological 

-s 136 106 77 .9 

-ed 90 72 80.0 

Syntact.ic 91 86 94.5 Prepositions 

Totals 894 523 58.5 

% A TP2 

65.3 102 

28.2 20 

7.7 12 

18.8 22 

6.6 30 

14.4 24 

0.0 31 

241 

Oral Retelling 

OR % NC 

24 23.5 

9 45.0 

9 75.0 

8 36.4 

26 86.7 

23 95.8 

31 100.0 

130 53.9 

% A 

71.6 

55.0 

25.0 

63.6 

13.3 

4.1 

0.0 

rv 
00 
.p-
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was 5127, with 96.8% on the I~/, 5126 with 95.3% on the I~/, and 5123, 

with 95.6% on the prepositions. 

The patterns for each subject are quite varied, as shown in 

Tables 5.49 through 5.52. 5129 and 5123 have both high and low points; 

i.e., 5129 had one of the lowest percentages in the IB/, but the highest 

. h IcVI h· h d d 123 h d h ~n t e among t e s~xt gra ers, an 5 ate lowest percentage 

in the I~I and the highest in the -s morpheme. 5126 and 5127 had the 

least erratic patterns, with a rather stable performance between 70% 

and 97% for all the features. All subjects showed strong evidence of 

native English productions. Even the lowest no change percentage, 

26.7% on the IB/, demonstrates that all of the subjects have native 

English features in their repertoire. 

Figure 5.13 attempts to graphically depict each of the sixth 

graders' ranges across all the features during oral reading. No changes 

percentages were used to plot the graph. The information demonstrates 

that these second language learners have native English control that 

varies across features. Also included at the bottom are the ranges and 

differences among the sixth graders, 5123, 5126, 5127, and 5129. The 

points of distribution were taken from Tables 5.49 (5123), 5.50 (5126), 

5.51 (5127), and 5.52 (5129) that represented the no changes percentage 

(NC%) for the native English production of each feature (OR). 

Tables 5.49, 5.50, 5.51, and 5.52 show the composite data for 

all features for each subject in the sixth grade. Each table primarily 

summarizes the total possibilities (TPl ) for oral reading and oral 

retelling (TP2) and documents the frequency of responses that were not 
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altered (OR), the percentage of no changes (%NC) and the percentage of 

alterations (%A). 

Summary of Mean Percents 
by Grade and by Features 

In Figure 5~14 and Table 5.53 the grade mean percents for each 

feature demonstrate the group variation but do not depict the individual 

differences that were previously discussed. When averages are figured, 

they disguise the individual differences unless all of the subjects 

cluster around the mean. If one or two subjects have production rates 

far removed from the others, then the mean does not really represent the 

individual productions. With this in mind, then, the following discus-

sion about the group means is put into proper perspective. 

The across-grade performance in the phonological features is 

quite varied, e.g., the second graders as a whole had a much higher 

percent, 71.2%, than did the fourth graders, who had a low 33.1%, and 

the sixth graders, who had the medium rate at 55.2%. When averaged, 

though, the group composite mean becomes a 53.5%. In the /~/ feature 

the second graders exceeded the fourth and the sixth graders in native 

English production, with a 83.3%. The other two grades had 75.7% and 

65.3%, respectively. The composite group average then becomes 71%. 

With the /~/ the production percentages are quite varied, with the 

second graders having 58.9%, the fourth graders 70.4%, and the sixth 

graders 75.6%. The low no changes group percent that the second graders 

had is then hidden in the group composite mean, 70.8%. Whereas the 

second graders had the lowest percentage in the /~/, they collectively 
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Table 5.53. Mean percent by grade, and group composite mean for each feature. 

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 

Features % NC % A % NC % A % NC % A 

Phonological 

IBI 71.2 24.6 33.1 61. 7 55.2 39.5 

181 83.3 13.9 75.7 22.8 65.3 28.2 

I~I 58.9 35.7 70.4 28.0 75.6 :1,-.9.9 

I~I 94.7 4.8 43.6 53.4 86.3 12.7 

Morphological 

-s 75.2 13.7 82.5 3.0 78.3 6.4 

-ed 63.7 29.8 69.6 11.5 69.4 18.9 

Syntactic 90.6 2.1 Prepositions 91.0 1.4 94.2 1.4 

Group Composite 

% NC % A 

53.5 41.4 

71.0 24.4 

70.8 25.8 

72.0 25.6 

78.8 6.9 

68.6 17.1 

92.9 1.5 

N 
00 
00 



produced the highest grade mean, 94.7%, for the /~/ while the fourth 

graders had a low 43.6% and the sixth graders an 86.3%. The group 

composite mean, 72%, however, does not represent the low 43.6%, but 

instead absorbs it. 
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The morphological features across the grades did not vary widely. 

For example, the second graders had 75.2%, the fourth graders 82.5%, and 

the sixth graders had 78.3% on.the -s morpheme and collectively the 

group mean percent was 78.8%. The range between the lowest and the 

highest mean percent was only 7.3. With the -ed morpheme the range was 

also low, 5.7. The second graders' production rate of the no change 

category was 63.7%; the fourth graders' was 69.6%; and the sixth gra

ders' was 69.4%. The group composite mean then clusters around 68.6%. 

Comparatively then the group composite means in the morphological fea

tures range between 68.6% and 78.8% whereas the group range among the 

phonological features is much wider, i.e., ranging from 53.5% and 72%. 

In the syntactic category the group range is 2.3%, even narrower 

than the morphological features. The no changes production rate 

clustered around 92.9%, with the second graders having a 90.6%, the 

fourth graders increasing to 91% and the sixth graders further increas

ing their native English production expectancy to 94.2%. The control 

of the morpho-syntactic features definitely approximates native English 

expectancy more than it reflects dominant Spanish control. These stu

dents, collectively then, as a group demonstrate more of an English 

productive control than was perceived by their teachers. It is easier 



290 

to perceive, hear, and see deviations than it is to perceive, hear, and 

see universal characteristics of a language dialect group. 

Even though the group composite means disguise the individual 

variation, they still show the group variation that exists, but not to 

the extent that the individual profiles do. At question is whether the 

perceptions of reality of educators and researchers can be generalized 

on unexamined assumptions that fit the deficit expectations that they 

have been conditioned to accept. In other words, if one believes that 

all deviations are bad, then when one hears or sees a deviation the 

tendency may then be to overgeneralize to the whole; i.e., only devia-

tions will be heard or seen and not universals. Therefore, the student 

is assumed to always produce deviations because the expected responses 

are overlooked. 

Composite Profile of Individual 
Subjects by Individual Features 
During Oral Reading and Oral 
Retelling 

Table 5.54 is a composite profile and summary of no change 

percents during oral reading and oral retelling by subjects and by 

individual feature. The range of production of no change percents is 

also included for each feature across all twelve subjects. The varia-

tion of no change production across features noted gives the reader a 

holistic view and summary of the data. 



Table 5.54. Composite profile of individual subjects by individual features during oral reading 
and oral retelling. 

Feature S101 S103 S104 S106 SIll S112 Sl13 Sl19 S123 S126 S127 S129 Range 

1:01 49.6 88.5 84.9 61.9 61.5 17.7 28.5 24.6 26.7 77 .6 86.1 30.3 17.7- 88.5 

70.7 79.3 71.4 72.7 59.3 7.5 7.7 69.0 47.1 66.7 76.5 23.5 23.5- 79.3 

leI 92.6 85.2 77 .8 77 .8 76.5 100.0 79.4 47.0 41.2 75.3 80.0 64.7 41.2- 92.6 

100.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 66.7 100.0 100.0 28.6 40.0 65.5 45.0 28.6-100.0 

I~I 78.6 28.6 28.6 100.0 71.1 63.8 53.2 93.6 56.4 71.8 87.2 87.2 28.6-100.0 

0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 50.0 100.0 50.0 80.0 80.0 33.3 87.5 75.0 0.0-100.0 

I~I 91.0 100.0 100.0 88.0 84.7 39.0 40.7 10.2 71.9 95.3 96.8 81.2 39.0-100.0 

100.0 66.7· 100.0 80.0 100.0 16.7 37.8 23.8 93.0 100.0 100.0 36.4 36.4-100.0 

72.5 83.6 72.9 71.4 85.0 70.1 91.0 83.5 80.9 80.1 74.5 77.9 70.1- 91.0 -s 
93.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 86.7-100.0 

-ed 64.2 73.8 47.6 69.0 64.1 63.3 86.6 64.1 43.3 74.4 80.0 80.0 43.3- 86.6 

100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 70.0 69.2 75.0 100.0 86.7 95.8 0.0-100.0 

Prepo- 79.2 100.0 83.3 100.0 94.4 66.7 100.0 97.2 95.6 94.5 92.3 94.5 66.7-100.0 
sitions100 •0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0-100.0 

* The top row in each feature accounts for the no change percent during oral reading. N 
\0 

The bottom row accounts for the no change percent during oral retelling. ...... 



Preliminary Summary Statement 
Regarding the Examination of 
the "Interference" Assumption 

In examining the habit formation's assumption that points of 
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difference between two languages cause interference and are problematic, 

this section attempted to examine seven features that have traditionally 

been reported in the literature to be "problems" for Spanish speaking 

children learning English. To guide the examination two questions were 

asked: Do the features identified in the literature occur in the per-

formance of the subjects on the oral reading and oral retelling tasks? 

and What is the frequency of occurrence and the ratio of their occur-

rence in proportion to the opportunities for them to occur? This inquiry 

was necessary to systematically monitor" every occurrence and deviation 

of the expected English pronunciation for every feature across texts, 

situations, and subjects. 

This examination answers the first two questions. Yes, the 

features occur, but the frequency of occurrence is the most significant 

finding. In no case was any feature produced 100% of the time, showing 

influence for Ll. Whenever any feature was produced 100% of the time it 

was in the native English expectancy. 

Individual Summary. 

1. The most apparent observation is the wide variation across each 

individual subject's productive control across all the features. 

No one subject had similar productive control of all the fea-

tures. 
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2. Every subject had at least some English production, with the 

lowest percentage being 8119, producing 10.2% no changes in the 

/~/ during oral reading, and the highest being 100% in the /~/, 

also by 8103 and 8104. There were other features that indivi

dual subjects had 100% expected responses, but it is interesting 

to use as an example the same feature which showed such a range. 

3. There were instances where subjects exhibited better control in 

the oral retelling than in the oral reading, e.g., 8111 had 

better control of the -s morpheme in the oral retelling than in 

the oral reading, i.e., 100% versus 80%. 

4. 80me subjects overgenera1ized morphological rules, e.g., 8129 

interchanged between saying sheep and sheeps during the oral 

retelling. Before one can make an overgenera1ization, one must 

have the rule. And, perhaps one must ask the question if a 

native English speaker is also capable of making the same inter

change. 

5. Another significant occurrence was the infrequent overgenera1iza

tions of the -ed during oral reading. Why would a student who 

demonstrates that he/she has the appropriate rule deviate occa

sionally to overgenera1ize? For example, 8112 said crooneded 

instead of crooned when the rest of the time he appropriately 

applied the /d/ ending to the expected -ed's. One possible 

explanation is "instructional interference." That is, when 

students are "taught" rules about endings, they may at times 



focus their attention on the rules instead of following their 

intuitive knowledge of the rule. 
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6. No two subjects had identical production patterns across all 

seven features. This suggests that we cannot lump students into 

one category and overgeneralize their productive control. Even 

in the two settings, oral reading and oral retelling, the stu

dents' productive control varied. This suggests that different 

situations may have ~nfluence on productive control of language 

features. 

7. All subjects had native English productions in their speaking 

repertoire. This suggests that they may be bilingual from the 

beginning; i.e., their first language may be both English and 

Spanish. 

Grade Summary. 

8. In some instances the second graders on some features had more 

mature English expectancy than their fourth and sixth grade 

counterparts, e.g., they had native English productive control 

of the I~/, the 18/, and the I~I at 71.2%, 83.3%, and 94.7%, 

respectively. 

9. Grade means involving the morphosyntactic features were pre

dominantly high, e.g., the -s morpheme only had a range of 7.3, 

with the native English production rates between 75.2 and 82.5. 

Also the prepositional productive rate was very high, compos

itely averaging 92.9%, the highest among all the features. 
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10. The lowest group composite percent in the no changes category 

was the native English production of the lal, 53.5%. But even 

this low composite mean is above 50%. This means that as a 

whole the 12 subjects are producing the native English expec-

tancy more than 50% of the time. 

11. The overall composite means suggest that the students as a whole 

approximate native English speakers more than they approximate 

monolingual Spanish speakers. 

12. The sixth graders approximated the native English productions 

of the I~I at 75.6% and the prepositions at 94.2%. 

13. The fourth graders only out-scored their second and sixth grade 

counterparts on their native English production of the -s mor-

pheme, at 82.5% 

14. The range for each grade across all the features was quite 

varied; e.g., the second graders had a 31.7 range, the fourth 

graders a 57.9 range, and the sixth graders a 39.0 range. In 

all groups the range averaged 39.4. 

Selected Descriptions of the Episodic 
Evidence During Oral Reading and 

Retelling Which Address Questions 3 and 4 

In the previous section the frequency of occurrences of selected 

features in proportion to the expected responses and the observed re-

sponses was thoroughly examined. Now that it has been established that 

the do occur and that the ranges vary across individuals and grades for each 

feature, across different texts, what needs to be be examined is whether Ll 

influences interfere with the construction of meaning in L2. In order to do 
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this, however, how does one prove that something doesn't make a difference in 

the absence of evidence that it does. The method employed to provide a 

base for examining how meaning is or isn't affected will be to look at 

several episodes of reading. In these episodes the effect of both the 

miscues and the L1 influences will be considered. 
\ 

This second section attempts to present episodic evidence to 

answer questions 3 and 4 in examining the interference assumption. 

Questions 3 and 4 were: What effect do the influences from the first 

language have on the comprehensibility of the resultant structures and 

passages? What evidence is there that these influences are or are not 

in fact interferences with comprehension? In order to systematically 

address these questions, different episodes paralleling meaning con-

structs from sections in the oral reading text with high Ll influence 

density on a certain feature will be compared to sections of the oral 

retelling, both in English and in Spanish. Also sections with low Ll 

influence density will be compared. If the reader will recall, these 

subjects retold in both languages. By using the Spanish retellings, 

meaning constructs can be compared with the section of a child's reading 

with high Ll influence density. In this way the children's native 

language, the language they control, is being used to cross-check the 

meaning after reading with the English oral reading. 

The first episode selected involves SIll, who had one of the 

highest deletion rates, i.e., 25% of the -ed morpheme, among the twelve 

subjects. The 25% represents the deletion of 30 of the 120 possible 

times that the -ed occurred in the story text. The following selection 
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includes a number of the -ed morphemes that were not deleted. This 

section demonstrates the sporadic and random deletion of the -ed. The 

following 11 stury test lines contain 10 -ed occurrences. SIll deletes 

the -ed only once. 

Episode #1: Selection from Sancho, 
the Fourth Grade Story Text 

0519 

0520 

0521 

SIll Oral Reading Transcription. 
C!.O..{ \ 

Nobody came. He called again, louder this 

time. 

"Maa! Maa! Maa!" 
'Ro!,,(·dta 

0522 Rosita rushed in with her basket of eggs. Sancho 

0523 

0524 

0525 

0526 

0527 

0528 

0529 

\1i5 
cried with happiness and butted his head against 

Res (;.it"ll-
her knees. He knocked Rosita down, and she 

on 
landed in the puddle of milk. 

basket and crashed around her. 

Eggs ~~ _out of 

Sancho~ 

the broken eggs, but they were not what he 

,,1-1- ?.tl-· c.e.r-~
2..SI'\-"''5n-t 

wanted. He took one uncertain step and flopped 

down into the ig6~y mess. 

the 

During oral retelling SIll only produced the -ed 4 times, with 

100% native English expectancy. The following section of the oral 

retelling demonstrates his productive control of the -ed morpheme in 

English. 

Comparable Oral English Retelling Section. 

S. She dropped the lady's eggs •.. 

R. Tell me about the cow. 
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S. He, he liked to do bad things. 

R. Oh, like what? 

S. He spilled things. 

R. Mmnun. 

S. He'd throw things down and make a mess. 

In the Spanish retelling SIll includes the following description 

which is related to the particular oral reading text mentioned above. 

Spanish Retelling. 

S. Pos, ella se fue agarrar los blanquillos y despues 1a vaca la, 

la tumbo y los, y los blanquillos se quebraron. 

English Translation. 

S. Well, she went to get the eggs then the cow knocked her down and 

the and the eggs broke. 

Discussion 

This section of the Spanish retelling demonstrates that SIll 

knows that the calf knocked Rosita down and that the eggs broke as a 

result. In both the English and Spanish retelling he keeps the past 

tense and shows evidence of comprehension. Meaning, thus, was not dis-

rupted in this particular section. There is no evidence of interference. 

Episode #2: Selection from Sancho, 
the Fourth Grade Story Text 

1010 

Sll2 Oral Reading Transcription. 
CR$) ~e c.he ~ Itel'"e. 
~~ found the bed where she was sleeping. ~ 

y-etLS h ClQrc.!>5 @ @;) cwt 
could not reach her because~ ~ in the 1011 



1012 

1013 

1014 

1015 

1016 

1017 

way. 
$ b\et @) ltv\ 

He bleated ~~tly. 
Rcs~ ~ahJ 

Rosita did not move. He 

tried to nose John out of the way, but John 
grcll+eJan 0...1 

only grunted~turned over. 

Sancho jumped upon the bed. 
Z.-thIA.O'Ib tl· th1.4rnbl" (\ s·th\A.l'>\b leA 
t,i·rll. - ~.+rift?c,.l. C-lVl ano.. 

thumped J0i.:n the head; another 
@~~~G 

skin~~ ack. 

On 
One foot 

~pra..~'\eci 50 
scraped some 
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This section of the story contains seven occurrences of the -ed 

morpheme. Three of the expected responses, i.e., tried, turned, and 

jumped, were produced as expected. However, in line 1016 the expected 

responses, thumped and scraped, were substituted with other -ed words 

that changed the meaning. The other expected response, bleated, was 

produced as a non-word without retention of the -ed morpheme. The non-

retention of the -ed morpheme for a non-word substitution is not repre-

sentative of Sl12's total responses containing non-word substitutions 

since Sl12 usually retained the appropriate -ed allomorph. Sl12 

substituted 10 non-words that retained the -ed morpheme. The retention 

of the -ed morpheme with non-word substitutions seems to suggest that 

Sl12 has knowledge of the morphosyntactic function of the past tense 

verb. The second observable phenomenon is the real word substitutions 

of the -ed morpheme that changed the meaning. These two miscues, i.e., 

the multiple attempts on thumped and sprained, suggest that Sl12 is 

trying to make sense, as evidenced by his many attempts on thumped and 

by substituting syntactically acceptable words. These miscues, as 

analyzed by miscue analysis, would have been coded as having changed the 

meaning. However, when comparing the portion of the Spanish retelling 



that elaborates on the story text contained this related information, 

Sl12 demonstrates that he was able to comprehend meaning. 

Spanish Retelling. 
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S. • •• se 'costaron y la calf se levanto y fue pa' ya y brinco 'riba 

de, de la cama. Y Ie pego al hombre en la cabeza y despues, 

despues, despues ella, no, despues el calf tumbo el hombre y, y, 

y, la mujer dijo, no despues el dijo que, que ten!a, no dijo que 

ya 'taba que ya Ie hab1a pegao en la cabeza po'que 'taba skinned. 

English Translation • 

.•• and the calf got up and went there and jumped on the bed. 

And he hit the man on the head and then, then, she, no, then 

the calf knocked the man down and, and, and, the woman said llo, 

then he said that that he had to, no, he said that he was, he 

had already hit him, hit him on the head because he was already 

skinned. 

In the English oral retelling, Sl12 gives a more general account of the 

incident. 

English Retelling. 

S. • .• And it had knocked down John from his bed. And then, uh John 

said that he had been skinned. 

Discussion 

S112' s Spanish version of the episodes in lines 1010 to 1017 pro

vides additional information to see if the reader had lost meaning as 

a result of producing semantically unacceptable miscues. As can clearly 
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be seen, Sl12 interpreted his multiple attempts on thumped as pego and 

hab!a pegao en 1a cabeza (hit and had hit him on the head). In spite 

of the different observed response to the expected, thumped, Sll2 got 

the meaning, as evidenced in his Spanish rendition. Likewise, sprained 

for scraped is transformed into the verb, skinned. This is interesting 

because the entire sentence according to miscue analysis would be coded 

syntactically and semantically unacceptable; resulting in a change of 

meaning. The past tenses are all retained in both the English and 

Spanish retellings, which again provides evidence that no interference 

has occurred. 

Episode #3: Selecting 
from Retelling 

This particular story, My Name is Miguel, does not have any real 

concentration of the It I feature in the story text. Therefore only a 

discussion of the observed responses that S104 produces during oral 

reading will be discussed, but the Spanish retelling and English retell-

ing will be provided to demonstrate that in spite of Sl04's high altera

tion rates, 71.4% of the I~I to I~/, he still knows what the meaning of 

the words are that contain the I~I sound in English, as revealed in his 

Spanish retelling. In My Name is Miguel I~I only occurred 14 times, and 

out of those 14 times the word teacher(s) appeared 10 times. Out of 

v v those 10 times Sl04 altered the expected lei to lsi 8 times, thus shift-

ing 80% of the occurrences. Instead of saying teacher, he said teasher. 

The following section from the Spanish retelling supports the statement 
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that Sl04's Spanish influence on his English production of teacher does 

not interfere with making sense. 

Sl04 Spanish Retelling Transcription. 

Spanish Retelling: 

S. • •. Y luego Ie yudo a y ••• y luego habian un .•. un school una un 

un school en la escuela. y •• y •• y •• hueron y fue el muchachito 

tambien. y •• y •. y vieron la maistra alIi. y Ie y •. y .. le dijo 

que iba ir pa Mexico y necesitaba a necesitaba a .. a .. a .. hablar 

en .• en spanol y luego di •• dijo si Ie pudia ayudar .•.. 

English Translation: 

S. . .. And then he helped him to and, and they they had a, a, a 

school at the school. And .• And .. and .• they saw the teacher 

there. And she and .. and she told him that she was going to go 

to Mexico and she needed to •.. she needed to •.• she needed to .. 

to .• speak in .. in Spanish. And then sa- said if he could help 

her •... 

Discussion 

This portion of the Spanish retelling demonstrates that Sl04 

does indeed know that teacher means teacher because he says maistra in 

Spanish, which means teacher in English. The central issue is that this 

phonological influence is not an interference. The term influence 

should be used because meaning was not changed. This phonological in-

fluence did not produce any semantic confusion in words in which "sh" 

and "ch" sounds were interchanged. 



Episode #4: Selection from 
Sancho (Fourth Grade Story) 
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The following episode also illustrates that the phonological 

influences of I~I from Spanish to I~I on English oral language produc-

tion does not interfere with meaning. 

0211 

0212 

0213 

0224 

0301 

0302 

0303 

0304 

0309 

0310 

0311 

Sl19 Oral Reading Transcription. 

Rosit~~~ a Mexican woman known through-
cl.e,...@ 

out the ranch 
""it@ 
wi th animals. 

country as one who had a way 
~he Q) @) a-
She would nurse motherless\calves 

Che@ 
..• She laid the calf on an old Mexican 

blanket. She pour~warm milk into a bo~te, 
set@) C AV'lJ 

then sat on the floor with the calf'e head in her 
C~e@ 

lap. She dribbled milk into his mouth, but the 

calf could not swallow. 

She put her finger into 
s+v..ck 

the calf's mouth~nd 
e-he.@ 

he sucked feebly. Slowly she poured milk into 

her hand and let it slip down his throat ••• 

Sl19 shifted the I~I to I~I in she five times out of the six 

expected. He also shifted the IBI to Idl in the word the, 2 out of 3 

times. In the following section from the Spanish retelling the subject's 

understanding of the feminine pronoun and the indefinite article is 

obvious. 

Spanish Retelling. 

S. El papa, john, fue 'taba rayando la, el caballo. Se hallo una 

vaquita y, la garro se la llevo pa' la casa. Se la dio a Rosita. 
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Rosita, uh, Ie dio leche. ya 'cina, ya cuando eso. Ya la dejo 

adentro ya ella fue pal huera pal barn cuando 'taba dormido la 

vaca. 

English Translation. 

S. The father, John, went, was riding the, the horse, He found 

himself a little cow and, grabbed it and took it home. He gave 

her to Rosita. Rosita gave her milk. And that "lay after 

that •.• She left her inside now, she went outside to the barn 

when the cow was asleep. 

Discussion 

Although Sl19's pronunciation of she shifted to [~i] during oral 

reading, it is obvious that he knows the meaning by his use of ella, 

which means she, in the Spanish retelling. His Spanish retelling (the 

language he controls) reveals he understood. On the surface it may have 

appeared he lost meaning, but he didn't. 

Summary 

What the data presented in this chapter has shown can be summed 

up simply. Features commonly cited as Ll "interferences" for Spanish 

speaking Chicano readers do occur to varying degrees in the oral reading 

and retellings of the subjects in this study. No subject comes anywhere 

near being totally consistent in any single feature. Subjects with high 

influences in one feature are low in other features. This variability 

is quite consistent with what linguists have found in other bilingual and 
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bidia1ecta1 communities. That is, there is a range of distribution of 

variance within the repertoire of individuals within the linguistic 

community. 

More important, however, the evidence presented shows no inter

ference in the comprehension of subjects that results from the L1 

influences selected to be examined for the purposes of this study. 

They are influences but not interferences. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE REEXAMINATION OF THE CONCEPT OF 
LANGUAGE INTERFERENCE--SUMMARY, 

IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

Summary 

Three important and significant concerns have emerged by 

tracing the evolution of the concept of language interference. 

The first concern is the transformation of the concept of 

language interference from Weinreich's (1953) neutral linguistic defi-

nition to the present day psychological definition with negative conno-

tations which Lado (1957) created. This process of transformation of 

the concept of language interference represents two very distinct 

belief systems and views as well as their consequences, as demonstrated 

in the paradigms that each developed. Weinreich was interested in the 

study of languages in contact. He foresaw no immediate pedagogical 

implications. His selection of the term, "language interference," was 

an unfortunate choice because for Weinreich an interference was tech-

nically a language influence. For Lado, on the other hand, an in flu-

ence is an interference, which becomes a technical term to mean 

"interference" with language learning and language effectiveness. For 

Lado, interference is by definition negative. Any points of differences 

beween two languages in contact are classified as potential problems or 

interferences. Lado's view led him to pedagogical implications that 

these problems or errors should be prevented and eliminated by focussing 
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instruction on them. He draws, in his instructional belief not on 

research but on behavioral learning theory in which interferences are 

extinguished and in their place the appropriate parts of language are 

taught step-by-step in a sequential fashion. In behavioral learning 

theory the initial steps involve repetition and memorization, thus the 

initial second language learning steps focussed on learning its sounds 

perfectly with no errors. The prerequisite for advancing or achieving 

in learning a second language becomes absolute elimination of errors 

which are seen as evidence of interferences from the first language on 

the second. 

The second concern is the circular nature of the research used 

to support Lado's logic and to validate his transformed definition of 

interference. As was reported, the majority of research on interfer

ence starts with the assumption that all first language features in a 

second language indeed are interferences. Thus, when the researchers 

examine linguistic behavior and describe features, they find there are 

influences and conclude they have demonstrated interferences. The logic 

is syllogistic in nature, i.e., all first language influences are inter

ferences by definition: I found influences therefore I found inter

ferences. The prior question rarely addressed is whether indeed any or 

all the first language influences do interfere with language learning 

and language effectiveness, i.e., the communication or construction of 

meaning. The term interference means a disruption or barrier of some 

kind. If all first language influences disrupted meaning then, as the 

logic followed, surely they must all be eliminated for language to be 
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used successfully. Thus, the focus on eliminating all the interferen

ces becomes the primary focus in the teaching practices which follow. 

This faulty logic, then, based on Lado's logical and pedagogical 

leaps became established tradition in second language teaching. Lado's 

assumption, that where there are points of difference between two lan

guages they will cause problems or interferences, has gone largely 

unquestioned and unchallenged for about two decades, The research on 

reading in Chapter V raises two important challenges. First is the 

extent to which first language influences actually dominate the fre

quency of occurrence at potential points in use of the second language. 

The second challenge is whether the influences in fact interfere with 

the construction of meaning. These challenges get at the very founda

tion of Lado's "languages as habit formation" paradigm and thus raise 

serious questions about his pedagogical implications. 

The third concern relates to why this illogical paradigm was 

adopted so readily and so universally. To understand that, it is 

necessary to understand the continuous metamorphosis of the language 

deficit view of Chicano children's language learning abilities in this 

nation's educational system. A deficit view has evolved based on 

pseudo-scientific premises which has had its roots in the more blatant 

racism of earlier decades. Lack of achievement is attributed to defi

ciencies in the child. In the evolved form this is "deficient" language 

due to first language interference. The reason for achieving or not 

achieving in school was found within the child. If the child failed, 

it had to be because the child "lacked" something. Earlier what was 
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lacking was presumably genetic. When such views became unpopular, it 

was easier to accept a view of the learner as victim of his/her own 

first language interference. So racism shifted to the scholarly use of 

scores from standardized achievement tests or other measures to prove 

that Chicano children as a group are indeed "inferior." It is, there

fore, not hard to understand the widespread acceptance of Lado's 

negatively transformed definition of language interference. Lado's 

definition, assumptions, and logic were welcome explanations for the 

Spanish speaking Chicano's "lack of success" in school achievement. If 

they don't succeed, they must have a "language deficit." Clearly this 

is only a new manifestation of the essentially racist perceptions of 

how Spanish-speaking children learn and achieve in school. It is the 

persistence of a need to find the cause of failure in the learners that 

causes Lado's "languages as habit formation" view and concept of 

"language interference" to continue to enjoy credibility and validity 

among ESL and bilingual teachers. Even a majority of Chicano educators 

themselves buy this deficlency view because they accept the view of 

their own group as deficient if only as victims of deprivation. If for 

decades one is consistently told and treated as "inferior," then with 

time one comes to believe it. The racism that is intertwined with the 

acceptance of language interference ala Lado frequently occurs when a 

Spanish speaking child's language consistently is managed and corrected 

when learning to speak, read, or write English in school. 

A few decades ago children were punished for speaking their 

first language at all. Now, it is the influences of that language on 
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their English which must be eradicated. Speaking correctly without 

errors or influences is a goal that very few can attain not because it 

is not possible but because it is not necessary. lihen language is 

ineffective, i.e., does not communicate, it changes. Change occurs in 

language use as humans try to make sense to others and to understand 

their meanings. But everyone, even in their native language, makes 

errors. That is, no one produces language according to an arbitrary 

standard of how it is supposed to sound. Language users are not error

free. To place the heavy burden on a child of being error-free in a 

second language is unnatural. Having such unrealistic expectations 

related to language learning is not only ineffectual; it is counterpro

ductive. It distracts language learners from the use of language to 

its form. Furthermore, their lack of success in achieving error-free 

performance convinces children that there is something wrong with them. 

They learn to think of themselves as losers. 

On the other hand, if we were to accept the natural occurrences 

of language errors, when learning a second language as we do in learning 

a first language, a child would not learn to fear using language and 

come to understand and accept that making errors is part of the process. 

The child would also take more risks, would focus on communicating, and 

would learn the second language by using it. Consequently, children 

would not see themselves as failures but instead as learners who under

stand that making errors is part of the language learning process. 

Perfection and a focus on form would not hinder the child. The form 



would not be separated from making sense, constructing meaning, 

communicating. 

Teacher Education Implications 
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The implications from the three concerns for teacher education 

are threefold: 1) myth breaking; 2) the process of revaluing; and 

3) curriculum revision. Myths about language learning and teaching are 

the most salient ones that need to be addressed in regards to the 

preparation and education of new and continuing teachers who work with 

Mexican American children. The misconceptions that have gained tradi

tional popularity in educational textbooks in all areas of study need to 

be seriously critiqued and revised. In the process, the curriculum 

currently in use needs revision through faculty cooperation. By pre

senting and disclosing the myths from the interplay among sociopolitical, 

theoretical, and empirical bases, future teachers and preservice and 

inservice teachers can then begin to experience the process of demythi

fication. And, thus build on and improve their strengths of critical 

thinking and decision making regarding the praxis, i.e., the reflection 

and action of theory and practice regarding how our children learn in 

school. This process K. Goodman (1981) calls revaluing. Revaluing 

focusses in the learner's ability to make his/her own decisions. It 

does not use a "banking system" of education (Freire, 1970), i.e., that 

the teacher holds all the knowledge and thus the student (whether a 

child or a preservice or inservice teacher) must sit and wait until the 

knowledge is "poured" and "deposited" into his/her head. Instead, 

revaluing involves the learner's active participation in examining old 
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beliefs about learning and teaching in school, making traditional teach

ing habits conscious, raising questions about where they came from, and 

then deciding if these practices are facilitative or detriments to 

learning. It is a process, not a remedy. It encourages critical think

ing. It does not encourage the dependence on others to make decisions 

for organizing the development, monitoring and evaluation of learning 

in school but instead allows teachers to gain confidence and support in 

their own decision making. 

Myth Breaking 

The central issue regarding how Chicano children's language 

learning ability is viewed stems from the sociopolitical and historical 

presence of the attitudes surrounding the legitimacy of using two lan

guages in bilingual communities. In this case the bilingual community 

is the Chicano one where historically Spanish and English have been 

used. Many language habitudes, i.e., habitual unexamined attitudes 

still persist. The "language interference" habitude, as revealed and 

disclosed in this thesis, represents one of the most widely accepted 

myths. "Language interference" ranges from a linguistic purity stance 

to a "semilingual" view. Language purists perceive language use to be 

standard and proper. Those in power, therefore, make the powerless 

believe that their language is nonstandard or improper, thus not pure, 

and less valued. In turn, most of the powerless, except for some 

mavericks, willingly accept this language purity myth. For Chicanos 

who are predominantly in the working class, this has meant that neither 

their Spanish nor their English has been viewed as acceptable, even by 
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themselves. This unacceptance has supposedly stemmed from "Spanish 

interfering with the learning of English." Those Chicanos who have made 

a transition into the middle class professions have rejected their own 

language background to do so and have thus bought into the language 

purity myth for both of the languages used in the community. They 

believe Chicanitos know neither Spanish nor English well and that they 

must learn "pure" forms of both languages to succeed academically in 

exchange for losing respect for their own dialects. They are doing a 

disservice to their Chicano children by degrading the Spanish dialects 

they and their children speak. This degradation may stem from a self

rejection syndrome or self-righteousness. This self-rejection and 

self-righteousness is a manifestation of elitism and linguistic chauvi

nism. The elitism is in the perceiver's eyes and ears as well as in 

the receivers' acceptance, i.e., in believing that one dialect is 

superior to another. Linguistic chauvinism mainly manifests itself by 

people believing that one dialect is "purer" than another. Language use 

is not the real issue; the control of the powerless by those in power is. 

Those in power have created "illusions" of "correct" and "standard" forms 

of language, and their perpetuation has continued by the powerless ac

cepting the myth as reality. 

This attitude or habitude is dangerous. Before, Chicano chil

dren were supposedly not achieving because they didn't speak "good" 

English. Now, they won't make it because they don't speak "good" Spanish 

either. The legitimacy of the evolution of languages in contact and in 



communicative use has been overshadowed by the historical presence of 

the language purity habitude. 
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Educationally this habitude has taken many avenues depending on 

people's experience. For the non-Hispanic teacher, this habitude might 

be practiced by patronizing the Chicano children, by trying to save 

them from themselves, and by accepting that their English is not "good." 

So they are made to practice to get rid of any phonological influences. 

Such teachers have good intentions, but are operating on language myths 

that have resulted from the rejection of minority children's language 

learning abilities and from accepting the "language deficit" view. On 

the one hand, some Chicano teachers who have experienced self-rejection 

as the price of educational success are now righteously imposing on the 

Chicano children the same self-rejection. "I made it by changing, so 

you must too. I'm Chicano so I know what's good for you." These indi

viduals may have variations of the language purity myth. For example, 

some may have elected to give up Spanish in order to speak "good" 

English without a trace of an accent frequently because they were 

punished or disciplined for speaking Spanish in school. But, still 

others are concerned with the maintenance of the purity of the Spanish 

language. In other words, it is fine to speak Spanish, but not "your" 

Spanish. Now the children are made to feel that their Spanish dialect 

is not "good" enough because it doesn't resemble some theoretical 

standard version that is supposedly superior. The children's Spanish 

dialect is now reduced to a low status position comparable to their 

"unacceptable" low status English dialect that doesn't theoretically 
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match the acceptable standard either. What results is that the children 

begin to think that their Spanish and English make them inferior. 

Changing basic attitudes and habitudes is one of the roles that 

institutions of higher education can assume. It requires demythifica

tion which will not come about if professors in colleges of education 

still adhere to these habitudes as well. The teacher educator's role 

is one of vital importance. Students and professors must question and 

reevaluate their own language learning habitudes that do not facilitate 

Chicano children's language development and growth. A good place to 

begin is with the habitude of "language interference," i.e., that the 

first language always interferes with the learning of the second. 

Teachers can go through the same process that this author took in the 

investigation of the concept and reexamination of its assumptions. The 

demythification process could proceed with the teachers ultimately making 

the decision to revalue or to retain their habitudes. 

To get rid of the "concept of language interference," it is 

necessary also to demythify habitudes in three other areas: 1) how 

reading works; 2) what the culture of Chicano children is; and 3) how 

language is learned and developed. Goodman (1976), Ginsberg (1972), 

and Williams, Whitehead, and Miller (1972) each addressed the tradi

tional habitudes that were and still are popular respectively. Each 

one employed demythitizing steps in order to uncover misconceptions 

about language usage, challenge basic unexamined assumptions and use 

the research examples to demonstrate discrepancies, inconsistencies or 

perceptions. Goodman (1976) examined the "common sense" assumption 
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that "reading is a precise and exact process." Ginsberg (1972) chal

lenged the accepted view that "a deprived environment retards children's 

speech, that this inferior speech leads to deficient thought, and that 

deficient speech and thought result in school failure" (p. 58). Williams 

et al. (1972), on the other hand, examined whether teacher attitudes 

about language variation affect teacher expectations of pupil's perfor

mances, particularly of minority and low socioeconomic children. 

Goodman (1976), along with many other miscue researchers, has 

raised basic questions about the traditional models that exist about 

reading, i.e., the phonics view and the hierarchial skills view. 

Because his psycho1inguistic theory of the reading process challenges 

the widely accepted "traditional" models, it is revolutionary. It goes 

against popular views and challenges their scientific evolution. It 

questions the bases of common instructional practices and raises serious 

questions about their validity for reading in first and second languages. 

Similarly, Ginsberg's challenge of the "cultural deprivation" 

myth marks a turning point. He traces the origin of this myth to the 

interpretation of Bernstein's (1961) social learning theory that corre

lated social class with linguistic development, i.e., supposedly middle 

class children naturally had more facility with language whereas the 

poor child was deficient. Without thorough examination of this theory, 

Bereiter and Englemann (1966) advocated the development of remedial 

programs for the "culturally and linguistically deprived" minorities iri 

the United States. These remedial programs were manifested in what is 

known as compensatory education today. This was the beginning of the 



317 

institutionalization of myths about poor children's language, not only 

at the state and federal levels but also at the college and university 

levels, especially in the schools and colleges of education. Ginsberg's 

review of studies, examining poor and middle class chilcCten 1 s language, 

revealed that few social class differences in language complexity exist. 

Ginsberg, like Goodman, presented discrepancies to raise questions about 

the presently accepted "cultural deprivation" theory. Williams et ale 

(1972) found that "teachers expectations of children's performance in 

subject matters were partially predictable upon the basis of language 

attitudes" (p. 275). They demonstrated the role that perception plays 

in evaluating a child's language use. Like Goodman and Ginsberg, the 

Williams team provided evidence to demonstrate consistencies and incon

sistencies with perception and reality. 

These three works provide us with examples of the process of 

demythification. Perhaps by inductively identifying the steps of 

demythification that these three works employ, teacher education can 

begin to investigate the degree to which a demythification process can 

work with teachers and future teachers. The demythification steps are 

as follows: 

1) Presents conventional point of view, but states non acceptance 

or questions. 

2) Traces its historical origin by presenting the original hypo

thesis or assumption, elaborating with practices, and citing 

its current educational practices. 



3) Finds and gives additional information about studies that 

investigate other aspects and reveal contrastive or similar 

findings. 
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4) Makes a statement, based on previously cited evidence, that 

supports new or scientifically based point of view and rejects 

the conventional traditional one. 

5) Concludes that resulting practices are based on wrong assump

tions. 

6) Gives further evidence to support the premise which is scienti

fically based. 

7) Draws examples of dynamic and untraditional ways of illustrating 

new premises. 

8) Questions the instructional practices based on the conventional 

traditional view. 

9) Challenges the preservice and inservice educator to reexamine 

and to revalue their traditionally held theory and practice 

(praxis) given the new evidence presented. 

10) Leaves the decision making to the individuals in preservice and 

inservice since ultimately they must live with the responsibility 

of their choice(s). 

Revaluing 

The impact of this demythification process lies in the process 

of revaluing, to which an educator must become committed. In other 

words, what are the possibilities for change given the type of decision 

making that one chooses? 
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First Possibility. What if the teachers accept the new knowl

edge or point of view? It may put them into disarray because previously 

held beliefs, attitudes, and habitudes are being systematically chal

lenged, especially if the new knowledge makes sense. If the teachers 

decide to change, then they experience a period of assimilation and 

accommodation. Next, a restructuring occurs which then has to be tested, 

i.e., presented or applied in a planned or spontaneous situation. This 

attempt involves a certain amount of risk-taking because its consequen

ces are unpredictable. Experienced teachers may be dismayed to realize 

that many of their favorite teaching strategies and techniques can no 

longer be justified. They know first what not to do before they know 

what to do. New ideas and their application involve more risks. Taking 

risks is scary. Not many adults can really handle the unexpected; but 

once they experience a tested hypothesis and its confirmation or discon

firmation occurs, then new confidence emerges. 

Second Possibility. What if the teachers partially accept some 

aspect of the argument or"presentation in this work? The individual may 

assimilate but not accommodate the information. In other words, given 

the paridigm that such persons function under, they may just incorporate 

only some of the information into their established paradigm. 

Third Possibility." What if the teachers totally reject the 

presentation? The reasons behind this rejection may stem from the 

individual's historical perception of viewing these beliefs based on 

established opinions, ignorance, faulty logic, non-interest, threat to 

ego, or simply not being willing to deal with discrepancies. How people 
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view the world generally governs their actions. If they have already 

decided that their beliefs are justified and work, then they may see no 

reason to view it from a different perspective. In other words, their 

personal vested interest has already become sacred. To raise questions 

about it would mean unplanned change. Change is not easy. It requires 

time for restructuring, for experimenting, for taking risks, for growing. 

Fourth Possibility. What if the teachers do not completely 

understand, but recognize that they need more time and experience in 

testing the new ideas against reality? Such persons may be in a period 

of gestation, i.e., whereby the information is on hold until planned or 

unplanned experiences or situations allow it to surface for conscious 

and deliberate reexamination. These people are much more cautious and 

will want to test their theories for themselves. In other words, their 

decisions are based on exploring the validity of the information. As 

risk-takers, they proceed with caution, but do take risks. 

Revaluing creates disequilibrium. Once the evidence demonstrates 

the invalidity of certain'instructional practices, then teachers know 

what not to do but not what to replace it with. This predicament is not 

intentional nor is it an attack on the teachers themselves, but a mere 

consequence of the revaluing process. Sharing information and knowledge 

is simple but changes in attitudes and habitudes are difficult to facili

tate. The demythification process is an attempt to demonstrate change 

can occur, but its understanding can only be considered with enough time 

and effort. By undergoing the process of demythification, teachers can 

begin to understand how misunderstandings evolved out of the rejection 
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of minority kids by focussing on their "language learning deficiencies." 

This is very hard to accept for people who are sincere but wrong. It 

is hard to accept that they have been using unsound instructional prac-

tices too, especially if they do not know what practices would be more 

appropriate. Consequently, they find themselves helpless. Curriculum 

revision, however, through faculty cooepration, is one solution to such 

teachers' momentary helplessness. 

Curriculum Revision and 
Pedagogical Implications 

If one chooses to revalue, then one must have new curriculum. 

Any new curriculum is not a new program to buy or to implement, but it 

includes a process of creating and adapting instructional strategies 

that incorporate the new principles, new attitudes, and the new knowl-

edge with faculty members working together with respect for each other. 

As the old negative values, attitudes, and habitudes are replaced with 

new positive values, attitudes, .and habitudes, a new curriculum emerges. 

This process must involve-first and foremost a positive attitude about 

all children's language learning abilities and respect their develop-

mental processes. Secondly, it must focus on the language strengths 

that children bring to every learning situation. After all, they have 

learned to communicate with others without formal instruction. For 

Chicano children who come to school speaking dialects of Spanish, this 

means accepting their abilities to communicate in their mother tongue 

and respecting their first language. The first language influences 

upon second language learning should be treated as developmental and 
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viewed as a strength in language development. The richness of being 

bilingual must be exploited in curriculum development. 

We must concentrate on expansion instead of eradication and 

replacement based on Ll influences and interferences. The first lan-

guage must be used as a strength to build upon. Children learn much 

about the world in their first language. They can share their learnings 

in Spanish with teachers, who can explore these experiences in English 

and Spanish with their students. For example, if a child is already 

proficient in his/her reading in Ll, then when reading L2 materials 

silently, the teacher should explore what interpretations the child has 

constructed by using the child's Ll. The rationale is that the child 

already has productive control of Ll; therefore meanings should be dis-

cussed in his/her language strength since the child is developing 

his/her productive ccacrol of L2. 

We must provide experiences that serve bilingual Chicano 

children's needs and purposes as well as creating experiences for growth 

and understanding. For example, Goodman et ale (1979, p. 37) suggest 

that we must read to children: 

Time must be found to read to children daily. All humans have 
greater receptive control than productive control. That is, 
they can understand through listening and reading more than 
they are able to produce through speaking and writing. Chil
dren can be read to from the literature of both languages that 
they are learning. This provides them with fine literature 
they cannot yet read for themselves, and it tunes their ears 
to structures of language and knowledge they cannot get through 
reading on their own. 

This instructional practice is consistent with the psycholinguistic 

theory of the reading process and is referred to as "whole language." 
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Whole language instructional practices focus on the holistic aspects of 

learning, i.e., language learning is not separated from its contextual 

meaning. Whole stories are read in order to provide a communication 

from beginning to end. Meaning in context allows the child to make 

sense; i.e., more information is available and the context provides a 

total, meaningful experience. 

We must build on maintaining both languages and cultures in 

order to build mutual respect and trust. This can be done by organizing 

the learning experiences around the children's needs, curiosities, and 

questions. Central themes can provide the organizational structure for 

units. 

Integrating subject matter around a central theme or unit of 
work often grows out of a problem which the students may have 
selected such as noise pollution, scarcity of water, conflict 
on the playground, land use, vanishing species, changes in 
family structure, etc. The problems which the students iden
tify are most often relevant and meaningful to the students 
(Goodman et al., 1979, pp. 36-37). 

Traditional instructional practices separate knowledge into times and 

subjects that are at times irrelevant to the children's prior knowledge 

and experiences. By integrating the curriculum around central themes, 

both teachers and students will enjoy learning and teaching because it 

is more relevant. The children will learn that both English and Spanish 

serve functional purposes as they are involved in relevant biliteracy 

experiences. 

We must learn from our children how they learn by observing and 

monitoring their development. Y. Goodman (1978) calls this "kid 

watching." By this she means that teachers need to collect language 
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samples, both in oral and written language. For example, a teacher 

can keep records which include actual writing samples and tape record

ings of the children's oral reading. These samples can be used to note 

growth and development. 

Children's growth becomes obvious through their expanding 

abilities. Students learn to speak differently in different settings, 

to read a wide variety of materials and to write to varied audiences 

when provided experiences where the function and the need to do these 

things are available. For example, Miguel, a five-year-old in a bilin-

gual classroom in Tucson, Arizona, writes in English for the first time 

to his friend Katie because she is sick and at home. He explains that 

he wrote it in English because Katie doesn't understand Spanish. Both 

the teacher and the mother were quite surprised because Miguel had not 

had any formal instruction in writing English. But, because Miguel had 

a need to communicate with his sick friend across time and distance, he 

used the most appropriate mode, writing: 

cJo...T 

Y'JJ 
~( 

W()J L, M'tQ \) e\ 
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Miguel has many language strengths. He knows how to space, form his 

letters in English, both upper case and lower case, and knows how to 

address the receiver, Kade, as well as how to end the letter, from 

Miguel. His spelling o~ hope (jop) demonstrates a strength and his 

knowledge of Spanish, i.e., in Spanish the sound~, is usually expressed 

with a i. He spelled Katie, Kade, just how it sounded. Certainly this 

is not a language "interference" but an influence. Samples like these 

will provide teachers with more information about how both oral and 

written language develops in meaningful contexts in both languages. 

We must try to understand why children interpret differently 

from the responses that adults expect. Children provide insight into 

cultural views as well as developmental views of knowledge when we 

examine these as legitimate alternatives to usual expectations. For 

example, a fourth grader's response to a portion of a story that was 

read to him in English is understandable once one asks why he said what 

he did. In this particular story a little old man who couldn't read 

accidentally bought some buttermilk at the grocery store. In his re

telling in Spanish, the language he controls productively, he said 

" y el pobre viejito cornia leche con mantiquilla de cacahuates" 

( ••• and the poor little old man ate milk with peanut butter in it). 

What Jose had done was use his prior experience and knowledge to make 

sense out of this portion of the story. He had eaten peanut butter 

before and knew what milk was, of course. So, when the teacher read 

that the little old man had accidentally bought buttermilk he inter

preted this as milk with peanut butter in it. Or when a student from 



Dysart School District in greater Phoenix writes in Spanish, Jugamos 

nariet, and the teacher doesn't understand until she asks; then one 

comes to understand the child's logic. The little boy wrote "we play 

not-it." He transformed "not-it" into its Spanish form; very logical 

to a child who plays tag, and how important it is to say "not-it" 

(nariet) • 

326 

We must learn to accept errors as part of the developmental 

processes. Errors or alternatives to expectations provide insights to 

the development and intellectual functioning of the child in oral and 

written language learning. In other words, we must learn to accept 

that poor children have many strengths, that Spanish/English bilingual 

children can achieve. If we do this, it will make a big difference. 

Chicano children will not grow up thinking that they are destined to 

fail, to drop out, to not speak "well." 

Needed Research 

Along with the challenge of examining, uncovering, and demon

strating the faulty assumptions upon which a concept, such as "language 

interference" is based on, there also follow added responsibilities. 

Those responsibilities include identification of research problems 

related to the development of English as a second language by Spanish 

speaking Chicano children, along with the continued examination of the 

questions raised by the thesis proposed. 
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Unanswered Questions 

Questions related to language development among Chicano Spanish 

speaking children must be realistic and situation-generated. Resear

chers must collaborate with teachers, parents, and ~he children when 

forming the questions. It is a slow but deliberate process. The fol

lowing questions are at the pre-collaboration stage. Because of the 

investigative nature of this treatise, many unanswered questions have 

been raised. 

Teacher perceptions and attitudes 

1) How do teachers' perceptions of a child's first language influ

ences on the second language influence their evaluation of the 

child's reading proficiency? 

2) What are the teachers' attitudes and perceptions of codeswitching 

in school? 

3) How do teachers respond to children's use of codeswitching in 

school? 

4) How do teachers view the learning and teaching of a second 

language? How is that related to how they teach and organize 

the learning environment and situations? 

5) How are teaching and learning similar and different? How do 

children view both? How do teachers view the relationship? 

6) How do teachers handle paradigm shifts?; i.e., what are their 

strategies with dealing and implementing new knowledge about 

language learning that goes counter to their established prac

tices and beliefs? 
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Children and parents perceptions of language development 

1) How does a child's self-perception of his/her Ll and L2 abili

ties vary across contexts? 

2) How do children's peers influence their attitudes about L2 

development, i.e., speaking, reading, and writing? 

3) What attitudes and values do Chicano parents have about their 

children's abilities to learn English? 

4) What home values and practices promote literacy and biliteracy 

development? 

5) How does language loss occur at home? 

Second language Development 

1) How does a pre-schooler's L2 develop? 

2) If we monitored a young child's first and second language 

development (reading and writing) longitudinally for K through 

6th, how would Ll influences change? 

3) Why do chil~ren at the same age with similar experiences and 

from the same community or family vary according to the amount 

of Ll influences on the L2? 

4) How do receptive and productive controls develop in the second 

language? Across different contexts? 

5) If a child is a proficient reader in his/her first language, 

how does he/she use this proficiency when reading in a second 

language? 

6) What developmental processes occur with people who can only 

read a second language but not speak it? 
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7) When LI does interfere with communication, what strategies do 

the communicants use to make sense? 

8) Do the children's LI influences shift from context to context? 

All of these questions need to be addressed so that we can gain 

a better understanding about the how, what, and why of language develop-

ment of bilingual students in schools and at home. The new knowledge 

will no doubt raise serious questions about old knowledge and tradi-

tional practices, which must lead to myth breaking, revaluing, and 

curriculum revision. 

Research Approaches Needed 
to Investigate the 
Unanswered Questions 

We need to do many different kinds of research depending on the 

types of questions being asked. Some questions may call for ethno-

graphic, descriptive, or historical research while still others may call 

for an experimental design. Case studies as well as longitudinal 

studies will need to be employed. Researchers must not be afraid to do 

"messy" research to generate and test hypotheses or examine assumptions, 

because what is necessary is that new knowledge be reality-based, NOT 

artifically controlled or simulated. 

If we are going to gain new knowledge which will have impact on 

schooling, research problems need to be identified by the bilingual 

teachers in the field in cooperation with researchers. Classroom obser-

vation on how language learning is organized will definitely ~e one of 

the most important areas to explore. The collaboration between 
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theoretician, researcher, and practitioner will need to become a necessary 

triad in generating, testing, and reconstructing hypotheses about chil

dren's learning processes. Using the most current knowledge that we 

have about language learning and continuing to examine its validity by 

using real kids in real situations will be essential. Involving the 

teacher can provide additional insights to all aspects of this process. 

During this process continuous examination of assumptions and logic also 

need to be done so that new pedagogical implications will gain accep

tance because they are based on new knowledge and carefully examined 

assumptions, not on misconceptions and language mythology. 

One of the most important explorations related to examining 

language influence from the first language on the second is the analysis 

of the same salient features across different contexts with different 

age groups. This would add to our knowledge about how context as well 

as language difference influence language features. Longitudinal 

studies with different children in different regions would most likely 

yield additional information that would confirm or disconfirm aspects 

of this thesis. When the first language interferes with the construction 

of meaning, we need to know what strategies the communicants use to 

resolve such problems which in turn may provide implications for 

instructional strategies. Such strategies have not been officially 

documented. We need to look at these strategies with spoken and written 

language in and out of school settings. 

Monitoring language changes both in the first and second lan

guage would provide the necessary information needed to know when a 
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child's language is at certain points of development and what influences 

change. We would learn the important signs to look for and provide 

teachers with information about how to respond to children and how to 

structure learning situations. In other words, teachers would become 

more knowledgeable about how language develops, as well as how to 

stimulate and organize its growth and expansion. 

Concluding Statement 

The myths associated with language learning are numerous. What 

this treatise has attempted to do, in a systematic and interdisciplinary 

way, is to examine the genesis of a language myth related to Chicano 

children's English language learning abilities. The concept of language 

interference has been redefined and expanded. It all began with simple 

question such as where did it come from? What does it mean? And how 

is it used? John F. Kennedy once said: "For the greatest enemy of the 

truth is very often not the lie--deliberate, continued and dishonest-

but the myth--persistent, persuasive, and unrealistic" (Yale, 1962). 

It is the new myths that we must stop before they gain an established 

and "authentic" popularity in our educational and instructional circles. 

Indeed myths are persistent because they often are not questioned; they 

are persuasive because they offer a simplistic view of a complex reality; 

and they are unrealistic because they disguise the truth. Our percep

tions of reality guide us in explaining it. If reality is perceived 

from a linear, cause-and-effect gaze, then explanations of reality 

become simplistic and common sense. But if perceptions of reality take 
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into account the complexity and interrelationships that phenomena share, 

then construction of reality will certainly differ and may come closer 

to representing the reality that is being examined. Myths are born 

from linear perceptions of reality. Myths die from investigating their 

origin and relevance to reality when reality is presented from another 

perspective and by disclosing their invalidity. It is hoped that the 

"language interference" myth in educational practices has been buried, 

at least for some, but especially for teachers and researchers whose 

rejection of myths will have profound impact on the learning and 

schooling success of children. 



APPENDIX I 

STORY TEXTS USED 
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333 



0101 

0102 

0103 

0104 

0105 

0106 

0107 

0108 

0109 

0110 

0201 

0202 

0203 

0204 

0205 

0206 

0207 

0208 

0209 

0210 

0211 

0212 

0213 

0214 

0215 

0216 

0217 

0218 

0219 

0301 

MY NM1E IS MIGUEL: 
Second Grade Story 

One afternoon, Mr. Diaz said, "Miguel, 

will you help me before you go outside?" 

"Please, Father! Don't call me Miguel!" 

Miguel said. 

"But that is your name," said Mr. Diaz, 

surprised. 

"But it's not my name. Miguel is a Spanish 

word. My name is Mike," the boy answered. 

"Mike?" Mr. Diaz asked. "Is Mike better 

than Miguel, my son?" 

"Yes, it's a better name," Miguel said. 

"In this country, boys don't have strange 

names like Miguel. People laugh at me when 

I tell them my name. So please, Father, I 

want to be called Mike from now on." 

"I see," Mr. Diaz said. He looked away 

from his son. He knew that Miguel felt sad 

because he didn't like his name. 

Mr. Diaz also.knew there were other 

things that Miguel didn't like about his 

family. For one thing, Miguel didn't want 

his father and mother to speak to him in 

Spanish when his friends were visiting. 

"Don't talk in Spanish," Miguel had said 

one night. "Speak English. My friends don't 

know Spanish, and they don't know what 

you are saying. Their fathers and mothers 

speak English, and my friends laugh when 

they hear you talk in Spanish." 

"Why should they laugh?" Mr. Diaz asked. 
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0302 

0303 

0304 

0305 

0306 

0307 

0308 

0309 

0310 

0311 

0312 

0313 

0314 

0315 

0316 

0317 

0318 

0319 

0401 

0402 

0403 

0404 

0405 

0406 

0407 

0408 

0409 

0501 

0502 

0503 

"Because Spanish is different," Miguel 

answered. "That is why." 

"Is it so bad to be different?" Mr. Diaz 

wanted to know. 

'iYes Fahter," Miguel answered. "It's very 

bad to be different. I want to be like all my 

friends." 

"Why?" Mr. Diaz asked again. 

"I just do," said Miguel. He felt cross 

because he didn't know why he couldn't 

give his father an answer. "And it's not only 

that you speak Spanish," he went on. "But 

you also go to school. I thought that schools 

were made for children." 

"But I go to learn! Is it not a good thing 

to learn, my son?" Mr. Diaz asked. 

"It's not that," the boy said. "You are not 

a child. You are too old to go to school." 

"Mr. Diaz answered, "I do not go to your 

class in the morning. I go to a class at night. 

All the people there are big now. But our 

teacher does not think we are too old to go 

to school. She is glad that we all want to 

learn. That is why she comes to night school 

to help us. 

"But she has to teach you," Miguel said, 

still cross. "She is a teacher." 

Mr. Diaz felt sad. "My son," he said, 

"go out and play. I will do my work alone. 

Miguel rant out of the house. He was glad 

0504 to go. He didn't stop to think that his 

0505 

0506 

father was sad. He liked to get away from 

the house. There, he was always Miguel. 

335 



0507 Outside, he was someone else. He was Mike. 

0601 

0602 

0603 

0604 

Sometimes, Miguel had homework to do 

when he came home from school. Once in a 

while, his friend George came home with 

him. Then the two boys did their homework 

0605 together. And sometimes, Miguel went to 

0606 

0607 

0608 

0609 

0610 

0611 

0612 

0613 

George's house to do his homework. 

When Miguel went to George's house, 

he always looked around. How different 

George's house looked inside! George's 

parents didn't wear the same kind of clothes. 

The food they ate was different. And his 

parents always talked in English. 

Miguel thought that everything different 

0614 must be better. He liked to go to George's 

0615 house, but he didn't like for George to come 

0616 home with him. 

0617 Mr. Diaz often had homework to do, too. 

0618 One afternoon, Mr. Diaz was at home when 

0701 Miguel and George came in. He was sitting 

0702 

0703 

0704 

0705 

0706 

0707 

0801 

0802 

0803 

0804 

0805 

0806 

at the big table in the kitchen, and he had a 

lot of papers in front of him. 

"My friend and I have homework to do, 

Father," Miguel said. "We need that table 

for our papers." He wished that his father 

would go out of the room. 

But Mr. Diaz moved some of his homework 

out of the way and said, "Here. Now there 

is room for all." 

"No, no," Miguel said. "You can't work 

here, Father. We talk while we do our work, 

and you couldn't get your homework done." 
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0807 

0901 

0902 

0903 

0904 

0905 

0906 

0907 

0908 

0909 

1001 

1002 

1003 

1004 

1005 

1006 

1007 

1008 

1009 

1010 

1011 

1012 

1013 

1014 

1015 

1016 

1017 

1018 

1019 

1101 

1102 

1103 

1104 

"Oh, we can be quiet, Mike," George said. 

The two boys started their homework. 

Then George saw that Mr. Diaz did not 

know how to do some of his work. "can 

I help you with something?" George asked. 

"My father does not need your help," 

Miguel said. He didn't want George to see 

what his father was doing. 

"Thank you George," Mr. Diaz said. "I do 

need your help. I do not know this word." 

George looked at the book Hr. Diaz was 

holding. "That word is 'bubble'. It's a hard 

word to read." Then George said, "Are you 

coming to our school tonight, Mr. Diaz?" 

Mr. Diaz looked surprised. "Why should 

I go to your school tonight?" he asked. 

"All the parents will be there tonight. 

Our school is having an open house so the 

parents can talk to the teachers. Didn't 

Mike tell you about tonight?" 

Miguel didn't look at his father when he 

said, "I didn't tell him." 

Mr. Diaz saw that Miguel didn't want him 

to visit the school. He also saw that Miguel 

didn't want the teacher to meet his parents. 

Mr. Diaz said to George, "Miguel's mother 

has been sick this week with a bad cold. 

But I will come to the school tonight." 

Mr. Diaz didn't say anything to Miguel. 

That night, Mr. Diaz told Miguel, "You 

do not have to go with me. I can go alone." 

Miguel answered, "The teacher and the 

class will know you are my father. So I might 
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1105 

1106 

1107 

1201 

1202 

1203 

1204 

1205 

1206 

1207 

1208 

1301 

1302 

1303 

1304 

1305 

as well go, too." 

All the lights were on when Mr. Diaz and 

Miguel came into the school building. Many 

people were walking in and out of different 

classrooms. They were talking and laughing, 

and all the parents seemed to be having a 

good time. 

Miguel took his father to his classroom. 

He went over to his teacher and said, "Miss 

Winters, I would like you to meet my father. 

My mother couldn't come tonight." 

"Hello, Mr. Diaz," Miss Winters said in a 

happy voice. "I'm so glad to meet you. I 

want to meet Mrs. Diaz, too, when she can 

come visit here." She smiled at Miguel. "I 

hope you and your father can stay after the 

1306 others go home. I want your father to help 

1307 me with something." 

1308 Miguel looked surprised. "How could my 

1309 

1401 

1402 

1403 

1404 

1405 

1406 

1407 

1408 

1409 

1410 

1411 

1412 

1413 

father help you?" he asked. 

"Me?" Mr. Diaz said at the same time. 

"You are a teacher. I am the one learning." 

Miss Winters laughed. "I go to a Spanish 

class," she said. "I'm trying to learn to speak 

Spanish, but it's very ~ard for me." 

"I didn't know teachers went to school," 

Miguel said. 

"Oh yes, Miguel," Miss Winters answered. 

"Teachers go to school to learn more. We 

want to learn new things, too." She looked 

at Mr. Diaz. "Spanish is beautiful! But I 

need help with some of the words. Could you 

help me, Mr Diaz?" 
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1414 "I will be glad to do what I can," Mr. 

1415 Diaz answered. 

1416 Miguel couldn't believe what he had 

1417 heard. Did Miss Winters really need his 

1418 father's help? Then he said out loud, "Did 

1419 you say that Spanish is beautiful?" 

1501 "Why, yes. Anyone would say that Spanish 

1502 is beautiful, II Miss Winters said. "I want 

1503 to go to Mexico this summer. But I have to 

1504 learn more Spanish before summer comes." 

1505 Miss Winters turned to Mr. Diaz. "I can't 

1506 speak Spanish the way you do," she said. 

1507 "And I think you will laugh at the way I 

1508 speak. But, with your help, maybe I can 

1509 speak it well enough to go to Mexico." 

1601 Mr. Diaz smiled. "I will not laugh at 

1602 your Spanish if you will not laugh at my 

1603 English," he said. 

1604 

1605 

1606 

1607 

1701 

1702 

1703 

1704 

1705 

1706 

1707 

1708 

1709 

1801 

Miss Winters smiled, too. She said, 

"Thank you, amigo." 

Mr. Diaz was pleased. "I see you know 

the word for friend! he said. 

Then Miss Winters saw that other parents 

were waiting to talk to her. As she turned 

away, she said, "Thank you again, amigo." 

"Think of that! Miguel said. "My teacher 

wants to learn Spanish! And she is as old 

as you are, Father! But still she wants to 

learn more." 

Just then,. George came over to Mr. Diaz. 

"I want you to meet my father," he said. 

"Is that all right with you, Miguel -- I 

339 



340 

1802 mean Mike?" Mr. Diaz asked. 

1803 "Sure, amigo!" Miguel said. Then he 

1804 said, "You don't have to call me Mike. 

1805 "But I thought you said that Mike was a 

1806 better name," Mr. Diaz said. 

1807 The boy smiled at his father. "My name 

1808 is Miguel," he said. 
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SANCHO: 
Fourth Grade Story 

0101 The little calf stopped crying and sank to the 

0102 ground. He had called until his voice was only 

0103 a breath. Hunger had gnawed his empty stomach 

0104 for so many hours that he was numb with pain. 

0105 Now he wanted to sleep. 

0106 He did not struggle when John Kerr, the' 

0107 rancher, lifted him gently to the saddle. The 

0108 rocking gait of the horse did not wake him. He 

0109 did not know when he was placed in the arms 

0110 of Rosita, John's wife. 

0111 "Here's another pet for you, Rosita. He's 

0112 pretty far gone. He's been too long without food. 

0113 I doubt whether you can save him." 

0114 "A Sancho, a pet? My poor little Sancho. That 

0201 is what I will name you." Rosita crooned. "So 

0202 dirty. So hungry. Where did you find him, 

0203 John?" 

0204 "Beside the boghole 'l7here his mother died. 

0205 How her calf escaped is a mystery. He can't be 

0206 more than three days old." 

0207 "It is plain enough," replied Rosita. "It is 

0208 meant that he should live. You will be proud 

0209 of this scrawny little starved Longhorn someday. 

0210 Have no doubt." 

0211 Rosita was a Mexican woman known through-

0212 out the ranch country as one who had a way 

0213 with animals. She would nurse motherless calves 

0214 and colts who had hardly a flicker of life. In a 

0215 few weeks she would turn them out on the range 

0216 lively as jumping beans. 

0217 Kerr's ranch was smaller than most. It lay 



0218 south of San Antonio, Texas, not far from the 

0219 Mexican border. The death of a cow was a 

0220 money loss to John. When the calf died too, the 

0221 loss was double. 

0222 Rosita carried the calf into her clean kitchen, 

0223 where the thick adobe walls kept out the sum-

0224 mer heat. She laid the calf on an old Mexican 

0301 blanket. She poured warm milk into a bottle, 

0302 then sat on the floor with the calf's head in her 

0303 lap. She dribbled milk into his mouth, but the 

0304 calf could not swallow. The milk ran into her 

0305 

0306 

0307 

0308 

0309 

0310 

0311 

0312 

0313 

0314 

0315 

0316 

0317 

0318 

0319 

0320 

0321 

0322 

0323 

0324 

0401 

0402 

lap. 

"So young to lose your mother, my Sancho. 

You do not know how to drink, but Rosita will 

teach you. We will try this way." 

She put her finger into the calf's mouth, and 

he sucked feebly. Slowly she poured milk into 

her hand and let it slip down his throat. Enough 

went into his empty stomach to awaken the 

hunger pangs. He pushed and nudged and tried 

to make the milk flow faster. 

"Enough for now," Rosita said. She saw the 

calf was growing tired. "A little bit of milk 

often is better than too much all at once." 

She let him sleep, but she was never far away. 

When he awoke, she fed him again. The warm 

milk began to work its magic. Once when she 

was slow with the bottle, be bleated feebly and 

she laughed. 

"So you can talk. When your voice returns, 

you will frighten the coyotes." 

Sometimes Sancho was so eager that instead of 

swallowing he would blow the milk into Rosita's 
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0403 

0404 

0405 

0406 

0407 

0408 

0409 

0410 

0411 

0412 

0501 

\ 0502 

0503 

0504 

0505 

0506 

0507 

0508 

0509 

0510 

0511 

0512 

0513 

0514 

0515 

0516 

0517 

0518 

0519 

0520 

0521 

0522 

0523 

face. She would laugh and wipe it off with her 

apron. 

Between feedings that day she prepared hot 

tamales for John's supper. She rolled small cores 

of ground meat in cornmeal, which she had sea

soned with chili powder and red peppers. Then 

she wrapped the cores in dried corn husks and 

put them on the fire to stearn. She set a pot of 

frijoles, large brown beans, on the back of the 

stove. As she worked, she talked to Sancho in 

low soothing tones. He watched her as she 

moved about the kitchen. 

Late in the afternoon while Sancho was asleep, 

Rosita went to the barn to gather the eggs and 

milk the cow. He woke up again while she was 

gone, and his stomach was empty. He cried, but 

nobody carne. Somewhere there was milk. He 

could smell it. 

He kicked and struggled and finally got to his 

feet. His knees were weak, but he managed to 

get to the table. He could smell the milk, which 

was in a bowl near the edge of the table. Sancho 

did not know how to drink, so he nudged the 

bowl with his nose until it crashed to the floor. 
.: . 

Now the good smell was at his feet. He moved 

about in the milk sniffing it, but still he could 

not drink it. 

"Maa, maa, maa." 

Nobody carne. He called again, louder this 

time. 

"Maa! Maa! Maa!" 

Rosita rushed in with her basket of eggs. Sancho 

cried his happiness and butted his head against 
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0524 her knees. He knocked Rosita down, and she 

0601 landed in the puddle of milk. Eggs flew out of 

0602 the basket and crashed around her. Sancho nosed 

0603 

0604 

0605 

0606 

0607 

the broken eggs, but they were 

wanted. He took one uncertain 

down into the gooey mess. 

"Oh, Snacho! What have you 

The calf kicked and cried. 

not what he 

step and flopped 

done?" 

Rosita tried to 

0608 him, but he was as slippery as a wet fish. Fi-

0609 nally she slid him across the floor and set him 

0610 on his feet in the yard. 

0611 "Come along with me to the barn," she said. 

0612 "Maybe the cow will feed you." 

0701 Sancho wobbled after her, and when he saw 

lift 

0702 the cow, he bleated joyfully. He nuzzled her full 

0703 milk bag and began to suck. The cow snorted 

0704 wildly, then turned and butted him over. 

0705 "Maria, take care!" cried Rosita. "He is only 

0706 a little calf without a manuna." She squirted 

0707 some milk onto Sancho's head. "Here, my pet, 

0708 try again. Now you smell like her own milk." 

0709 Sancho tried again, and again Maria butted 

0710 him over. 

0711 "Shame on you, Maria!" scolded Rosita. "Have 

0712 pity on a helpless baby!" 
---------------------

0801 Maria had no shame, and she had no pity for 

0802 this dirty black-and-white calf. She sent Rosita 

0803 sprawling into the straw. She tossed her horns 

0804 and bellowed like an angry bull. 

0805 "You are a beast!: cried Rosita. "You are a 

0806 hateful cow, a witch!" 

0807 She carried Sancho outside and tied him to a 
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0808 

0809 

0810 

0811 

0812 

0813 

0814 

0815 

0816 

0817 

0818 

0819 

0820 

0821 

0822 

0823 

0824 

0901 

0902 

0903 

0904 

0905 

0906 

0907 

0908 

0909 

0910 

0911 

mesquite tree. Then she returned to the barn 

to milk Maria. 

The fresh milk still warm from the cow made 

the bottle feeding easier. Sancho drank until his 

sides puffed out. His stomach was so full that 

his hide stretched smooth over his ribs. 

"You are strong enough now, my pet, for a 

bath," said Rosita. "The bog mud is still on 

your ears. All those good eggs you scrambled do 

not add to your beauty." 

Sancho was too full and too sleepy to struggle 

when Rosita put him into a tub of water. The 

scrubbing awoke faint memories of his mother's 

rough tongue. Rosita rubbed him dry and ~}lt 

him on his blanket. Next she scrubbed the floor; 

then she bathed herself and dressed in a pretty 

red dress with a white apron. 

At dusk when John came home, the house 

smelled of lye soap and tamales and good brown 

beans. Sancho stood beside the table and watched 

Rosita mix cornmeal for tortillas. 

"Maa, maa, maa." Sancho nudged her hand, 

and she dropped a meal ball into his mouth. 

"Maa, maa." 

"Enough! No more!" 

"Rosita, he lived!" exclaimed John. "I thought 

that tonight I would have to dig a small grave. 

Now I see that he's eating my supper. You can 

0912 work miracles." 

0913 "No. I do t:lot work the miracles," replied 

0914 Rosita. "It is faith and love that work miracles." 

0915 "It takes a lot of work and patience . .too, '! 

0916 added John as he scratched Sancho's head. "Has 
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0917 he been much trouble?" 

Q9l8 "Trouble! What a word! He has been only a 

0919 pleasure." 

0920 Rosita fed the calf once more before she went 

0921 to bed. She tucked the blanket around him, for 

0922 the night was cold. 

0923 "Sleep well and warm, little Sancho," she whis-

0924 pered. "You are safe here with Rosita." 

1001 Sancho awoke just before dawn when he was 

1002 hungry again. The kitchen was dark, and Rosita 

1003 was not moving about as she had done the day 

1004 before. He cried softly, but she did not come 

1005 to him. He listened, but he could not hear her. 

1006 He stood up, and his legs felt stronger. 

1007 Some instinct warned him to move silently. 

1008 He scented Rosita and knew she was not far 

1009 away, so he followed his nose. 

1010 He found the bed where she was sleeping. He 

1011 could not reach her because John was in the 

1012 way. He bleated softly. Rosita did not move. He 

1013 tried to nose John out of the way, but John 

1014 only grunted and turned over. 

1015 Sancho jumped upon the bed. One foot 

1016 thumped John on the head; another scraped some 

1017 skin off his back. 

1101 "Help! Help!" yelled John. "Rosita, I've been 

1102 stabbed!" 

1103 Rosita could not help. She was struggling un-

1104 der a scrambling beast that licked her with a 

1105 very wet tongue. 

1106 "Maa, Maa, Maa-a-a-a-a." 

1107 "El tigre!" she screamed. "El tigre!" 

1108 "Tiger, nothing!" exclaimed John. "It's that 
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1109 pesky calf." 

1110 "Oh, Sancho," cried Rosita. "Poor little baby! 

1111 Are you hungry again?" 

1201 "Baby!" Joh groaned. "That dingb1asted baby 

1202 has daggers for hooves. Get off me, you spradd1e-

1203 legged son of a brush-skulking cow! Rosita, get 

1204 him off. He's kicking the living daylights out of 

1205 me!" 

1206 John grabbed at the calf's leg, missed it, and 

1207 caught his tail instead. He gave a mighty pull. 

1208 Sancho kicked with both hind feet, and John 

1209 sailed out of bed. 

1210 "I'll wring your neck!" he shouted. "I'll throw 

1211 you to the first wolf that howls!" 

1212 "Hush!" said RObita. "Such talk has no place 

1213 in my house." 

1214 She crawled out of bed and lit a lamp. Sancho 

1215 pranced to the kitchen beside her. John limped 

1216 after them, still roaring at the calf. 

1217 "That is enough!" said Rosita sharply. "You 

1218 have been thrown much harder by horses, and 

1219 there was no such talk." 

1220 "Horses, yes. There's no shame in being tossed 

1221 by a horse. But to be kicked out of bed by a 

1222 Longhorn calf! What can you say to that?" 

1223 "I'd say you have a fine strong calf. When 

1224 the time comes to sell him, he will bring a big 

1301 price. Then you will think back and laugh and 

1302 boast about how he kicked you out of bed when 

1303 he was not yet a week old." 



0101 

•.• AND NOW MIGUEL 
Sixth Grade Story 

Juby is my oldest friend. He lives in Los Cordovas 

0102 where the schoolhouse is. Ever since 

I can remember doing anything, fishing or playing baIlor 

just talking, most of these things I did with Juby. And as 

long as I can remember Juby, he's been wearing this same 
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0103 

0104 

0105 

0106 

0107 

0108 

0109 

0110 

0111 

0112 

0113 

big black hat with a wide brim on it curved up on the sides 

like the wings on a buzzard when it circles around, taking 

things easy in the sky. By now the hat is pr~tty old and has 

some holes in it, but it still looks all right on Juby, because 

it would be hard to tell what Juby looked like without it. 

0201 

0202 
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0205 

0206 

0207 

0208 

0209 

0210 

0211 

0212 

0213 

He was playing basketball when I came to the yard of 

the schoolhouse, my sister Faustine and my younger 

brother Pedro after me. That is, Juby and some of the 

others were playing just shooting 

for baskets, and as soon as he 

saw me, he waved his hand and 

quit, and came over. 

"How're you doing?" he asked 

me. 

I said, "Pretty good," because 

what's the use telling everybody 

your troubles? 

"D'you folks lose any sheep?" 

he asked me. 

"What?" I made one grab at 

his arm and held tight. 

0214 "Sheep," he said. "What's 

0215 the matter?: 

0216 "Now look, Juby," I said. 

0217 "What's the use talking, you and 

0218 me? How do you know we got 



0219 missing sheep? What about them?" 
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"I saw them." 

"What?" 

"At least I think they're yours. 

From the shape of the numbers 

they look like yours." 

We don't put our brand on the 

sheep until after we shear them. 

But our numbers have a different 

shape to them from any of the 

others in the neighborhood. 

"Where?" 

"Then you did lose some 

sheep?" 

"Juby!" I was a little excited. 

"What's the use, Juby? Just to 

talk? Where did you see them?" 

"Well, you know Carlotta?" 

"Who?" 

"Our milk cow." 

"Cows? What about the sheep?" 

"I'm telling you. She got loose 

last night, Carlotta, and when 

I went to herd her back, I saw 

these sheep." 

"Where? Where? Where?" 

"What's the matter with you, 

Mike? Something wrong?" 

"Juby," I said. "You and me, 

you're my oldest friend, aren't 

you?" 

"Sure." 

"Then tell me, where are the 
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0318 
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0321 
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0323 
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0330 
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0334 

0335 

0401 

0402 

0403 

0404 

sheep?" 

"Give me a chance. I saw them 

across the river. Maybe fifteen, 

ewes and lambs. They were head

ing straight for Arroyo Hondo." 

It was 

just in the opposite direction from 

where my older brother B1asito 

and the sheep wagon were, from 

where he had looked that morning. 

"Were they yours?" 

"You don't know what this 

could mean, Juby. That is, for me." 

But just then the bell started 

to ring, and Mrs. Mertian, who is 

the teacher of our school over 

there in Los Cordovas, she came 

to the door and told everybody to 

come in. 

"Let's go." Juby went with the 

others into the class. 

I headed straight for the boys 

on the other side of the yard. 

0405 "Miguel! " I t was Mrs. Mer tian 

0406 yelling. I didn't even look back. I 

0407 jumped into this whole bunch of 

0408 bushes and started down the hill. 

0409 Big champion jumps, everyone 

0410 breaking a world's record: that~s 

0411 the way I came down that hill. 

0412 With each jump, everything went 

0501 flying. My books banging at the 

0502 end of the rope in my hand, swing-
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0503 ing all round. My arms, feeling 

0504 like I had a dozen of them, each 

0505 one going off by itself. My feet, 

0506 like being on a bike, working away 

0507 to keep my balance. But I couldn't 

0508 balance. Except by jumping. I 

0509 couldn't stop. Each jump bigger 

0510 than the last. I cleared a bush, 

0511 then a big cracked rock. Then, I 

0512 wasn't going to make it but I did, 

0513 a high cactus. Each jump I thought 

0514 was the last. Each jump was going 

0515 to end with a cracked head, a 

0516 split rib, or maybe two broken 

0517 legs. But it didn't. I don't know 

0518 why. There was nothing I could do. 

0519 I came down that hill like a boulder 

0520 bumping in bigger and bigger 

0521 bumps, bumping its way down a 

0522 cliff. Straight for the river. Until 

0523 I wasn't scared of falling anymore. 

0524 I had to fall! Or land in the river. 

0525 But how? I grabbed a bush. That 

0526 didn't stop me. And then my books 

0527 caught, between a couple of rocks. 

0528 I slipped, grabbed at another 

0529 bush. Slid a couple of feet, and 

0530 then took off again. And then I 

0531 landed. On my face. I landed in 

0532 a whole piled-up bunch of mesquite. 

0533 No one, I'm sure, ever 

0534 since that hill was first there, ever 

0535 came down it so fast. 
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I got up, thinking I'd done it. 

After what Juby told me, there was 

only one thing to do, and nmv I'd 

done it. Here I was, just me, 

Miguel, getting the sheep that 

were lost, all alone. And there 

would be no one bringing them 

home but me. All I had to do was 

to get up there, on the mesa across 

the river, round up the bunch, and 

march them back to where every

one could see. It would be some

thing worth watching, me herding 

the ewes and lambs that were lost 

back into the corral at home. My 

father would tell me how sorry 

he was about breakfast, the way he 

wouldn't let me go help. And I 

would tell my father, it was noth

ing, he didn't have to feel sorry. 

I walked from one rise to the 

next. Every three or four steps 

turning all around as I walked. 

And when I got near to the top 

of each rise, I had to run. Because 

I thought in the next ten, fifteen 

steps up top there, sure, I'd see 

them. The first few times I saw 

nothing, which I didn't mind too 

much. And the next few times, I 

saw nothing, too. Pretty soon I 

was getting ready to see them, 

because after an hour or so of 

walking and turning around and 
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0715 running, I figured it was hard 

0716 enough. Even for something big. 

0717 Besides, I had a pebble in my 

0718 left shoe. I felt it down there com-

0719 ing up the cliff. I didn't mind then, 

0720 because it only made everything 

0721 even harder. And that was all right 

0722 with me. But now it was getting to 

0801 hurt good. And I couldn't sit down 

0802 and take it out. That would be like 

0803 giving up. 

0901 

0902 

0903 

And after a couple of hours of 

seeing no sheep, I would've been 

glad to see any sheep, even if they 

0904 weren't ours. I kept trying to see 

0905 sheep so hard, it was as if my eyes 

0906 got dry and thirsty just to see 

0907 sheep. To see nothing for two, 

0908 three hours, especially sheep, it 

0909 gets hard on your eyes. 

0910 It was getting hard on my left 

0911 foot, too, with that big rock press-

0912 ing in. 

0913 And it wasn't so easy on my 

0914 hands, either, on account of the 

0915 books. The books weren't very 

0916 heavy, but when you keep that 

0917 rope wrapped around your hand, it 

0918 can pinch. And even if you take it 

1001 off one hand and put it on the 

1002 other, it isn't long before it's 

1003 pinching that hand, too. 
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1004 Another thing was, it got to be 

1005 hard breathing. Because there was 

1006 no time to stop and get a good 

1007 breath. There was always some-

1008 where to go take a look, and you 

1009 couldn't stop because maybe that 

1010 very second the sheep were mov-

1011 ing away out of sight, and that very 

1012 second if you were up on a top 

1013 you'd see them. 

1014 After so many hours of it being 

1015 so hard, I figured it was hard 

1016 enough by then. It was getting 

1017 long past the time I ought to find 

1018 our sheep. Only it didn't make any 

1019 difference how I figured. They 

1020 weren't there to be found. Not 

1021 anywhere. 
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1116 

It was just no use. 

I could keep running from the 

top of one rise up to the next, 

looking, looking with my eyes 

getting drier and drier, without any 

breath, and the bones in my hands 

like they were cracking, and the 

heel of my left foot like it was 

getting torn away, listening to 

nothing but the wind. I could 

keep on doing that forever. It 

wasn't a question of me giving up, 

it was a question that just every

thing had given up, me and everything. 

So I sat down. I took a deep 

breath. And I started to untie 
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1117 the laces from my left shoe. And 

1118 then - what do you think? 

1119 I smelled them. 

1201 
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It is not hard to know that what 

you're smelling is sheep. If only 

there are some sheep around to 

smell. They smell a little sweet and 

a little old, like coffee that's left 

over in a cup on the table with 

maybe used-up cigarettes in it. 

That's sort of what they smell 

like. 

So when there was this smell, I 

looked around. I found out from 

which direction was the wind. And 

in that direction I went to the top 

of the next rise, a dozen steps. And 

no farther away than you could 

throw a rock, there they were 

corning up the hill toward me, 

about fifteen ewes and their lambs, 

ambling along, having a good time 

eating, just taking a walk as if 

there were no trouble anywhere in 

all the world. 

Wahoo! I took off. Around my 

1224 head in a big circle, I swung my 

1225 books like a rope. I was going to 

1226 throw a loop on all fifteen at once. 

1227 Wahoo! I took off down that hill as 

1228 if I were a whole tribe of Indians 

1229 and the sheep were somebody's 
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1230 

1231 

1232 

1233 

1234 

1235 

1301 

1302 
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1326 

1327 

chuck wagon that was going to get 

raided. Wahoo! 

The sheep looked up, a little 

like a bunch of ladies in church 

interested to see who was coming 

through the door. 

I showed them who was coming 

through the door. Before they 

knew what was happening, they 

were moving. Whoosh - I let my 

books swing out, and I hit one right 

in the rump. Whish - I kicked 

another one with my foot that 

'had the rock, so that it hurt me 

more, I think, than the sheep. I 

picked up a stone and - wango - I 

let a third one have it in the rear. 

I got them running right in the 

opposite direction from the one 

they were going. 

I kept them going at a gallop. 

Running first to the one side, then 

to the other, swinging the books 

around my head all the time. Yell

ing and hollering so they wouldn't 

even dare slow down. They looked 

scared, but I didn't care. I had 

waited too long for this. And now 

I wanted them to know that I was 

here. I ran them down the hill 

fast enough to be a stampede. And 

whichever one ran last, he was the 

unlucky one. There were a lot of 
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1328 rocks around, and I throw rocks 

1329 good. 

1330 At the bottom of the hill, I 

1331 quieted down. Why was I acting so 

1332 mad? I had no reason to be mad at 

1333 the sheep. 

1401 I sat down and 

1402 took off my shoe. I found the rock 

1403 down near the heel. But my good-

1404 ness, it wasn't any kind of rock at 

1405 all. Just a little bit of a chip off 

1406 a stone. In my foot it felt like a 

1407 boulder. But in my hand it didn't 

1408 look like anything at all. 

1409 

1410 

1411 

1412 

1413 

I was quieted down. We started 

off. It was going to be a long drive 

home. I didn't mind. There were 

so many good things to think 

about. What my father would say 

1414 to me, and my grandfather. 

1415 It is no great trouble to drive a 

1416 small bunch of sheep. You just 

1417 walk behind them, and if one be-

1418 gins to separate, you start in the 

1419 same direction that it starts and 

1420 that makes it turn back and bunch 

1421 up again. It was very little work. 

1422 So there was much time to think. 

1501 After a little while, I had some-

1502 thing else to do. One of the lambs 

1503 lay down. Whether it was tired 

1504 or why, I don't know. I picked it 

1505 up, the lamb under my arm, and 
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1506 in the other hand the rope with my 

1507 books. It was not so bad. Even 

1508 the rope didn't pinch anymore. 

1509 And when the lamb got heavy 

1510 under one arm, I put it under the 

1511 other. 

1512 I felt better, now, than in a long 

1513 time. 

1514 Even when I had to pick up this 

1515 second lamb, which was straggling 

1601 behind, I still felt good. It was 

1602 harder this way because now I 

1603 couldn't use one arm after the 

1604 other when the lambs got heavy, 

1605 and there were the books I had 

1606 to carry in addition. By now 

1607 though, we were coming down the 

1608 dry wash that led to the river. 

1609 There was not much farther to 

1610 go. 

1701 B1asito was the first one to see 

1702 me. 

1703 He was walking across the top 

1704 of the hill near the corral when 

1705 I came around the bend from the 

1706 river. 

1707 "Hey, Mickey," he yelled, 

1708 "Where you been? What's those 

1709 sheep you got?" 

1710 "Yours," Ishouted back. 

1711 "Mine? What do you mean 

1712 mine? The lost ones?" 



1713 "That's what," I yelled. "The 

1714 lost ones!" 

1715 "No! No fooling?" He turned 

1716 away from me. "Ai, Grandpa. 

1717 Padre de Chavez. Mira' Miguel's 

1718 here, with the bunch of sheep that 

1719 was lost!" He looked back to 

1720 where I was coming up the hill. 

1721 "Brave, Migue1ito." 

1722 "Where'd you find them? How 

1723 did it happen?" 
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"I'll tell you." I needed my 

breath to get up the hill with those 

t,.,o lambs under my arms. 

"Wait'll I get there." 

The two of them were waiting 

for me, B1asito and my grand

father. Grandpa took one of the 

lambs from my arms. I let the 

other one down. B1asito shooed 

the bunch into the corral. And all 

three of us talked at once. 

"Where did you find them?" 

asked B1asito. 

"How did this happen?" said 

Grandfather. 

"I'll tell it to you all," I said, 

"from the beginning. On the way 

to school this morning, I started to 

think. " 

B1asito interrupted. "Can't you 

tell us where you found them?" 

"But that's what I'IlL trying to 
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1904 do. It started on the way to 

1905 school." 

1906 "Miguel!" Grandfather wouldn't 

1907 let me talk. "That part, you can 

1908 tell us later. Where were they, the 

1909 sheep?" 

1910 "Well, I'll tell you that first, 

1911 then. I found them on the ''lay to 

1912 Arroyo Hondo, about twenty or 

1913 thirty miles from here. But the way 

1914 it started -" 

1915 

1916 

1917 

1918 

1919 

1920 

"How many miles?" My grand-

father looked at me with a smile. 

"Oh, many miles. Many, many. 

What happened was -" 
"How corne you went north?" 

asked B1as. "All morning we've 

1921 been riding toward the Arroyo del 

1922 Alamo. In just the other way." 

1923 "First comes the way I went 

1924 down the hill," I tried to explain. 

1925 "With world-record jumps." 

1926 "Why is it that you don't want 

1927 to answer your big brother B1as?" 

1928 asked Grandpa. "How did you 

1929 know where to look?" 

1930 "But why can't I tell it the way 

1931 it happened? There was much 

1932 trouble and it's very interesting." 

1933 "Later," said Grandpa. "Now, 

1934 how did you know?" 

1935 "Well, I figured it out, and then 
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2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

2017 

2018 

2019 

"I kept my ears open to hear 

things." 

"What things?" said B1asito. 

"Things people say." 

"Like who?" 

"Like Juby." 

"He told you?" 

"Look," I said to B1asito. "If 

I can't tell you in my own way, 

then what's the use? The kind of 

questions you ask, it makes it 

all sound like nothing. If I have 

to tell it this way, just to anSvler a 

few little questions, then what's 

the use my going out and finding 

the sheep anyway?" 

"Use?" B1asito started to laugh. 

He banged me on the back. "It's 

a great thing, finding those sheep. 

2020 I mean it, Miguel. You did fine!" 

2021 

2022 
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2024 

2025 
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2028 

2029 

2030 

2031 

2032 

2033 

2034 

"What did you say?" 

"I said great, fine!" 

Grandfather took me by the 

hand and shook it like two men 

shaking hands. 

"It's the truth," he said. "This 

that you have done, it was good." 

"What?" I asked my grandfather. 

"It was good." 

"Better than the rest of us could 

do," said B1asito. 

"What?" I asked Blasito. 

"Better than the :rest of us!" 

Blasito shouted so I would hear. 
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2101 Grandpa still held my hand, and 

2102 he shook it again. "You brought 

2103 them in all right, Miguel. Like a 

2104 real pastor." 

2105 "What?" I asked my grand-

2106 father. I wanted to hear every-

2107 

2108 

2109 

2110 

2111 

2112 
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2114 

2115 

2116 

2117 

2118 

2119 

2120 

2121 

2122 

2123 

2124 

2125 

2126 

2127 

2128 

2129 

2130 

2201 

2202 

thing twice. 

"A real pastor," Grandpa said 

again, and we all looked at each 

other and smiled. 

"Anything else?" I asked. 

Before anyone could answer, 

there was a great shout from the 

house. "Miguel!" It was my 

father. It was a shout that sounded 

like thunder. "Miguel, get over 

here!" 

He stood, he and my mother 

both, they stood in front of the 

house. And with them was Mrs. 

Mertian, my schoolteacher. They 

stood with Mrs. Mertian, who had 

come from the school in Los Cor

dovas, and they talked together. 

My father looked around at us 

once again. "Miguel!" 

Grandpa nodded to me that I 

should go to my father. "Take 

off," said B1asito. "You'd better 

get going." 

"Where'd you go?" said my 

father. 
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2203 "Up there to the Arroyo Hondo. 

2204 Many miles." 

2205 "What's in Arroyo Hondo?" 

2206 I knew my father didn't want to 

2207 know what's in Arroyo Hondo. 

2208 He knew as well as I. Just a gro-

2209 

2210 

2211 

2212 

2213 

2214 

2215 

2216 

2217 

2218 
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2220 

2301 

2302 
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2305 
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2307 

2308 

2309 

2310 

2311 

2312 

eery store and some houses. If 

I told him that, then everything 

would get all mixed up. 

"It was not for what's in Arroyo 

Hondo. It's that I went after the 

sheep that were lost." 

"This morning at breakfast, 

didn't we talk about the lost 

sheep?" 

"Yes." I knew what he meant. 

"And you told me to go to school. 

And I did, I went to school. 

"That is true. But it is only one 

small piece of what is true. The 

rest is, you didn't go in." 

"Because of Juby. He is my 

oldest friend." 

"And why .is it, Miguel, that you 

will obey your oldest friend? But 

your parents, who are friends to 

you even older than your oldest 

friend, what they say means nothing?" 

"But Juby told me where were 

the missing sheep. So I went. I 

2401 got them. I brought them home." 

2402 This is not the way I wanted to 
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2510 

2511 
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2513 

tell it at all. It was worse than with 

Blasito and Grandpa. It didn't 

sound hard this way, or like a big 

thing. It was like going down to 

the spring for a pail of water, no 

more. But what else was there to 

do? If things kept up like they 

were, it could get bad. 

"You brought what home?" 

"The missing sheep. They are 

in the corral." 

My father and mother looked. 

Blasito and my grandfather, who 

were watching us, they pointed 

out the bunch in the corral. 

"Well!" My father, at least, he 

didn't sound so mad anymore when 

he looked back to me. 

"That's why I didn't go to 

school." 

"Well." My father put his hands 

2514 in his back pockets and looked 

2515 down at me. "That's different. But 

2516 not so different to make too much 

2517 difference, Miguel. The sheep are 

2518 important. Sure! But you, too, that 

2519 you go to school is important. 

2520 Even more important. Always 

2521 there has to be something done 

2522 with the sheep. And if every time 

2523 something had to be done, you 

2524 stayed away from school, my 
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2525 goodness, you'd grow up to be a 

2526 burro. And you tell me, do we need 

2527 a burro around this place?" 

2528 "No. Only mules and horses." 

2529 "And even more, what we need 

2530 is young men who are educated, 

2601 who have learned to know what 

2602 is the difference between what 

2603 is right and what is wrong. Do 

2604 you understand?" 

2605 "I understand. And I promise. 

2606 I will never miss my school again." 

2607 "Good. Now get into the house. 

2608 Mrs. Mertian brought the lessons 

2609 from today. So go in and do them 

2610 

2611 

2612 

2613 

2614 

2615 

2616 

2617 

2618 

2619 

2620 

2621 

2622 

2623 

2524 

2625 

2626 

2627 

and write your homework for 

tomorrow. " 

My mother took me by the back 

of the head to go into the house 

with me. And then my father did a 

wonderful thing. He gave me one 

good spank. And when I looked 

around up at him, he was smiling. 

"It would not be true," he told 

me, "if I didn't say also I am glad 

to have the sheep back. How you 

did it was wrong. But for what 

you did, I want to thank you." 

And then he went off to go to 

B1as and Grandpa where they 

were working on the tractor. My 

mother took me with her into the 

house. 
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2628 "Come, Miquito. 

2629 That's enough for today. Bood 

2630 and bad, you've done enough. 
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Story: My Name Is Miguel 

STn II: 

Feature: /~/ Phonological 

Address Text 

l. 01079 Spanish 

2. 02131 Spanish 

3. 02144 Spanish. 

4. 02154 English 

5. 02162 Spanish 

6. 02182 English 

7. 02196 Spanish 

8. 03012 should 

9. 03022 Spanish 

10. 03134 Spanish 

II. 04053 she 

12. 04065 she 

13. 04082 she 

14. 04093 she 

15. 06125 English 
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Shift 

Address Text Transcription Yes No 

16. 07065 Spanish 

17. 10056 should 

18. 14038 Spanish 

19. 14051 Spanish 

20. 14114 Spanish 

2l. 14194 Spanish 

22. 15017 Spanish 

23. 15043 Spanish 

24. 15062 Spanish 

25. 16022 Spanish 

26. 16031 English 

27. 16045 she 

28. 17054 Spanish 

29. 17056 she 



Story: My Name Is Miguel 

STD II: 

Feature: /t/ Phonological 

Address Text 

1. 03154 children 

2. 03192 child 

3. 04041 teacher 

4. 04085 teach 

5. 04096 teacher 

6. 07027 kitchen 

7. 10096 teachers 

8. 10154 teacher 

9. 11034 teacher 

10. 12066 teacher 

11. 14024 teacher 

12. 14064 teachers 

13. 14091 teachers 

14. 17047 teacher 
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