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This study was an exploration of the relationship between classroom discourse
and a high-stakes, standardized test, the Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA),
administered to students in Trinidad in their final elementary school year (―Standard 5‖),
with scores used to determine placement into secondary school. Classroom discourse was
measured as represented in the oral and written language modeled to students by teachers
and textbooks, and compared to the written language expectations implicit in the
instructions and items on the SEA. Students‘ SEA scores were analyzed in relation to
their teachers‘ language to determine if achievement was related to exposure to local/nonstandard features of Trinidadian English. One outcome of this analysis was the creation
of a survey developed to measure teachers‘ propensity for speaking Trini (Creole/dialect)
or Trinidadian Academic English (standard English) in class by having them respond to
audio clips. The survey was found to have acceptable reliability and concurrent validity.
x

For the oral language investigation, 13 teachers were recorded as they led their
class in one lesson, and an index of Trini usage (number of Trini utterances per 100
words) was calculated for each teacher. This index was used in an HLM model to
determine if teachers‘ language was a predictor of their students‘ SEA scores. The
distribution of the Trini index was positively skewed, M=1.1 and SD=1.25, indicating
low usage of Trini. Trini usage was not found to be a significant predictor of students‘
2008 SEA scores, but was found to be a significant predictor of the variation in SEA
scores when these were aggregated by class. Similarly, there were few instances of Trini
features in the examined textbooks. However, on the SEA, the only influence of Trini
was the presence of dialect options used as distractors on two ―fill in the blank‖ items,
suggesting a mismatch between the features used in instructional language and the
language expectations on the exam.
In general, the low exposure to local features did not account for students‘
achievement on the SEA, but was positively related to the consistency of scores within a
class.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
For many years, commonwealth nations and states have struggled with the use of
different varieties of English in post-Colonial English-speaking classrooms. One of a
plethora of identity and developmental issues faced by post-Colonial societies, teachers in
particular have struggled with the notion of which form (local versus standard) should
take precedence in their teaching and in their students‘ learning. Arguments have been
made for both sides, with pro-local variety scholars and citizens claiming that the
majority of students enter school speaking only the predominant local variety, while prostandard scholars and citizens point out that standard forms enable students to
communicate more globally because standard forms are mutually intelligible, whereas
local forms tend to differ from each other and from global forms.
In Trinidad and Tobago (a single country made up of two islands) particularly,
this debate has not found a satisfactory resolution, perhaps in part because of the
similarity of the local to the standard form, and the relatively small population of the
country, resulting in a more uniform national variety with only one or two ―localized‖
forms that differ from the national variety. The issue is further complicated by the highstakes nature of the education system (another legacy of the Colonial past) that demands
that students take a national secondary entrance test at the beginning of secondary school;
as well as two school-leaving examinations at the end of secondary school. Until
recently, the last of these two examinations was British, being written and scored by the
University of Cambridge. Both of these school-leaving examinations are used as
matriculation or entrance requirements into universities and colleges of which there are
only two public institutions in Trinidad and Tobago.
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To add another dimension to the situation, many institutions offer postsecondary
(Associate‘s and Bachelor‘s) degrees via correspondence courses administered by foreign
universities or certification in a field (such as Accounting) that requires students to pass
an international examination. In these schools, students take examinations written and
scored by British or American schools. In some cases, certain coursework requirements
are also graded by these foreign schools.
The fact that some of these tests are local (i.e., developed, administered, and
scored by Trinidadians) and some are British or American, coupled with the facts that
22% of those who pursue postsecondary education enroll abroad (Vincent-Lancrin,
2007), and that over 70% of highly educated Trinidadians live abroad (United Nations,
2006) implies that there are expectations for Trinidadian students to be fluent in both the
local form, Trinidadian English (Trini), and the standard form, referred to here as
Trinidadian Academic English (TAE) (sometimes also referred to as Internationally
Accepted English, IAE; Allsopp, 2003), at least up until the postsecondary level.
Although many have weighed in on the debate, from linguists to politicians, and many
have tried to regulate and legislate the issue, relatively little research has been done to
evaluate the impact of local and standard form use in classrooms on student performance.
In addition, little research has been done to quantify the actual linguistic expectations of
the system, rather than the perception of the linguistic expectations of the system.
At its heart, this project is about the relationship between language, achievement,
and how learning is measured. Language, learning, and measurement are inextricably
intertwined as humans rely on language to translate cognitions into interpretable
behaviors in order to communicate concepts to one another. In acknowledgement of the
fundamental role language plays in learning, proponents of the theory of discourse
community agree that the process of joining a discourse community is integral to (and in
2

some opinions, the same as) learning (Bruffee, 1984; Gee, 1990; Halliday, 1993). If
learning can be construed as access to social capital, this sentiment is shared by
researchers from the fields of critical theory and sociolinguistics as well (Gramsci, 1971;
Bourdieu, 1977).
When measurement of learning is added to the mix, acquisition of particular
varieties of a language, or membership in a particular discourse community gains even
more importance. Psychometricians and linguists admit that a test is only as valid as the
language it uses (Wolfram & Christian, 1980; Solano-Flores, 2008). If the language of
testing does not match the language of instruction, or the language that students are
expected to acquire, the scores on that test represent more than simply students‘ ability in
the content area being assessed. If there is a mismatch between the expected language of
acquisition and the language of teaching and testing, scores on the test are confounded
with students‘ ability to read and interpret instructions and items on the test, as well as
their ability to express themselves using language appropriately.
In other words, educational systems expect students to acquire the variety of
language that signifies academic formality in their culture. Compounded with this task is
the fact that students need to join the discourse community of their classroom in order to
partake in the knowledge building it encourages. In other words, students need to learn
appropriate academic discourse in order to be able to participate in knowledge
construction in their classrooms. Therefore, to be successful, students need to understand
and be able to use appropriate language varieties, not only to learn, but also to
communicate what they have learned in a way that will acceptably demonstrate their
learning to others.
In the following sections, I first provide a general description of the population of
Trinidad and Tobago. A more specific overview of the Trinidadian education system
3

follows, including details of the particular context of the final year of elementary school,
and the high-stakes nature of the standardized test that students take at the end of that
year. Details about the scoring and purpose of the test complete that section. The next
section focuses on the importance of stylistic variation in granting or withholding access
to knowledge and other social capital, especially in post-colonial situations. I end with a
statement of the problem addressed by the present study, and the specific research
questions that were investigated.
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO: A LINGUISTICALLY CHALLENGING SETTING
Trinidad and Tobago are quite diverse linguistically with the local variety of
English in Tobago being influenced by languages that were never present in Trinidad
(e.g., Dutch). Due to the vast difference in physical area between the two islands, the
population of the country (approximately 1.25 million) is divided rather unevenly as well,
with over 1.2 million residing in Trinidad and about 50,000 living in Tobago (Central
Stastical Office, 2007). The ethnic breakdown of the country results in a dual majority
system, with 40% East Indians, 38% Africans, 21% Mixed, and small numbers of
Chinese, Caucasians, and other ethnicities as of the 2000 national census (Central
Stastical Office, 2007). The religious makeup of the country also displays a dual majority
as there are 26% Roman Catholics, 23% Hindus, 8% Anglicans, 6% Muslims, 3.5%
Presbyterians, and 33% other religions (Central Stastical Office, 2007). There is no
separation of church and state, so religious bodies are represented throughout all levels of
government.
Because many of the schools already in existence at the time of independence
were owned and run by various religious bodies, in 1960, while independence
negotiations were underway, the government of Trinidad and Tobago negotiated an
4

agreement known as the Concordat Agreement that guaranteed ownership and control of
religious schools to the religious boards. These schools are called denominational
schools, and are also government-assisted, as the Ministry of Education pays their
teachers‘ salaries and contributes funds for the running of the schools. Government
schools were then built in areas not already served by denominational schools, usually in
rural and urban settings catering generally to students with lower socioeconomic
backgrounds (Tsang, Fryer, & Arevado, 2002). In addition, private schools were also
built and are the only schools in the country that charge tuition.
Trinidad’s Education System
At the elementary school level, a national examination called the Secondary
Entrance Assessment (SEA), is taken by students at the end of the final grade (Standard
5, the equivalent of sixth grade in the American educational system). This examination is
a descendant of the British ―11-plus‖ examination, a test used in the United Kingdom to
stream students into vocational schools. In Trinidad, all secondary schools are academic,
although some schools traditionally focus more on vocational studies than others. There
is also a mixture of government and denominational (run by religious bodies) public
schools as well as private schools. Traditionally, the denominational secondary schools,
have achieved better student performance at the school-leaving examinations (as
evidenced by the fact that 18 of 19 National Open Scholarships in 2007 were awarded to
students of denominational schools; Trinidad and Tobago's Newsday, 2007) and tend to
be single-sex. There are both coeducational and single-sex government run and private
secondary schools. Many parents believe that the secondary school into which a child is
placed is a life altering choice, and that the entirety of the child‘s academic future hinges
on the results of this examination. In fact, the Ministry of Education offers counseling
5

services to families having serious emotional difficulties in dealing with their child‘s
SEA results (Division of Educational Research and Evaluation & Division of Curriculum
Development, 2005). To illustrate the national importance placed on this examination, all
20,000 – 30,000 school placement results (not scores) are published in national daily
newspapers every year. In addition, these newspapers publish weekly practice tests to
facilitate practice in schools in the months leading up to the administration of the test.
final evidence for the importance placed on this exam lies in the fact that in the present
study there were no missing scores for any of the students in the classrooms I observed.
Not a single student of almost 300 students stayed away from the test.
According to the Ministry of Education (2007), students‘ places in secondary
school are determined by (in order of precedence) the student‘s performance on the SEA,
parents‘ choices of secondary school, principals‘ 20% selections, gender, and area of
residence. Some of these criteria may require further explanation (e.g., gender is only
relevant because of the high proportion of single-sex schools in the system). Part of the
registration process for the SEA includes parents indicating their top four choices of
secondary school for their child. Also, denominational school principals are allowed to
select up to 20% of their incoming class based on the religion of the student (e.g.,
principals of Presbyterian schools can preferentially select Presbyterian students to fill up
to 20% of their enrollment based on this rule). This 20% agreement, which was part of
the Concordat Agreement, coupled with the performance of the denominational schools
at school leaving examinations, has led to these schools gaining prestige and becoming
the preferred schools into which parents want their children to be placed.
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Trinidad’s Secondary Entrance Assessment
Both the actual SEA and practice tests consist of three sections, a creative writing
component followed by mathematics and language arts sections. In the creative writing
section, topics can require students either to write a letter or a story. Students read three
topics/prompts from which they choose one and have 40 minutes to write an essay based
on the prompt. In any given administration, all three prompts require the same task so
that students must have adequate preparation in both letter writing and narrative in order
to complete this section successfully. The Ministry of Education has requested that
teachers score in-class practice essays using ―analytic marking,‖ that is, based on marking
specific skills (Division of Educational Research and Evaluation & Division of
Curriculum Development, 2005). On the actual exam, two scorers each assign the essay a
total out of 10 possible points that are summed to give the student a score with a total of
20 possible points.
The mathematics section is 75 minutes long, during which students answer 46
questions, showing all their work in the test booklet. The total number of possible points
on this section is 100. This section is organized by question difficulty, with three
subsections grouping questions of comparable difficulty. Section 1 consists of 20
questions each worth one point, section 2 includes 20 questions each worth 2 or 3 points,
and section 3 contains 6 questions each worth 5 points. Similarly, the language arts
section is 50 questions long, and students have 75 minutes to answer these questions. The
total number of possible points on the language arts section is also 100. Sixty percent of
this section tests grammar, punctuation, and spelling, and the remaining 40% focuses on
comprehension and graphic representation. The score used for placement is actually a
weighted standard score with the weights of mathematics:language arts:creative writing
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being 5:3:2 (Division of Educational Research and Evaluation & Division of Curriculum
Development, 2005).
As of 2007, each student received a performance report that included the raw
scores in each section (along with the maximum possible raw score), a composite
standard score (based on a distribution with a mean of 200 and standard deviation of 30),
percentile ranks based on the national sample as well as other students of the same sex,
and finally, the school into which that student was placed (Division of Educational
Research and Evaluation & Division of Curriculum Development, 2005). This is much
more information than has been given in the past, probably in an attempt to make the
placement process more transparent. Historically, students were only told the school into
which they were placed, and could only get more information if their parents or school
queried that placement.
As alluded to before, students in Standard 5 take numerous practice versions of
the SEA in class before taking the actual test. These practice tests usually contain items
from previous administrations of the SEA, and are the same length as the actual
examination in terms of number of possible points and time allotted per section. In
addition to the tests printed in national daily newspapers, the Ministry of Education
provides a Specimen Paper to each primary school each year to facilitate appropriate
instruction and adequate familiarity with the examination prior to administration. This
specimen paper is often the previous year‘s examination.
THE LINGUISTIC LEGACY OF COLONIALISM
The educational linguistic situation of Trinidad and Tobago is by no means
unique. In terms of former colonies of Britain, similar situations can be found in countries
as diverse as India and Australia. Former French and Spanish colonies also face similar
8

post-colonial questions about the relative status of different varieties of language that
exist there. As developing countries like Trinidad and Tobago try to integrate globally
(coincidentally, the Government of Trinidad and Tobago is currently working toward
achieving ―Developed Nation Status‖ for the country by the year 2020), investigating
issues such as language prestige and its impact on access to education becomes more
important. The extent to which a country is seen as a contributing member of the global
community depends to some extent on the level of education that its citizens can achieve.
If an individual‘s access to and equity of education depends on the acquisition of
a particular variety of a language, it is important that educators and leaders are aware of
and explicitly acknowledge this fact. Sociolinguists and critical theorists have long
asserted that language and social capital are inextricably intertwined, and that educational
systems either replicate or serve as the basis of change of the existing social structure.
Hence, in order to understand and perhaps change the existing system, there must first be
documentation of the system that exists, and one of the best places in which to document
the system is in schools. Studying the existing linguistic environment in the educational
system of a country like Trinidad and Tobago provides a basis for understanding the
expectations and possible impacts of language use in classrooms in other similar
countries.
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
It is easy to read all of the above (and all that will be discussed in Chapter 2) and
make assumptions about what variety (or varieties) of English should be used in
classrooms. Before we can make those kinds of recommendations, however, it would be
useful to determine what variety/varieties are used in classrooms. In order to do this, it is
useful to look at the implicit and explicit messages students receive from different
9

sources in their classrooms. For example, students receive feedback on their language use
explicitly from their teachers. They also receive implicit feedback by simply being
exposed to their teacher‘s language use. In terms of written language, students get
messages from their textbooks. And finally, in Trinidad and Tobago in particular, their
language skills are assessed implicitly and explicitly through the use of national tests.
Stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, parents, and politicians) believe
that students should acquire Trinidadian Academic English (Secondary Education
Modernization Programme, 2003), but linguists believe that this is not always what is
actually happening (Deuber & Youssef, 2007). National educational policies have been
set based on notions about what is and should be happening in classrooms (linguistically),
but very little research has been published, either before those policies or since their
implementation, to determine what is actually going on in classrooms.
By investigating both educational environmental expectations and performance
differences, this study was meant to shed light on the explicit and implicit advantages and
disadvantages of use of the local variety (Trini) and the standard variety (TAE) in
classrooms in Trinidad. Although this study did not directly address identity and other
psychological developmental issues, it did provide a description for what was occurring
in the 2007-2008 school year in a post-colonial system and how the linguistic system was
connected to academic achievement. My hope was that my study would provide a place
from which to consider the debate, adding evidence rather than mere speculation to it.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
There were three general purposes of this study. The first was to investigate and
document the current (oral and written) linguistic climate within Standard 5 classrooms in
Trinidad with respect to the degree to which students are exposed to the local versus the
10

standard form of English. The second was to determine if differences in the oral linguistic
climate of those classrooms (if they existed) were related to differences in students‘
learning as evidenced by their performance on the Secondary Entrance Assessment
(SEA); and by a match or mismatch between instructional language and the language
expectations on the test. Finally, the third was to develop an instrument that could be
used in place of classroom observations to determine the degree to which local varieties
are present in classroom discourse. Therefore, the research questions for this study were
as follows:

1. Questions about oral language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled orally to students
in Standard 5 classrooms by their teachers 46 years after independence?
The answer to this question was meant to provide a clearer picture of the oral
language being used in classrooms and students‘ exposure to Trini, TAE, or both.

b. How much of the variance in students‘ performance on the national
Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA) can be accounted for by their
teachers‘ oral use of Trini features?
The answer to this question was meant to clarify the ways in which the above
question matters in a more practical sense. In other words, did the oral language exposure
in a classroom relate to students‘ learning as measured in this study by performance on
the SEA?
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2. Questions about written language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled in written form to
students in Standard 5 classrooms by their textbooks 46 years after
independence?
Similar to question one, the answer to this question was intended to add to the
understanding of the language exposure students have in classrooms at the end of
elementary school.

b. Is there a match between language models (oral and written) and language
expectations embedded in the language used in the instructions and items
on the national Secondary Entrance Assessment?
Because the most prominent short-term goal of education in Standard 5 (the last
grade in elementary school) is a student‘s placement into the secondary school of first
choice, understanding the language expectations of the assessment that determines
placement could increase understanding of the motivation behind the language exposure
in the classroom, or could make a case for changing the exposure to reflect the test better.

3. Can a self-report, online survey validly and reliably measure teachers‘ propensity
for using Trini features in the classroom?
Although asking teachers directly about the degree to which they use Trini in their
instruction may not be accurate nor practical, the underlying assumption of this survey
was that it may be possible to develop an instrument that would reliably and validly
gather this information.
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Although this study was primarily about learning, in order to answer the research
questions above, I relied heavily on theory and approaches from other fields, particularly
sociolinguistics. However, I was immediately aware of how various linguistic terms were
being used in different ways across authors and disciplines. To avoid any confusion
caused by this varied usage of terms, I begin by defining several terms as I have used
them throughout this document. These definitions align with those found in Hartmann
and Stork (1976).
When I refer to a language variety, I am referring to one of several –lects that
occur along the acrolect (standard) to basilect (local) continuum within any language.
These varieties are commonly defined by the background of the speaker, the medium of
speech (oral versus written), and the content or subject being spoken about. For example,
Trini and TAE are varieties of Trinidadian English. Variation in this document refers to
stylistic variation, which consists of using particular features (or rather, particular
variants of features) in different contexts to express (covertly or overtly) different
elements of the speaker‘s identity. This bring us to the use of two other linguistic terms:
style, which I use to mean the speech selected by an individual for a particular occasion;
and variants which I interpret as alternative forms of the same feature, for example, will
not and won’t. Variants can sometimes be used in different contexts to express different
social meanings. Finally, I use the word register to refer to a well-defined, contextspecific variety of a language; and the word dialect here refers to a localized, temporally-,
socially-, and/or geographically-specific language that is shared by a particular group of
speakers across different contexts, but is not necessarily recognized politically. At this
point I would also like to note that International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) transcriptions
are included in square brackets when I refer to sounds, and these refer to phonemes as
perceived by a native speaker, rather than as produced.
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In the following chapter, the theoretical background for the debate surrounding
language choice and exposure in classrooms is described, along with an argument for
measuring and documenting this language exposure especially in Trinidadian Standard 5
classrooms. Following that, in Chapter 3, the method used to gather data in the present
study is described. Chapter 4 focuses on the analysis and results pertaining to oral
language use in classrooms, and Chapter 5 describes the analyses and results of the
written language investigations. Chapter 6 is devoted to outlining the creation and
administration of the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS). Finally, Chapter 7
discusses the findings and implications of the study and includes recommendations for
future research in this area.

14

Chapter 2: Theoretical Background
The goal of this chapter is to situate the present study in the existing psychometric
debate surrounding the role language plays in testing. To do this, I first describe the role
that language (discourse) plays in learning, the conception of classrooms as learning
communities, and the ongoing conversation about language and testing. To demonstrate
the role that language plays in learning, access, and equity, I next add to this discussion
theories that describe the hegemonic significance of language in classrooms, including
the relationship between the theory of sociocultural power and oppression and shifts in
language prestige. Then I turn to sociolinguistic theories about why and how language
becomes one of the currencies of social capital, and the mechanisms through which
certain features within a language come to be associated with identity. I follow this with a
description of Caribbean and Trinidadian English. Finally, I end with a description of
specific areas in which the role of language has been studied in educational contexts
internationally and in the English-speaking Caribbean, the linguistic research on Trini as
a dialect of English, and the status that this variety has held in Trinidadian society as well
as in Trinidadian classrooms in particular.
LANGUAGE AND LEARNING – A LEARNING THEORY APPROACH
Theories of learning have progressed from behaviorism to socioconstructivism,
gradually increasing the acknowledgement of agency, prior knowledge and experience,
and the environment of the learner as contributors to the meaning making process. In the
following sections, I focus on relatively recent theories that describe the learner as an
agent of meaning making who is influenced by background knowledge and experience as
well as the context in which he or she is learning. In this model, a learner takes charge of
learning by joining a discourse community in which he or she first learns the appropriate
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discourse in order to take part in meaning making with other members of the community,
and later to summarize and add to the knowledge within that community. Because
measurement of learning (psychometrics) is concerned with capturing any behavior that
exemplifies cognitive processes, language is often the preferred medium of testing.
Combining discourse theory with psychometric concerns about the validity of
assessments illustrates the importance of the linguistic features chosen to be included in
the instructions and items on a test, in addition to what aspects of linguistic features are
themselves tested.
Discourse Community
The notion of groups of speakers who share a common language has been present
in views of learning for decades. In 1974, Hymes used the term speech community to
describe the norms of groups of people who were the primary speakers in each others‘
lives. This view eventually evolved into the theory of discourse community (Bruffee,
1984) with its description of learning as a form of cognitive apprenticeship, in which a
group of apprentices are brought into the group, aided by existing established members of
the group. New members are invited to participate in very limited ways at first (called
legitimate peripheral participation), gradually participating more and more as their
knowledge and experience grows. Similar to the concept of scaffolding in the Zone of
Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978), novices are engaged at their level of ability. To
be considered an established member of the group, one must be considered a part of the
ongoing conversation, which includes both understanding and contributing to that
conversation.
Therefore, this theory promoted the idea that discourse practices stand as the
foundation of learning (Gee, 1990). Gee went on to describe how this is achieved,
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because the knowledge and skills gained by a learner cannot be independent of the
context in which they are acquired. Halliday (1993) proposed that language learning was
in fact the basis of all learning, saying, ―[Learners of language] are not simply engaging
in one type of learning among many; rather, they are learning the foundations of learning
itself. The distinctive characteristic of human learning is that it is a process of making
meaning‖ (p. 93).
Beyond learning, Pratt and Nesbit (2000) argued that in fact a community‘s
discourse is the way in which it relates to its social world. As I will discuss later, the field
of sociolinguistics has studied language from this very perspective, looking at the ways in
which individuals and groups use linguistic resources socially to portray themselves to
others and understand others‘ portrayals of them. Specifically considering classroom
contexts, discourse communities have been defined as having six characteristics (Swales,
1990): shared goals, mechanisms of intercommunication, the provision of information
and feedback by and to members, the use of genres to further their aims, the acquisition
and use of a specific lexicon, and a ―reasonable‖ ratio of experts to apprentices. In a
classroom, all but the last of these criteria are usually fulfilled.
Classroom Community
Every child first experiences what it means to be a part of an academic discourse
community when first entering a classroom. For many children, this is in elementary
school. Because our first encounters with this type of discourse begins in a classroom, it
is worthwhile to investigate the impact of the classroom (as a community) on learning. I
will begin by considering the research on classroom climate.
Brophy and Good (1986) talked about the research community‘s emphasis on
classroom climate as early as the 1950‘s. They attributed this new interest in classroom
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factors to the increased research focus on teacher behavior in the classroom. Chickering
and Gamson (1987) described what can today be considered classroom community
(Bush, et al., 2004) in their seven principles of good undergraduate instruction. Principles
1 and 2 directly addressed students‘ interactions with their instructor and each other.
Their third principle promoted ―active learning‖ of the material, which involved making
connections between content being taught and prior knowledge as well as other
fields/content areas. Airasian and Jones (1993) mentioned the teacher‘s role in creating
the classroom atmosphere, Anderson and Day (2005) mentioned the learning setting,
Halpern and Desrochers and most of the January 2005 Journal of Social & Clinical
Psychology talked about the classroom as a social setting and the relatedness that needs
to occur for learning to take place there. Language forms the basis of developing the
relationships and connections described by these researchers as necessary for promoting
good learning environments. Therefore, a teacher‘s linguistic choices within a classroom
can set the stage for the learning that occurs in that classroom.
Language and Tests
A prominent aspect of education today is assessment. All tests are language based
and assume some basic level of language proficiency of the examinees (American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National
Council on Measurement in Education, 1999). This assumption creates a nuanced
problem when tests are administered in situations in which several language varieties are
acceptable (i.e., in almost all schools). Psychometrically, test validity is compromised
when the scores that are used to make decisions about students include constructirrelevant factors, such as language proficiency (Solano-Flores, Speroni, & Sexton,
2005). Preventative approaches to this problem include the linguistic simplification of
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items and sociolinguistic approaches to item translation. Remedial approaches generally
consist of piloting items with participants that represent several subgroups that are likely
to be affected by the language proficiency component of the items, and conducting
statistical analyses (usually Differential Item Functioning; DIF) to identify and modify or
remove items that show unacceptable levels of bias against different subgroups. Ferne
and Rupp (2007) conducted a synthesis of the use DIF in language testing from 1990 –
2005, describing in detail how the procedure has been used in various contexts along with
the methodological advances, challenges and implications that previous studies have
uncovered. Of course, preventative methods are preferable to remedial ones, as item
development is costly and so removing or modifying items is suboptimal to creating
unbiased items in the first place.
Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (1998) proposed a sociolinguistic perspective for
considering language-related testing concerns. This perspective involved considering
three things, the definition of the linguistic norm upon which the test is based, the way in
which language is used to measure knowledge and skills on the test, and the
sociolinguistic context in which the test is administered.
In other words, test makers were encouraged to consider the variety of language
that is being required of examinees, the way in which that language is used, and the
relationship between these two considerations and the linguistic situation in the
classrooms in which the examinees are prepared for and take the test. In particular, there
should be a match between the language required of students on the test and the
education system‘s goals for students‘ language acquisition. Thus, a test is not valid if the
education system has determined that students should be proficient in formal standard
language, but the test awards full points to answers that use only the vernacular.
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Similarly, test instructions written in the vernacular would not be appropriate if the
academic discourse is in fact the formal standard.
Testing Language
A related issue is the use of language to test language-related knowledge and
skills. In the context of a system that intends the formal standard to be the academic
discourse, language tests may include informal or vernacular forms as distractors (i.e.,
incorrect answer choices) on multiple choice items. Such a test item is only valid if in
fact the academic discourse is the standard formal, and students are aware of the
difference between the two varieties. In fact, informal features are just as grammatical as
formal features (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, 1998), the only difference is the voice of
authority that has prescribed the formal feature over the informal one. In addition,
vernacular varieties are just as sophisticated and complex as formal standard varieties
(Solano-Flores, 2008). It is therefore naive to rely solely on students‘ instinctual
knowledge of grammaticality to be able to distinguish between these forms. On the other
hand, tests are just as invalid if the goal of the system is for students to acquire the formal
standard language, and no items test a student‘s ability to distinguish between formal and
informal forms. Therefore, educators and test makers need to agree on the goals for
learning and testing, and must work together to create valid tests of language.
Maintaining Test Validity
In recognition of this confounding of language in testing, researchers have
investigated the impact of test language on performance in many different settings. Most
commonly, test translation has been studied in situations in which tests are being adapted
for use in different countries, or with different populations of students who have different
native languages. There have been two general approaches to addressing language as a
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construct-irrelevant factor on an examination in cases where the students being tested
speak as their first language one other than the one in which the test was designed. The
first is linguistic simplification, in which one or a few judges reduce the item to its
simplest linguistic form without changing the skill being assessed by the item. The item
is then administered to all students in this simplified form (all in the same language)
(Solano-Flores, Speroni, & Sexton, 2005). The other is localization, in which one or a
few judges translate the item into the native language of the bilingual students, using their
judgment in choosing the words to be used in the item. The focus here is not on making
the item linguistically equivalent in terms of complexity, but on ensuring that the
meaning and requirements of the item are preserved across languages.
There are several recommended procedures that address ensuring the validity and
comparability of items across languages (Van de Vivjer & Hambleton, 1996; Van de
Vivjer & Poortinga, 1997; Van de Vivjer & Tanzer, 1998).
The case of Appalachian English dialect is considered in relation to standardized
tests in the United States (Wolfram & Christian, 1980). In this chapter, the authors assert
that testing is a social occasion, a view aligned with those of socioconstructivists. In this
social occasion, students draw on their social, cultural, and academic knowledge and
experiences in order to answer questions. The authors used examples from an unnamed
standardized test to show how the context and content of the test items can disadvantage
speakers of a non-standard dialect. Further, it is shown that, in this case at least, distractor
choices in certain items are in fact correct choices in Appalachian English, resulting in
the premise that the test is testing a student‘s ability to recognize the dialect of English
that is being tested, as well as their command of the grammar of that dialect. Depending
on the ways in which the scores on this test are used, this confounding of language with
the skill being tested could render the items invalid. The authors proceeded to
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recommend the following four principles to be considered by test makers: explicitly think
about the underlying test assumptions, predict which items cause conflict between
standard and non-standard dialects of the testing language, consider what the test was
designed to test with what it actually tests, and recommend alternative interpretations of
test scores for test-takers who speak non-standard dialects. In general, they concluded
that test scores cannot be interpreted in the same way, and cannot be used to make the
same decisions for speakers of dialects other than the one in which the test was written.
This research has also been common in the context of testing English Language
Learners. In the context of this population, Solano-Flores, Speroni, and Sexton (2005)
compared the effects of test translation and dialect on student performance. To do this,
they administered items to students in two languages, English, and one of three varieties
of Spanish. Each student thus completed each item twice, once in each language. One of
the key findings of this study was that there was as much variability in students‘
performance due to dialect differences as due to language differences. In other words,
students‘ scores were just as unstable when tested with a different dialect of their first
language as when tested in their second language. It should be noted that students did not
consistently perform better in either their first or second language, illustrating the
complexity of the relationship between language and achievement. A major conclusion of
this study was the fact that if the test development process is to be sensitive to dialect
issues, this process must include all stakeholders, including psychometricians,
sociolinguists, speakers of all dialects, teachers, parents, and administrators. In support of
these findings and the recommendations made above, King (1972) found that over 50%
of predicted dialect conflicts did occur in students‘ responses.
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LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL CAPITAL – A CRITICAL THEORY APPROACH
In order to understand how communities develop within classrooms, I introduce
concepts from critical theory that address power and social structures in societies in
general. While sociocultural approaches to the study of language in classrooms differ
methodologically from educational psychologists and psychometricians in particular, the
theories discussed here help to describe the ways in which language relates to community
development in school settings. In addition, the questions of interest to critical theorists
focus on replication or change of existing social structures, whereas psychometricians‘
focus is on the validity of assessments used to measure learning, especially when the
outcomes of these assessments have grave consequences.
Ideas about social capital and social change, and the role that education and
language play in those domains, have largely come from researchers outside of the
United States, often from contemplating their own situation as politically disenfranchised
members of communist, fascist, and other oppressive societies. Antonio Gramsci, one of
the foremost thinkers in the field of social power, or hegemony, acknowledged the role
that schools and educators play in maintaining or changing a society‘s established power
structure (Gramsci, 1971). Gramsci believed that schools were the primary medium
through which children were socialized into the status quo, thus maintaining the existing
hegemonic structure and ensuring that the ruling class remained the ruling class. Further,
he postulated that the key to changing the existing hegemonic structure of society lay in
classrooms. With the active participation of students and teachers alike, he claimed that
new social norms could be ―taught‖ and that social structures could be reconfigured. A
classroom in which this approach was taken ―would take the child up to the threshold of
his choice of job, forming him during this time as a person capable of thinking, studying
and ruling - or controlling those who rule‖ (p. 40).
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The agents of change in Gramsci‘s theory were called organic intellectuals. He
believed that in general, the oppressed members of a society did not in fact wish for
social change; rather, they wished to be like their oppressors. In other words, they could
not envision a different system of power differentiation, they could only envision
themselves in the place of their oppressors, and so these members of society could not in
fact initiate social change. Organic intellectuals, on the other hand, were described as
those members of society who were flexible enough to move between different classes
and could envision a new social structure in which there was no more oppression. He
implied that if all teachers in a society were organic intellectuals, they would be able to
guide their students within the classroom to create a new social structure, eventually
causing social change as these students themselves became organic intellectuals, left
school, and entered adult society.
Similarly, Freire (1971) documented what he called the Pedagogy of the
Oppressed, in which he proposed that schools use irrelevant curriculum and authoritarian
teachers to perpetuate oppression. Similar to Gramsci‘s thoughts about education, Freire
believed that a ―knowledge imparting‖ model of teaching and learning served only to
suppress individual thought and maintain the existing social structure. Also like Gramsci,
Freire suggested that the key to social change lay in classrooms. By encouraging active
learning in which students are posed with problems and encouraged to solve them, Freire
asserted that social growth would occur through learning. This would happen, he
claimed, because students would be allowed to have social learning experiences in the
classroom to which they never would otherwise have been exposed. Therefore, students
would be exposed to situations outside of the status quo, and so would be able to access
knowledge that would have been withheld from them in the traditional education system.
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Freire expanded on the importance of language and schooling by looking at
literacy (Freire & Macedo, 1987). In this work, the authors described literacy as a form of
cultural politics, claiming that access to written language is leveraged by the political
powers that be to maintain a social structure in which they remain in power. Freire and
Macedo went on to assert that the illiteracy of minorities in the United States was
orchestrated by the ―ruling class‖ through the imposition of the notion that standard
American English is linguistically superior. The fact that African American students need
to learn the standard in order to better their social status does not in itself mean that this is
the better language, he claimed. In a more local context, Winter-Brathwaite (2000)
reiterated (talking about the Jamaican education system) that the seeds of cultural change
must be sown in classrooms if they are to take root in society.
Also in the 1970s, Bourdieu acknowledged the role that language plays in
indexing social power (Bourdieu, 1977). His theory began as an attempt to explain
individual differences in academic achievement using an economic framework (Dika &
Singh, 2002). He defined social capital as a function of the network of people an
individual knows and can use when necessary. This theory separated the relationships a
person may have from the quality and quantity of the resources that those relationships
provide.
Bourdieu explored the social meanings carried by different linguistic structures,
by conceptualizing linguistic resources as tokens of an economy. Linguistic transactions,
he claimed, are actually reinforcements of the symbolic power given to the parties
engaging in the exchange. Considering the notions of official language, religious
language, political language, and standard language from this perspective, he explained
how social capital is developed and how this meaning comes to be shared by members of
a society. In fact, he almost seemed to blame linguists for propagating these social
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structures by deliberately ignoring the power that linguistic resources hold (Bourdieu,
1991).
Fairclough (1989) expanded on Bourdieu‘s work to show that language education
in schools and Critical Language Study (CLS) could be used to effect social change. He
characterized all modern citizens as consumers of discourse. He advocated instruction in
Critical Language awareness in order to develop students as not only producers of
discourse but also interpreters of discourse on both cognitive and social levels. This
development, he claimed, would empower those students coming from disenfranchised
classes of society and simultaneously would educate those students coming from
historically empowered classes, such that social change could be effected by these
students as they moved out of the schools and into the world of business and work. His
model of language learning provided two guiding principles: first, combining awareness
and purposeful discourse to realize a student‘s potential language capabilities and second,
building on experience to develop critical language awareness.
In summary, theorists and researchers of social capital agree that language use in
classrooms can have important influences on society‘s social structure; and the
acceptance of local or standard forms by teachers actually sends powerful messages to
students about the social structure as well as the relative prestige of the form in question.
Therefore, documenting the current linguistic expectations of an educational system can
shed light on the social structure of its wider society. Later in this chapter, social attitudes
to the local variety in English will be discussed in order to determine the theoretical
expectations for the current linguistic environment in Trinidadian classrooms. I turn now
to the study of how value and prestige are assigned to different languages or varieties and
registers of a single language. In the next section, I will present the ways in which
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sociolinguists and linguistic anthropologists have explored the ways in which language
has influenced hegemony, among other things, in classrooms.
LANGUAGE AND IDENTITY – A SOCIOLINGUISTIC APPROACH
Now that I have discussed the role of language in classrooms, and based that
discussion on the role of language in society, I turn to how and why language becomes a
currency of social capital. There are several processes through which different linguistic
features of a language come to represent particular social groups or situations. These
include the process of situational shifting, stylistic variation, appropriation, and
enregisterment.
Situational shifting is described by Ervin-Tripp (1974) as sociolinguistic
alternation based on the situation and people present. Sociolinguistic alternation is the
process of choosing a response from the repertoire of possible responses particularly to
convey social as well as linguistic meaning. Later, she proposed three types of shifting in
monolinguial speakers (Ervin-Tripp, 2001). These were addressee shifting, in which the
speaker uses features based on the person being spoken to, the example given by ErvinTripp being the change in a child‘s speech when they speak to a relative who speaks a
different variety (or even language). The second type of shifting she proposed was speech
conditions, in which changes in speech reflect changes in the circumstance in which the
language is produced. For example, the type of speech a speaker uses while making an
impromptu speech is different from that used making a planned speech, and even
different from that used when writing. Differences in speech may also be due to shifting
from one-on-one conversation to speaking to a large group. Finally, rhetorical shifts were
proposed as the final type of shifting. This type of shifting is most focused on issues of
dialect, or the use of features that represent less formal varieties within a language. This
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type of shifting is used by the speaker to convey social meaning, such as for emotional
effect, to convey roles, or to identify oneself as the member of a particular group (or as
not a member of a particular group).
Stylistic variation in language is characterized as the variation that occurs within a
single speaker‘s speech, as opposed to social variation which occurs between speakers
(Bell, 1984). There have been several theories about why stylistic variation occurs. Labov
first theorized in 1966 that this intraspeaker variation was a result of the speaker‘s
attention to speech. He proposed that the more carefully one spoke, the closer the sounds
one produced would be to target sounds. Bell (1984) proposed instead that stylistic
variation in our speech was in fact due to audience. This theory takes into account that
being aware of one‘s audience could impact the attention paid to one‘s speech, but
claimed that the attention was simply the mechanism by which stylistic variation takes
place, not the cause of that variation (Bell, 1984).
Eckert (Eckert & Rickford, 2001) built on Labov‘s (1966) theory of stylistic
variation as structure and instead proposed a theory of stylistic variation as social
practice. This new theory acknowledged that while social capital could be gained through
linguistic variation, this variation was in fact more a choice than a characteristic. In
addition, by using the framework of Communities of Practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991)
Eckert asserted that in fact speakers were agents of this variation, rather than victims of
it. In other words, Eckert believed that speakers used stylistic variation to index identity
in order to gain social capital which in this context could be thought of as meaningmaking rights. At the end of this section I will illustrate how compatible this theory of
stylistic variation is with theories of language and other types of learning.
The first attempts to quantify the social meaning of variation took the form of
subjective reaction tests (Labov, 1966). In his study of New York English, he used audio
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clips of speakers demonstrating variable use of certain features (e.g., the presence or
absence of the –r sound [r] at the end or middle of words such as car, or darted). He
asked his participants to listen to these clips and then indicate how suitable each speaker
was for different jobs, ranging from TV Personality to Factory Worker (or none of these).
In this way, he was able to show that the frequency of use of particular features was
related (in participants‘ minds) to SES or social status. Since then, several studies have
used this type of test to determine which features carry social weight in different varieties
of language (Chambers & Trudgill, 2004).
One of the common findings from using such a task is that it measures
participants‘ perceptions of and attitudes toward certain features of their language, but it
does not measure very well participants‘ use or even their tendency to use those same
features. In a poignant illustration of this phenomenon, Johnstone et. al. (2006) described
one participant who listened to a clip of a particular feature that he himself used, but
reported that he only ever heard that feature while visiting another city. The findings
from studies using subjective reaction tests thus far illustrate the potential difficulties of
asking participants to self-report their use of certain features, particularly if the features in
question carry salient social meanings (good or bad).
Another means of measuring stylistic variation began with recording natural
speech, and coding it to determine what non-standard features were present. The use of a
particular non-standard feature was counted, and then compared to the total number of
opportunities the speaker had to use that feature (Labov, 1966). For example, the number
of uses of the non-standard variant of the ing-suffix [ɪn] was compared to the total
number of uses of [ɪn] and [ɪŋ], to give a percentage of the use of non-standard features.
If this methodology was carried out for speakers from different social circles in the same
city, for example, stylistic variation could be defined by the frequency of use of certain
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features, rather than the mere presence of absence of a particular feature. This approach
to measuring variation did not depend on the participants‘ judgment of their own ways of
speaking, and still allowed researchers to determine which non-standard features were
salient to speakers and which were not (features with very high frequency across all
social groups were assumed not to be salient features).
Focusing on dialect variation, Coupland (2001) drew on Bakhtinian theories of
discourse to argue that dialect variation is in fact multi-dimensional and qualitatively
different from other types of shifting. He used this complex interpretation of dialect
shifting as the premise for recommending that all studies of dialect variation utilize
ethnographic methods in order to understand as many aspects of the context that
influence the shifting as possible. Coupland asserted that at its core, this view of variation
considers several aspects of style, including semiosis, intentionality, and conflict
(Coupland, 2001); something that quantitative approaches to sociolinguistics could not.
In response to this critique of quantitative sociolinguistic methods, Rickford (2001)
agreed with Coupland that in the case of stylistic variation, a more comprehensive
approach to research is appropriate. However, he pointed out that not all of the variation
that occurs in language is separate from social factors such as SES, class, ethnicity, and
age, and so quantifying variant frequencies when investigating variation from other social
perspectives is not entirely without merit. This quantitative approach seems reasonable in
educational settings, especially when looking at the language impacts of high stakes,
standardized tests.
Now that I have discussed how language conveys social meaning, I turn to
theories about why language is a salient currency of social capital. Eventually, as both
Labov (1966) and Bell (1984) described, stylistic variants come to be shared by members
of the same discourse community in a very broad way. This leads to certain variants
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becoming socially appropriate in particular contexts and carrying distinct social
meanings. This process is known as enregisterment, and is described by Agha (2003) as
the process through which a group of linguistic features (together called a linguistic
repertoire) becomes distinct within a language as a ―socially recognized register of
forms‖ (p. 231). By tracing the roots of a well known register of British English known as
Received Pronunciation (RP), Agha identified five metadiscourses through which the
social meaning of this register was preserved generation after generation. If this
propagation of social meaning is to take place, there needs to be ―buy in,‖ in which
members of the discourse community come to accept that the group of features in
question could in fact be indicative of the social meaning that comes to be associated
with them. Note here that it is not necessary that the linguistic features actually be
representative of these social meanings, it is only necessary that it be plausible to the
discourse community that these features could be tied to these social meanings.
Agha (2003) stated that schools are uniquely positioned to replicate and propagate
speech norms because of the explicit teaching of language that occurs there. For example,
two metadiscourses that were identified as register preserving processes were prescriptive
works (i.e., grammar textbooks) and literary works, both of which are taught and learned
in schools. By teaching the grammar of a particular register, the social meaning that is
tied to that register is also taught. Also, in studying the social meaning conveyed by
language in novels, students learn to associate certain meanings with certain features.
One of the main reasons schools propagate the social meanings of groups of features is
due to classroom instruction, during which the teacher speaks to many students at a time,
and students are generally encouraged to reproduce the features used by the teacher. In a
classroom, all speakers are exposed to similar metadiscursive messages about different
linguistic features, and the teacher is seen as the exemplary speaker of academic
31

discourse. In the case of Received Pronunciation (RP) in particular, the register was so
associated with schools that in the early 20th century, the name ―Public School
Pronunciation‖ was proposed by Daniel Jones (a phonetician) to identify it (Agha, 2003).
To convey appropriate social meaning linguistically, speakers in situations with
established social hierarchies (such as parent-child interactions, or teacher-student
interactions) must have access to features that mark politeness and face-saving (Brown &
Levinson, 1987). Youssef (2005a) documented the acquisition of these strategies in Trini,
showing that they do exist and are distinct from the strategies used in the standard form,
illustrating the potential for conflicting messages in early education classrooms, because
one of the features used as a strategy (the use of preverbal markers as politeness markers)
could be ―corrected‖ in school as an incorrect construction in the standard form. Youssef
went on to assert that face concerns are necessary components of language acquisition
and the socialization process that goes hand in hand with language acquisition. Because
social and linguistic norms are dependent on context, the potential for mismatches and
misunderstandings arise when different discourses collide in the same situation.
The process of using the language normally associated with another group is
called appropriation. When this is done in order to facilitate the language used by the
other speakers in the conversation, it is called accommodation. Although appropriation
can be used to comment (socially) about other groups, or to express solidarity or
difference with the group that ―owns‖ the register (Agha, 2003; Barrett, 1999; Ochs,
1992), in classrooms appropriation is considered desirable. When accommodation occurs,
it is usually a form of scaffolding utilized by a teacher in order to facilitate student
learning. If accommodation never occurs, the experience of the learner may compare to
the disgruntled student thrown into an immersion class in a second language, and the
32

learner may feel that any learning that does occur happens in spite of the teacher (Sedaris,
2000).
If we apply this to school settings, students who enter school speaking only, say,
the local dialect will not learn the stylistic variation of academic discourse unless they are
exposed to the features in that discourse that are relevant to stylistic variation. If they are
not exposed to these variants in relevant features, they will not have access to these
variants (i.e., the features will not become a part of students‘ linguistic repertoires), and
students will not be able to vary their style appropriately in academic settings, even
without realizing that they are being socially inappropriate with their use of language. In
other words, for anyone to join a discourse community, they must have access to the
linguistic resources of that community, in order to index (portray) the individual‘s desired
style or identity.
PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER
Considering the social context of assessment, today‘s high stakes tests implicitly
require test takers to conform to prevalent ideas about language appropriateness. The
language used on items and instructions on a test may tacitly advantage certain ethnic,
social, or even age groups. Similarly, instructional language in a classroom may provide
only some students with access to knowledge building, while teaching other students that
the academic world is not one that they can belong to.
Bourdieu‘s conceptualization of language is quite relevant to studies of language
use in classrooms. Much like the socioconstructivist theories of prior knowledge in which
the learner‘s individual experiences bring something new to the meaning-making table,
Bourdieu‘s notion of habitus (i.e., the unique collection of the individual‘s experiences to
this point) asserts that speakers bring unique social capital to the market (discourse
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community). This habitus may be accepted or rejected by the community based on the
relationship between the individual and the community, and based on previous
relationships (between this community and other individuals, and between this individual
and other communities). This is also very reminiscent of the sociolinguistic concept of
authority (Wertsch & Rupert, 1993), in which it is in fact the listener who holds the
authority in a conversation, and not the speaker, although it is up to the speaker to claim
the authority, when appropriate, in order to be heard.
The classroom is in fact a unique microcosm of hegemony. In a classroom, there
is generally one individual with more power and authority (the teacher) than all the other
individuals that make up the community (the students). Because of this unique dynamic,
it is possible for classrooms both to reflect the power structure of the wider society, and
reject it at the same time. For example, consider the classroom in which the teacher
comes from a less powerful class of society. It is possible for this teacher to have students
from various classes, including more and less powerful classes than him or herself. In this
case, the hegemonic structure within the student community may completely replicate the
structure of the wider society, but the teacher maintains authority over all students, so the
classroom community may reject the structure of the wider society by assigning more
social capital to an individual who would generally have less social capital outside the
classroom. Instinctively, this would imply that the development of community within a
classroom is affected by the fact that there is a single individual with more authority, and
entry into the discourse community is actually controlled by this individual. This adds in
interesting element to the research questions at hand because the teacher is seen as the
model of appropriate discourse, and this may contradict students‘ prior experiences in
different discourse communities.
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For example, in a series of studies focusing on primary mathematics classrooms
in South Africa, Setati found that teachers‘ attitudes toward English were also being
taught to students along with mathematical concepts and procedures (Setati, 2008; Setati,
2005; Setati & Adler, 2000). Specifically, teachers shared the cultural belief that English
was a more universal or international language, and so provided access to social capital.
In addition, they believed that students had better command of their local language. This
led to the practice in classrooms that English was the only acceptable language of
procedural mathematics discourse (in which mathematical procedures were discussed),
but that other local languages were acceptable languages of conceptual discourse (in
which explanations of concepts, whether or not they were related to mathematics or word
problems, were discussed). Students language choices clearly reflected these beliefs both
implicitly, as evidenced through their language practice, and explicitly, as evidenced
through the reasons they gave for wanting their mathematics classes to be taught in
English. In this context, the teachers themselves were not native English speakers, but
were replicating the cultural belief that English was the more prestigious language, and
students learned and accepted this belief as well.
It is interesting to think about the social meaning of not conforming to the
expected norms. Grice (1975) would probably say that this is counter-productive if the
objective of the discourse is in fact knowledge-sharing. Bourdieu, I suspect, would say
that this is an intentional rebellion against the social norms. When thinking about
language use in classrooms in particular, especially when considering usage choices
between local forms and standard (or more prestigious) forms, teachers and students can
send very powerful social messages about their opinion, understanding of, and agreement
with the established social norms, and can in fact subvert them simply through language
choice.
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Enregisterment and appropriation can be combined and explained from the
perspective of the learning theory of discourse communities. When children enter school,
they are already central members of a particular discourse community that may be
different from the community they encounter in their new classroom. The process of
enregisterment at a societal level has resulted in different registers being associated with
colloquial discourses (such as the vernacular, which is likely found at home) and
academic discourses (such as the formal and informal, which are likely found in
classrooms). Learning in a discourse community can be thought of as the gradual
appropriation of discourse by novices (students), aided by accommodation by experts
(teachers) that is slowly removed as the novices‘ command of the appropriate discourse
increases (scaffolding within the ZPD).
If there are continual mismatches between the discourse expected or produced by
the student and the discourse expected or produced by the teacher, the social meaning
that is conveyed is not the intended meaning. Continual mismatches could be interpreted
as rudeness, or sarcasm, or even judgments of ―unbelongingness‖ on the part of the
teacher. However these mismatches are interpreted, they will not lead to scaffolding and
entry of the novice into the discourse community. If this process does not occur, learning
does not (cannot) take place, as the novice is never allowed into the discourse
community, and so cannot authentically join the ongoing conversation. In more concrete
terms, this may affect performance on assessments both in terms of the ability being
tested and in terms of the language used in instructions and items on the test.
Thus, thinking of the relationship between language, learning, and culture,
consider the fact that classrooms are not only a place where social change can be enacted,
but as places that tend to reflect the current social structure. The linguistic atmosphere of
a classroom is often a vehicle for including students in the learning community.
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However, linguistic choices in classrooms can also be exclusionary. Because the values
of a discourse community influence the discourse, and, by extension, ways of thinking,
making, and sharing meaning and fostering understanding, these values also create
boundaries (Lave, 1988). The very idea of belonging to or joining a discourse community
begs the idea of not belonging to that community. In other words, as with any group or
community, norms develop based on the actions, beliefs, and feelings of the majority
(Alfred, 2002). Therefore, all of the issues of power and politics discussed above in
relation to a wider society can also be applied to smaller societies such as discourse
communities, and by extension, classrooms themselves. This leads to an interesting
circular process in which language and learning influence power and culture, and in turn
power and culture influence language and learning. Therefore, it is not difficult to accept
that the best place to begin an investigation into the language, power, and learning
changes in a society is to investigate the language and learning that is already taking
place in the classrooms of that society.
WORLD ENGLISH
Largely due to the vastness of the British Empire at its peak and the ascendance of
the United States on the world stage, English is spoken today by an estimated 1.8 billion
people (Langlotz & Schiltz, 2004), roughly a quarter of the world‘s population
(International Programs Center, U.S. Census Bureau, 2007). In an attempt to document
and explain the similarities and differences between varieties of English, Kachru (1985)
proposed a model of ―Three Circles‖ (Figure 1). The Inner Circle represents countries in
which English is the official, national, and spoken language. The Outer Circle includes
those countries in which English is an official and/or academic language, but other
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languages are spoken natively. The Expanding Circle contains those countries in which
English is recognized and routinely learned as an important foreign language.

Inner Circle (e.g., UK and USA)
Outer Circle (e.g., India and Singapore)
Expanding Circle (e.g., South Korea
and Japan)

Figure 1: Kachru‘s Three Circles
Using this theory, several researchers have documented the varieties of English
around the world and studied them within the three circles framework. In educational
settings, the issue of whether or not to teach (and, to complicate issues, to teach in) a
uniform ―world English‖ variety or to preserve and use local varieties in schools is still
being debated. Several books and collections of papers are devoted to the topic.
According to Bruthiaux (2003), sociolinguists have recently objected to the focus
of the three circles model on nation-states and political boundaries as boundaries of
English. Not only are these boundaries somewhat artificial, he claimed, but they ignore
the continuum that exists between standard English and its many local varieties, making
it seem as if one either is an English speaker or is not. Bruthiaux acknowledged the
usefulness of the three circles model as a means of organizing and referring to complex
constructs, but suggested that the circles should be ―squared‖ a bit, adapting the model
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instead (1) to focus on English-speaking communities as they are defined
sociolinguistically (regardless of their geographic and political borders), and (2) to
acknowledge that the sociolinguistic context of English differs around the world (often
resulting in fuzzy boundaries between standard English and local varieties). This second
recommendation is especially important if the study of World English is to be helpful to
those trying to create and implement language policies that are socially and linguistically
relevant (Bruthiaux, 2003).
On the one hand, sociolinguists believe that requiring classroom discourse to take
place only in ―standard English‖ is disempowering to teachers and learners (Rubdy &
Saraceni, 2006). Using more native varieties in official and educational settings is
sometimes felt to be more appropriate, because of their potential for internal (as opposed
to imposed/external) models of grammar, syntax, and use (Kachru, 1992). In terms of
teaching English as a second language, linguists and teachers have begun to question the
validity of holding non-native speakers to somewhat artificial British or American
English standards (Rubdy & Saraceni, 2006). In terms of social power, this model holds
speakers up to the standards of a privileged few (native speakers of the standard variety),
and so promotes exclusivity and boundaries around the discourse community (Rubdy &
Saraceni, 2006). In some ways, it makes more sense to teach varieties of English that are
either specific to the context in which they will most likely be used (Youssef & Carter,
1999) or a variety that builds on the linguistic similarities of one‘s first language.
On the other hand, concerns have arisen about the possibility of local varieties of
English becoming more and more dissimilar (Rubdy & Saraceni, 2006). If this should
happen, varieties of English could become mutually unintelligible, and communication
between speakers of these different varieties could be hindered (Jenkins, 2006). This has
happened with languages in the past, as when Classical Latin diverged into the modern
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Romance languages (Rubdy & Saraceni, 2006). This is probably the fear that
governments try to assuage when they legislate the use of standard English for the
purposes of administration and education. Standard English is usually a written variety,
and so is seen to be well suited for these purposes (Rubdy & Saraceni, 2006). Of course,
it also helps that prescriptive linguistic rules (grammar, spelling, syntax, etc) have been
developed for these more standard forms, and so can easily be taught due to the
availability of references and guides to help determine the ―correctness‖ of the language.
This has also helped popularize these varieties in the teaching of English as a
foreign/second language as the availability of prescriptive rules makes the assessment of
language learning easier. Even in Expanding Circle countries where administrators are
concerned about adoption of British and/or American values and systems along with
learning of the standard variety, the promoted or preferred variety still tends to be one of
the standard forms (Rubdy & Saraceni, 2006).
Thus, linguists continue to debate whether or not it is possible to teach local
varieties of English while still maintaining more convergent or standard forms for global
communication (Jenkins, 2006; Kirkpatrick, 2006). Some argue that teaching local
varieties is preferred (Jenkins, 2006); while others argue that this is the only method we
have right now (because clearly defined ―World English‖ does not exist), but should be
avoided when we do eventually develop descriptive and prescriptive ―World English‖
grammar (Kirkpatrick, 2006).
Caribbean English
From a purely linguistic perspective, Aceto (2006) provided a thorough overview
of the history of, and possible scenarios of the evolution of Caribbean English. In
addition, he provided an overview of the commonalities of the morphology, phonology,
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lexicon, and syntax of these languages. Some of the morphological features he mentioned
included bound morphemes (e.g., go + -in to represent future tense as in me goin’ eat
‗I‘m going to eat‘) and phrasal verbs (e.g., /verb/ + up to represent infinitives as in wet up
‗to soak‘). Common phonological features included variation in r-lessness (e.g., full
rhoticity in Bajan as compared to dropping of the postvocalic -r [r] in Trini as in four
[for] versus fo’ [foə] ‗four‘), and th-stopping which is present in many local Caribbean
forms (e.g., dese [diːz] ‗these‘ and tings [tɪŋz] ‗things‘). Common syntactic features
included preverbal marking of the future tense (e.g., they go study tomorrow ‗they will
study tomorrow‘ probably from French or Spanish), and negation using a preverbal
negator (e.g., she eh [ɛnt~ ~ɛ] eat ‗she didn‘t eat‘). Finally, common lexical features
included word-for-word translations or borrowings from other languages (e.g., big-eye
‗greedy‘ from African languages from the Guinea Coast, and doux-doux ‗sweetheart‘
from French).
Allsop (2003) distinguished Caribbean English from the English of other British
territories by describing the geographical contexts that influenced divergence of each
island‘s language. Unlike Canada, say, or Australia, Caribbean English is in fact a
collection of ―sub-varieties of English distributed…over a large number of noncontiguous territories,‖ (Allsopp, 2003, p. xli). He described several unique contributors
to differences in the varieties, such as natural resources (leading to several unique names
for sub-species of flora and fauna on some islands, and more blanket names for groups of
sub-species on other islands), different native language influences (as diverse as Dutch in
Tobago and Maya in Belize), and divergent evolution of different lexical items on
different islands which each carry the same weight of standardness (leading to several
names for the same item, none of which is considered more correct than the others). A
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more thorough description of Caribbean English is available in Allsop‘s Dictionary of
Caribbean English Usage (2003).
Turning to the weight that different features can carry in terms of their marking
social meaning, Labov (1966) labeled features of speech according to the role they played
in stylistic variation. Features of which speakers were not aware and that were used
consistently in all speech as indicators. Features that were used in different social
situations, and carried social meaning within a discourse community, he called markers.
Features that were used overtly and deliberately to convey a particular social meaning
that may or may not still be associated with that feature in practice were called
stereotypes. In specific reference to Caribbean English and their relationship to
Internationally Acceptable English (IAE), Allsopp (2003) described levels of formalness
in this way:
Formal: the form of language generally regarded as educated, or IAE.
These features do not convey personal familiarity with the listener.
Informal: the form of language accepted as casual speech, more familiar
than formal forms, and including few reductions and other features that are
characteristic of decreolized speech.
Anti-formal: the form of language described by norms intended to
deliberately reject the formal. It referred primarily to spoken language, but
was sometimes included in written texts (such as folk tales) that intended
to distance the authoring group socially from another (more prestigious)
group that was represented by the formal forms.
Erroneous/Disapproved: classified by features that are not acceptable in
IAE, although apparently perceived to be by the speaker. Also refers to
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orthography that is explicitly disapproved (as in cases where different
spellings actually refer to different items/words).
Trinidadian English
Although Trinidadian English is quite similar to other Caribbean Englishes, there
are some distinctions to be made. Trinidadian English is an Outer-Circle variety that may
be in the process of becoming an Inner-Circle variety (as will be evidenced in a later
section in which I describe the work of Mühleisen, 2002, and Youssef, 2004). In addition,
the basilect (which I also think of as the vernacular), is distinct from what Trinidadians
call Trini Patois, which is very heavily influenced by French, and which is not as
commonly spoken. The basilect and acrolect differ primarily along morphological,
syntactic, and lexical dimensions. In general, the acrolect follows the grammatical
conventions of standard British English, whereas the basilect has its own rules of lexical
expansion, certain areas of derivational and inflectional morphology, and negation,
among others (James & Youssef, 2004). For a thorough description of the phonology,
morphology, and syntax of the basilect, see the chapters on the creoles of Trinidad and
Tobago in A Handbook of Varieties of English, Volumes 1 & 2. Note that the definitions
of acrolect, mesolect, and basilect in these chapters are unique in that they have been
used to distinguish between Trinidadian, Tobagonian, and shared English on the two
islands.
This project focuses on two main varieties of Trinidadian English, Trinidadian
Academic English (TAE), which is the form of the acrolect considered to be standard in
academic settings, and Trini, the basilect. In order to understand the ways in which these
varieties interact, I rely on Rickford and Traugott‘s (1985) conceptions of overt and
covert prestige in attitudes towards post-colonial Creoles and dialects. The official
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language of Trinidad (the variety with overt prestige) is standard Trinidadian, and in
educational settings I assume this to be TAE (allowing for academic language to be
different from standard Trinidadian in specific ways). The commonly spoken variety is
Trini, which enjoys covert prestige, as Trinis identify this variety as representative of
their unique culture. They use this form to identify themselves as Trinis, and find it to be
familiar and intimate. I assume that students enter school most familiar with this variety
of Trinidadian English.
LANGUAGE DIVERSITY AND EDUCATION
Studies of the role language plays in education come from all of the above
mentioned fields, education, educational psychology, linguistics, and sociolinguistics. In
fact, in doing the review of literature for this chapter, I was more and more convinced
that educational linguistics could be a field of study in and of itself. In this section, I will
focus on studies of English, specifically on issues of local and standard variety use.
Although many of these studies have been situated in classrooms, I have included some
in other contexts as well, such as online communication.
Global Contexts
Siegel (1999) summarized 26 years of research (1973 – 1999) on the use of
stigmatized (usually local) and standard varieties in the teaching of the standard variety in
different educational settings. He was primarily interested in determining whether the use
of local varieties in the teaching of standard varieties hinders acquisition of the standard
variety. Note that this summary included studies of languages other than English and true
bilingual contexts as well as classrooms using different varieties of the same language.
He identified three types of instructional settings: instrumental, accommodation, and
awareness programs. Instrumental programs were those in which the local variety was
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used as the language of instruction to teach explicitly the standard variety as well as in
several content areas. Accommodation programs were those in which the local variety
was accepted in the classroom but was never used as the language (or subject) of
instruction. Awareness programs included the local variety as the topic of study in
literature or language lessons but used the standard as the language of instruction. In
these programs students were also sometimes made aware of the differences between
both varieties explicitly. Siegel found that in all cases use of the local variety was
correlated with increased acquisition of the standard. He recommended that more studies
needed to be done in the area of acquisition of different varieties of the same language,
but that based on the existing research, the use of the local variety to teach the standard
seems to enhance acquisition of the standard.
African American Vernacular English
Arguably the most studied dialect of English in educational contexts has been
African American Vernacular English, also referred to as African American English, and
Ebonics (Winford, 2006). This rich and long-standing field has produced numerous
studies of this dialect‘s features and historical basis. Although a full discussion of the
history, successes, and failures of the use of African American Vernacular English both
as an acceptable classroom language (part of the discourse community in the classroom)
and as a language of instruction is impossible here, an interesting summary can be found
in Perry and Delpit (1998).
In the 1970s, linguists and educators debated the role of language variation in
classrooms (Moses, Daniels, & Gundlach, 1976). They added to the debate by
considering the role that teachers‘ attitudes toward different varieties of English could
have on the learning that occurs in their classrooms. At that time, the African American
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presence in all classrooms was still relatively new, and many in American society still
had fairly strong views of black intellectual inferiority (Moses, Daniels, & Gundlach,
1976). Moses et. al. documented the fact that even though more and more linguists
disagreed with the view that standard American English was superior, teachers still
resisted the call to accept local varieties as useful in the classroom. This tug of war
illustrates that as much as language can impact society, society also influences language.
The authors concluded that teacher attitudes did in fact influence the sociolinguistic
climate of classrooms, and the eventual success (or failure) of more accepting language
policies.
Since then, African American English has been integrated into several classrooms
including adult education and college classrooms with varying results. For example,
Simmons-McDonald discussed a 1999 literature-based approach to the inclusion of
African American English in classrooms in which students were reported to show
positive results in ―literacy development‖ (Simmons-McDonald, 2004). Recently, Baugh
(2007) recommended that educators interested in the role AAVE can play in education
look at the ways in which Hawai‘ian Pidgin English has been incorporated into
Hawai‘ian schools, which is discussed next. Sadly, few direct recommendations for
teaching and learning have come from these (usually linguistic) studies (Matarese, 2002;
Winford, 2006).
Hawai’i
Another area in which much study has taken place is the use of Hawai‘ian native
language (also a dialect of English) in classrooms. In Hawai‘i, both parents and educators
expressed fears that the use of the vernacular language, at home and at school, would
have negative educational consequences for children (Odo, 1987). However, in the early
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1980s, it was found that the consistently higher elementary reading achievement of
students who attended the Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) could be
attributed to the fact that participation in their reading lessons in this program very
closely resembled a well-known, major speech event in native Hawai‘ian known as talk
story (Au, 1980). Through the years, the debate has raged on this issue leading to a
synthesis of relevant literature being developed by the Pacific Resources for Education
and Learning to assist teachers in making decisions about language use in their own
classrooms. This synthesis reports two substantial findings (among others). The first is
that language minority students in Hawai‘ian schools (those whose first language is not
English) do perform less well than their peers (Brown, Hammond, & Onikama, 1997).
The second, almost contradictory finding is that current research in the use of vernaculars
in schools (as an instructional language) support the use of local languages (both dialects
and distinct native languages) in teaching and learning (Brown, Hammond, & Onikama,
1997).
The English-speaking Caribbean
Predating the study of African American English in American schools, linguists
and others have considered the role of Caribbean English in Caribbean schools
(Simmons-McDonald, 2004). Craig (2006) explained that at that time, many of those new
countries were negotiating independence and struggling to find a national identity that
was not completely dependent on their colonial history. Across the Atlantic, researchers
and educators were also struggling with the generally poor performance of West Indian
students (those with parents from English-speaking Caribbean nations) in British
classrooms (Simmons-McDonald, 2004). Until that point, students were immersed in
standard-only classrooms in which the local variety was not allowed. Linguists worked to
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try to erase the stigma associated with local forms, pointing out that no language can be
superior to another, but the wider society had already given prestige to the standard
varieties. In addition, linguists argued that policies that focused on education rather than
social preferences actually favor the use of local forms both in education, and as official
languages (Craig, 2006).
The official introduction of local forms into classrooms began in Haiti in 1979,
when the Minister of Education decreed that French Creole (as opposed to standard
French) was to be allowed in schools as a means of communication and as an
instructional content area. At the same time, British schools adopted programs that
explicitly taught the similarities and differences between different varieties (including the
standard) to assist students who spoke Caribbean varieties of English (SimmonsMcDonald, 2004). Since then, many Caribbean nations have moved toward a more
inclusive model of instruction in which the local variety is at least permitted in
classrooms, if not directly taught or used as the language of instruction. This shift,
claimed Simmons-McDonald (2004), has been due in some part to the research that has
been done on Caribbean local varieties (including English, French, Dutch, and Mixed
Creoles). This research in general has shown that ignoring the place of local varieties in
the classroom hinders students‘ learning (Simmons-McDonald, 2004). Newer programs
that have been implemented in St. Lucia, Jamaica, and Haiti have been shown, either
empirically or anecdotally, to help students, especially in acquisition of the standard and
in early reading acquisition (Simmons-McDonald, 2004).
Jamaica
Jamaican Creole has also been studied extensively, including the impact of its use
in schools. Like Trini, Jamaican dialect is also English-based. In 2005, the Linguistics
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Department of the University of the West Indies – Mona conducted a survey of the
language

attitudes

in

Jamaica.

The

results

(found

at

http://www.mona.uwi.edu/dllp/jlu/projects/survey.htm) showed that Jamaicans are aware
of their local form and have positive attitudes toward it. Some of the findings included
that fact that most Jamaicans recognize the local form (Patois) as a language and believe
it should be named an official language of the country, they want politicians to use the
language and they want bilingual schools, and they would like to see Jamaican written in
a standard form on street signs and in school textbooks.
The Ministry of Education in Jamaica began the Bilingual Education Program
(BEP) in 2004 (Morren & Morren, 2007). The goals of this project included assigning
equal status to Patois and standard English in three pilot schools and supporting teachers
in both languages, evaluating, comparing, and contrasting students‘ performance at
grades 1 and 4 in pilot schools with comparable non-pilot schools, evaluating competence
in Patois in pilot schools, and raising the levels of literacy in both Patois and standard
English in pilot schools. An external evaluation (Morren & Morren, 2007) found that
these goals were not all met two to three years into the project. Some materials used in
public elementary schools were translated to Patois for use in the (now four) pilot
schools, and several teachers were being or had been trained to deliver curriculum in
Patois (although their attendance at the trainings had been problematic). Nonetheless, the
bilingual program had been implemented in four pilot schools. None of the comparisons
of student performance, competence, or literacy had yet been carried out. Several benefits
of this program were identified by the evaluators. These included the fact that students in
the program seemed to be more intrinsically motivated during lessons presented in Patois,
and because of this enthusiasm demonstrated by the students, evaluators expected that the
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program would be found successful to some degree when analyses of the quantitative
goals were completed.
Trinidad and Tobago
As discussed above, culture and language are related. Loss of a language could
lead to loss of culture, ideas, and concepts (Brown, Hammond, & Onikama, 1997). In
Trinidad, the issue of classroom linguistic choice is not so much one of possible language
and culture loss, but rather one of social capital. Linguistic exposure in classrooms
propagates certain perceptions toward speakers of a particular variety, and this has
implications for students‘ style and identity inside and out of the classroom.
Of course, as societies grow and change, the perception and prestige assigned to
certain varieties of a language can change (Devonish, 1986), as has been the case in
Trinidad (Mühleisen, 2002). English in Trinidad and Tobago shares much of its history
with AAVE and other Caribbean creoles, which is to say the language influences on the
islands have been diverse. In fact, English was not made the official language of Trinidad
and Tobago until 1823, decades after it was imposed in other Caribbean entities (Holm,
1986).
According to Devonish (1986), education was one of the few areas in the English
speaking Caribbean in which language policies were explicit. Governments at the time
tried to use educational language policies to direct the social structure, which he felt
would not necessarily be the result of such policies (Devonish, 1986). The assumption
that local forms of English were simply ―broken English‖ led to the policy of all
education taking place in standard English. However, due to the influx of students from
varying backgrounds and socioeconomic status just after independence, a rather
antagonistic linguistic situation developed in which the linguistic repertoires of both
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teachers and students were primarily local varieties; but the official educational goals and
methods preferred the use of standard varieties (Devonish, 1986). This mismatch of
linguistic repertoires between official policies and members of the discourse community
led to a ―crisis‖ in which the language of teachers and students were more closely
matched than the language required by the goals and methods of the system (Carrington,
1978).
In 1970, Winford investigated the prestige status of the local variety of English in
Trinidad, then called Trinidadian Creole. Citing the work done in ―Black American
English‖ in educational settings, Winford (1976) saw the need to apply sociocultural
approaches in the study of language to educational settings. In this study, Winford
surveyed 112 trainee (pre-service) elementary teachers. His sample included Indian and
African participants from rural and urban settings. Part A of the survey attempted to
document the teachers‘ perceptions of features that identified the local form (referred to
in the study as ―bad English‖), while Part B asked the participants‘ opinions of their own
speech.
The results of Part A showed that respondents identified features of Trini (e.g.,
reduction of words and use of ―slang‖) as well as simple deviations from standard
English (e.g., wrong use of adverbs and leaving out prepositions) as being characteristic
of ―bad English.‖ This is important as it illustrates that the participants did not see Trini
as being distinct from incorrect usage. In other words, they did not accept the form as
being anything other than language mistakes. In making judgments about their own
speech, participants were asked to comment on the speech of others in the community in
which they lived. Twenty one percent of participants from rural areas rated the speech of
their community as being ―Bad‖ while 27% of those from urban areas rated the speech of
their community as being ―Fair to Good.‖ This further showed that participants
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associated use of non-standard forms with those who lived in rural areas and use of
standard forms with those who lived in urban areas.
Some years later, Joseph (1978) investigated the relationship between teachers‘
oral use of non-standard features (which she called Trinidadian Creole English; TCE)
during questioning and students‘ oral responses. Teachers‘ interrogative speech was
classified by variety of English used (TCE and TSE; Trinidadian Standard English), and
tone of speech (serious, joking, encouraging, and discouraging). She found that teachers
did sometimes switch into TCE while questioning, and that both teachers and students
explicitly noticed when this happened. Teachers and students could provide examples of
TCE use in class by teachers, and could identify which teachers used more or less TCE in
their teaching. Further, Joseph found that, among other things, teachers‘ oral language
was generally much more standard than non-standard, female teachers used more
standard features than male teachers, and TCE was used more often to discourage
students‘ undesirable behavior than for other purposes.
In addition, when the tone of speech was classified as encouraging, discouraging,
and joking, there was no significant difference between students oral responses.
However, when the tone of speech was classified as serious, there was a significant
difference in responses to the two varieties (TCE versus standard English). Specifically,
Indian male students responded to serious-discouraging TCE with significantly more
silences than other students. Interestingly, Joseph found that students‘ attitudes toward
TCE were similar to those found in Winford (1976), as they described TCE as ―bad‖ and
―ordinary‖ (Joseph, 1978, p. 162). Because of this low prestige assigned to TCE by
students, they interpreted their teachers‘ switching into TCE (which teachers described as
being for the purposes of explaining a question or facilitating comprehension) as an
indication of the teachers‘ anger and discouragement.
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In 1992, a replication of Winford‘s (1976) study was conducted by Mühleisen
(reported in 2001) to determine if attitudes toward different varieties of English in
Trinidad had changed (Mühleisen, 2001). This study showed that in the 22 years that had
intervened, Trinidadian attitudes toward Trini had indeed changed. Mühleisen‘s sample
included Indian and African participants, as well as those of Mixed and Caucasian
ethnicity. In addition, participants lived in rural, urban, small town, and semi-urban
communities. In contrast to Winford‘s results, these participants seemed to have a clearer
definition of Trini versus incorrect English. The features identified as Trini were in fact
identifying features of the dialect (e.g., reduplication and the use of does as an auxiliary
verb to mark the present habitual or continuous tense), and not simply mistakes/incorrect
English as were identified by the 1970 sample. Also, 75% of urban residents, 71% of
small town residents, 50% of semiurban residents, and 31% of rural residents rated the
speech in their community as ―good.‖ Of the remaining respondents, only one rated the
speech in his community as ―bad,‖ all others chose ―fair.‖ It is interesting that the phrase
―bad English‖ had to be removed from the 1992 study as no pilot participants identified
Trini with this phrase. In addition, several participants commented that Trini and standard
English were useful in different contexts, which Mühleisen (2002) interpreted as
implying heightened awareness of the local form as a valid language.
Linguists have shown that in fact Trinidad is a multilingual context in the sense
that distinct varieties exist and are used throughout the population. Extensive
documentation of the morphology, syntax, and phonology of Trini can be found in A
Handbook of Varieties of English around the World (James & Youssef, 2004; Youssef &
James, 2004). Work is still being done to show the distinction between Trini and
incorrect English, now with a focus on identifying language and communication
disorders in young speakers. Youssef (2005b) used linguistic analyses to describe and
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illustrate the differences between non-marking of the past tense in Trini and zero-marking
(or the non-acquisition of the –ed past marker) in standard English. By also describing
normative codemixing (i.e., using elements of each form in socially appropriate ways)
and the characteristics of language acquisition in students beginning school, Youssef
provided a means by which teachers and speech pathologists can distinguish language
deficits from appropriate and inappropriate use of the local variety.
Specifically focusing on teaching and learning, Simmons-McDonald (2004)
summarized 38 years of research on the use of local and standard varieties in education.
In the Caribbean in particular, she focused on recent programs and approaches and
documented the research on the success of these programs. Simmons-McDonald claimed
that the historical ―correction to standard forms‖ model of language instruction was still
present in some schools, although the majority of education systems had moved away
from this approach. Rather than teaching students the standard, and moving them away
from the local form, all this approach did was teach them that their natural first language
was inferior and incorrect.
In support of the present study, Deuber and Youssef (2007) documented that at
least two features of Trini in verb phrases were in fact used by teachers in classrooms in
fifteen secondary schools in Trinidad. One of these features (the use of will as a preverbal
marker of the habitual predictive tense) was found to be possible in the standard form,
although its overuse in this context appeared to be attributable to the similarity of this
construction to other preverbal markers of tense found excusively in the local variety. An
example of this construction was a teacher saying, ―I would use mainly standard
English…‖ to mean, ―I use mainly standard English…‖ They also showed that at least
one feature (also in the verb phase) seemed to be consciously suppressed in classroom
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talk, suggesting that even at the feature level some degree of prestige assignment can take
place.
Implying further justification for the apparent attitude shift towards Trini
proposed by Mühleisen (2002), Youssef (2004) published a piece defending the place of
the standard variety of English (TAE) in Caribbean and Trinidadian society. She claimed
that Trinidadians, partly due to linguists‘ study of the language and partly due to political
and social influences, had come to regard only the local form as their own, viewing the
standard form as imposed on them by outsiders. Almost coming full circle, Trinidadians
had begun to compare Trini with English, but this time, instead of viewing it as ―bad
English,‖ they viewed it as ―better than English,‖ adopting a resistant attitude against the
standard. This view is equally as distorted as the previous, explained Youssef (2004).
The reality of the linguistic situation in the Caribbean (including Trinidad) is that
the competence of the speakers there is complex. In fact, many English-speaking
Caribbean people have full command of two or three varieties of English, and can
appropriately code switch (i.e., use the correct variety in the proper social context) by the
age of two (Youssef, 2004). In light of this, argued Youssef, denying students the
opportunity to acquire and master a variety that can open international doors for them is
hardly justifiable. Linguists, politicians, and educators alike need to recognize that
language competence in Trinidad has come to be defined as competence in both local and
standard varieties, as well as the capacity to mix them. Youssef refers to this complex
mixing competence as varilingualism, which she defined as stylistically motivated
language competence that lies between monolingualism and bilingualism (Youssef,
1996).
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CONCLUSION
In summary, several fields of research agree that language use, especially in
educational settings, can both reflect and can impact social structures on a large scale.
From a critical theory perspective, educators play a key role in shaping social change
through language choices and attitudes made and displayed in the classroom. From a
sociolinguistic perspective, both teachers and learners index their identity through
language use, by teaching and learning the social meanings of linguistic variation. From
the perspective of learning theory, appropriating the discourse of a community is itself
―learning.‖ From a linguistic perspective, the history and culture of a society is archived
in its language varieties. From all perspectives, there is much to be learned about a
society and its customs simply by investigating its linguistic patterns. Further, the study
of language use and attitudes provides insight into the nature of access to and equity of
social capital in a society, especially in educational settings.
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Chapter 3: Method
RESEARCH FRAMEWORK
In a post-colonial society like Trinidad and Tobago, there is much talk about the
role that language should play in education, but much less is known about the role that
language does play in education, taking into account the specific context of high stakes
assessment. Perhaps, the reason that not much has been done in this regard lies in the fact
that traditionally, studies of language use in natural contexts have involved lengthy
interviews with and observations of speakers in the appropriate setting, followed by
transcription of these, and detailed coding processes.
In trying to fill this gap in the research, I aimed with this study to determine (1) if
both local (Trini) and standard (Trinidadian Academic English, TAE) varieties of English
are available as oral and written language models to students in the grade called Standard
5, equivalent to Grade 6 in the United States, (2) whether the educational linguistic
environment in Trinidad expects students to be exposed to Trini and/or TAE and, (3)
whether oral classroom exposure to Trini and/or TAE would be associated with
differences in student performance. In addition, in an attempt to make future research in
this area more efficient, I aimed simultaneously to develop a valid and reliable instrument
to measure the degree to which Trini (as opposed to purely TAE) is incorporated as part
of the classroom discourse.
Definitions
For the purposes of this study, I define the educational linguistic environment as
consisting of three components of language (models, expectations, and outcomes),
existing in three forms (oral and written comprehension of language, and written
production).
57

The first of these is the language models students are exposed to in the classroom,
orally and in written form. Oral classroom exposure to Trini, TAE, or both was measured
primarily through my observation of teacher-led oral discourse in the classroom, that is,
the language used by the teacher in class, ―corrections‖ s/he makes to the students‘ oral
language that relate to the use of Trini versus TAE, and self-corrections made to his or
her own language during the course of instruction. In written form, language models
come primarily from textbooks. In this study, mathematics, language arts,
Comprehension, and composition (essay writing) textbooks were considered the primary
sources of language models in written form.
The second component of language included the expectation of students‘
language embedded in the Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA). Items and instructions
on this test contain implicit expectations for language choice, and thus are considered
good indicators of the language expectations of the system in general.
The final language component is the language used by students on the SEA. In
this study, this was measured in terms of performance on all three sections of the SEA,
because the entire examination is administered in short answer format, and includes an
essay writing section. This allows for the possibility of relationships between oral
language models and learning, as opposed to simply the relationship between oral
language models and language performance alone, because the outcomes being assessed
included mathematics.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS
The research questions for this study were as follows:
1. Questions about oral language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled orally to students
in Standard 5 classrooms by their teachers 46 years after independence? In
order to answer this question, several Standard 5 teachers were recorded
while teaching, and their speech was transcribed. The transcripts were
coded for occasions of the teachers using Trini features, and a Trini index
was calculated in order to determine the distribution of the frequency of
use of these features by these teachers.
b. How much of the variance in students‘ performance on the national
Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA) can be accounted for by their
teachers‘ oral use of Trini features? The answer to this question was
determined by modeling Trini usage (quantified by the Trini index
calculated above) as a predictor of students‘ total 2008 SEA scores in an
HLM and a series of multiple regression equations.
2. Questions about written language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled in written form to
students in Standard 5 classrooms by their textbooks 46 years after
independence? Similar to question 1a, the answer to this question was
determined by selecting a sample of pages from Standard 5 textbooks and
coding for instances of the use of Trini features.
b. Is there a match between language models (oral and written) and language
expectations embedded in the language used in the instructions and items
on the national Secondary Entrance Assessment? To answer this question,
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instructions and items on the 2007 form of the SEA were coded for use of
Trini features as above, and the instances of usage on the exam were
compared to instances of teacher (oral) and textbook (written) uses of
Trini features.
3. Can a self-report, online survey validly and reliably measure teachers‘ propensity
for using Trini features in class? To determine the answer to this question, an
instrument was developed based on a series of focus groups, and was piloted with
a sample of Standard 5 teachers, including those recorded for question 1a, above.
The reliability and validity of this administration of the instrument was used to
recommend a final version of the survey that can be used in future work as a
measure of the propensity of a teacher to tolerate Trini as acceptable classroom
speech.
STUDY DESIGN
In order to clarify the design of the present study, the following sections will refer
to Table 1, an illustration of the research questions, participants, and procedures for each
strand of the study. Strand 1, ―language analysis,‖ focused on the first two research
questions, while strand 2, ―instrument development,‖ focused on the third question, and
involved the process of developing the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS) to
facilitate future research.
Before the study began, I obtained permission for conducting the research on
human subjects from the Institutional Review Board of the University of Texas at Austin.
In addition, I obtained permission from the Director of the Division of School
Supervision of the Ministry of Education of Trinidad and Tobago to contact principals,
observe classrooms, and have access to school records at the discretion of the principals
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for the purpose of this research. All recruited principals and teachers were given a written
description of the study, its purposes, and the potential risks and benefits of participation
before deciding whether they would like to participate. In addition, teachers were given
information letters to give to parents of students in classrooms in which recordings would
take place. These letters explained the nature of the study and assured parents that
students were not being recorded, and their voices would be deleted if they were
recorded. Those who chose to participate were asked to indicate their understanding of
and consent to participation, either by signing a consent form or clicking an ―I Agree‖
button for online participation. This held for both strands of the study. The consent forms
used as part of the TCLS are included with samples of the survey in Appendix D.
Context
The school district of focus in this study is located in a highly populated area in
the northern part of the country. This highly developed area can be considered an
extension of a major city, with areas of residential communities alternating with more
commercial pockets. The ethnic and socioeconomic (SES) makeup of this area is very
diverse, and is generally representative of the national breakdown. The general
population of the area included in the study represents approximately 30% of the
population of the country (Central Stastical Office, 2007). In turn, the demographics of
the public and private schools in this area also mirror national norms, although pockets of
homogeneity can be found. In general, government and private schools tend to have more
variation, whereas denominational schools tend to be less diverse.
Unlike in the United States, high student to teacher ratios in Trinidad often reflect a
school‘s reputation for being a high performing school. In the absence of regulated
zoning, parents are free to approach any elementary principal to request the enrollment of
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based on several factors that could include the family‘s religious affiliation, where they
live, alumni connections, sibling attendance, and others. All elementary schools in
Trinidad and Tobago have seven grade levels from 1st Year (equivalent to Kindergarten
in the United States) to Standard 5 (equivalent to Grade 6 in the United States).
Table 1. Study Design
Strand 1 – Language Analysis
Phase 1 – Written Language (Textbooks
and Assessment)
Participants:
Not applicable
Procedures:
Textbooks and items on the practice SEA
were analyzed for instances of Trini versus
TAE use.
Measures:
Not Applicable

Strand 2 – Instrument Development
Phase 1 – Instrument Creation (Focus
Groups)
Participants:
11 faculty, graduate students and
teachers familiar with the Trinidadian
education system and/or issues
surrounding language varieties‘ use in
educational settings
Procedures:
A series of 60 minute long focus groups.
Measures:
Not Applicable
Phase 2 – Oral Language (Teacher Observations)
Participants:
7 principals
14 Standard 5 teachers
Procedures:
Demographic information was collected from consenting participants
Teachers were observed and recorded for 40 minuts during classroom instruction
Measures:
Demographic information
Principal‘s questionnaire
Students‘ scores on 2008 SEA (from 11 classrooms)
Phase 3 – Instrument Administration
Participants:
30 Standard 5 teachers (including 12 of
those observed in phase 2)
Procedures:
Teachers were recruited and asked to
complete the Trini Classroom Language
Survey either online or offline
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STRAND 1 – LANGUAGE ANALYSIS
This study consisted of two concurrent strands of research, sometimes drawing on
the same participants. Strand 1 (language analysis) focused on analyzing the language
models, expectations, and outcomes that students face in Standard 5 classrooms. This
strand consisted of two distinct phases of data gathering, the first concentrated on written
language patterns, and the second on oral language patterns in class.
Procedures
The first phase of strand 1 focused on written language, so textbooks and
examination items and instructions were analyzed. Phase 2 consisted of analyzing the
oral language of Standard 5 teachers who were recorded while teaching. These teachers
are described in detail in the next section. The second phase also included comparing the
recorded teachers‘ use of Trini features with the SEA scores of their students.
Phase 1: Modeled written language.
In addition to the demographic information requested and described above,
teachers and principals were asked to list the creative writing, mathematics, and language
arts textbooks that they used in their Standard 5 classes. For the modeled written
language component of the study, 4 creative writing, 6 mathematics, and 8 language arts
textbooks were analyzed. These books included the one mathematics text and one
language arts text that is recommended on the national textbook list for Standard 5 in
addition to other books teachers use to supplement their teaching. For each text, two
pages were randomly selected and those pages were analyzed to determine the language
patterns present, specifically looking for linguistic features that are typical of Trini and
distinct from TAE. The features on which I focused are based on the phonological,
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morphological, and syntactic features described as being indicative of Trini (James &
Youssef, 2004; Youssef & James, 2004).
Phase 1: Tested written language.
The 2008 SEA which was used in quantitative analysis for phase 2 (oral
language) of this study was not available at the time of this analysis, and so those items
could not be analyzed. Instead, all of the items in the mathematics and language arts
sections of the 2007 SEA were analyzed in the same way as the transcripts and textbook
pages above. This assessment was made up of 46 mathematics items and 50 language arts
items, and samples are included in Appendix C.
Phase 2: Modeled oral language.
Before the recording phase of the study, principals were asked to complete the
Principal‘s Questionnaire containing demographic items. No principal took longer than
15 minutes to complete these questions.
Teachers nominated by their principals were also asked to complete a short
demographic survey. These teachers were then recorded for one lesson (at least 30
minutes of teaching time) during a regular school day. To minimize the disruption to the
class, I did not stay in the classroom during the recorded lesson, but did look in to ensure
the recorder was working from time to time. In addition, the teacher‘s conversational
speech with me (before or after the lesson) was recorded for a few minutes. For the
purposes of this study, the content being taught during the recording times was not as
important as the general language patterns that emerged. However, precautions were
taken to ensure that recordings occurred during instructional times that tend to generate a
lot of teacher-talk. All recordings took place during comprehension lessons or test
revision (during which the teacher explained the questions and answers on a practice test
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and engaged in incidental teaching when appropriate). I noted instances of the use and/or
discouragement of Trini by the teacher during my conversation with the teacher before or
after the recording period. Transcripts of the recordings were created, and instances of
Trini use and/or discouragement during teaching time were again noted. These teachers
were not asked to complete the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS) until several
weeks after their observations occurred. Also, they were not told the specific interest of
the study, only that the focus was on language use in classrooms.
Participants
In phase 2 (recording oral language) of this strand of the study, the primary
participants were the principals and Standard 5 teachers of seven schools in which
recording took place. There were no participants in phase 1 (written language analyses).
Schools
The sample of schools consisted of two Presbyterian (referred to in this chapter as
Large Presbyterian and Small Presbyterian), two Muslim (Large Muslim and Small
Muslim), two Private (Larger Private and Smaller Private), and one public (Government)
school. The geographic setting of all the schools, as mentioned before, is quite similar.
These schools are located in residential areas that also have a substantial commercial
component, providing a semi-urban setting somewhat more rural than urban schools in
the United States, but more urban than U.S. rural schools. It should be pointed out that
due to the size of the island, even schools that are considered to be rural are not as
inaccessible or as far from resources as rural schools in the United States. Standard 5
classes ranged in size from 9 to 39 students (indicating variation in school SES as
explained below). Because elementary schools do not keep official records of their
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students‘ ethnicities, religions, and family SES, the following descriptions of the schools
are based on my observations and previous familiarity with the area.
At the time of data collection, Large Presbyterian averaged 105 students per
grade, for an approximate total enrollment of 735 and an average of 3 classes per grade
level. Students are predominantly of East Indian descent (Indo-Trinidadian) and of
Presbyterian or Hindu backgrounds. Socioeconomically, students come from diverse
homes with some representing low SES situations, and others coming from more affluent
backgrounds. The high enrollment illustrates the school‘s reputation for high
performance, which is also reflected in their annual SEA results. In 2007, one of their
students placed in the top 100 nationally. Similarly, in 2008 they had 5 students placing
in the top 100 nationally. Also in 2008, 63% of students attending Large Presbyterian
were placed into their first or second choice of secondary school. Small Presbyterian, in
contrast, averages 10 students per grade, with an enrollment of about 75 students overall.
Again, students tend to be Indo-Trinidadian and Presbyterian, but largely come from
lower socioeconomic homes. Generally, students do not place in the top 100 nationally.
In 2008, five students passed for five year (regular), and seven year (college-prep)
schools, three of whom were placed into their first or second choice of school. Only two
students were required to retake the examination in 2009.
The above trends are mirrored in Large Muslim and Small Muslim, with Large
Muslim having an approximate total enrollment of 500 students, and an average of 75
students and three classes per grade level. This school also has a reputation for good
performance, also having had one student placing in the national top 100 in 2007, and in
2008 86% of their students were placed in five and seven year secondary schools. Again,
there is a greater diversity of students‘ SES, ethnicity, and religion in Large Muslim,
although at both schools, the student population is predominantly Muslim. Small Muslim
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is slightly larger than Small Presbyterian, with an approximate total enrollment of 90
students, with one class per grade level with an average of 12 students each. Most
students at Small Muslim, as at Small Presbyterian, also come from lower SES
backgrounds. In 2007, Small Muslim had only one student required to repeat the SEA,
with all others being placed into five and seven year schools. In 2008, 77% of students
were placed at five and seven year schools.
Both Larger and Smaller Private schools are more similar to the Large
denominational schools in terms of size. Larger Private has an average enrollment of 450
students in all, with two classes of about 30 students each at every grade level. Smaller
private also has two classes at each grade level, with approximately 15 students each, for
a total enrollment of about 210. At Larger Private, the student population tends to be
comprised of Indo-Trinidadian students with Presbyterian, Hindu, or Catholic
backgrounds. At Smaller Private there seems to be more diversity, with approximately
equal numbers of Indo-Trinidadian, Afro-Trinidadian (those of African descent), and
Caucasian students enrolled. The average student at either of these schools comes from a
family with high SES, largely due to the fact that these schools charge tuition. It should
be mentioned that Smaller Private is affiliated with another institution that requires
enrollment of their staff‘s children. In addition, Standards 4 and 5 in Smaller Private are
set up more like a high school, with homeroom teachers for each of the two classes, and
separate mathematics, language arts, Science, and Music teachers. Both of these schools
usually gain high scores in the SEA. Indeed, they usually have more students placing in
the top 100 even though their enrollment is less than the large denominational schools,
with five and two students placing in the 2007 national top 100 respectively. In 2008, this
trend continued, with 2 Larger Private students and 1 Smaller Private student attaining
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scores in the top 100 nationally. All students from both these schools were assigned to
five and seven year schools.
The lone Government Primary school has a diverse student population in terms of
ethnicity and religion. Students at this school tend to be Indo-Trinidadian or AfroTrinidadian, and represent various religions, including several Christian denominations,
Hinduism, and Islam. Total enrollment at this school is about the same as at Smaller
Private (about 200 students), although this school has only one class of about 30 students
at each grade level. Although this school also does not traditionally have students place in
the top 100, in 2008 90% of students were placed into five and seven year secondary
schools.
Principals
The principals of the seven schools described above were asked to nominate
Standard 5 teachers in their school to participate in this study. The sample of principals
consisted of three women and four men, six of whom were Indo-Trinidadian, and one of
Mixed ethnicity. They ranged in experience from less than one month as an elementary
principal to 15 years.
Standard 5 teachers – small sample.
Fourteen Standard 5 teachers from these seven elementary schools in Northeast
Trinidad were selected for recording. These teachers ranged in age from 32 to 65 years.
The sample included nine female and five male teachers. There were 12 IndoTrinidadians, and two of mixed ethnicity; and they represented 3 months to 40 years of
experience. All the students in these classes were generally representative of the national
population in terms of sex and ethnicity (according to my observations), although there
was some deviation from the national norm from school to school as described above. No
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formal data on students‘ SES were obtained from the schools. These teachers‘ oral
language were used in different ways throughout the study. Table 2 describes which
teachers were used in each analysis. Reasons for exclusions are given when the analyses
are described.
Table 2. Use of Teachers‘ Oral Language Scores in Different Analyses
Teacher (by school)
Government Primary
Large Muslim 1
Large Muslim 2
Large Muslim 3
Large Presbyterian 1
Large Presbyterian 2
Large Presbyterian 3
Larger Private 1
Larger Private 2
Small Muslim
Small Presbyterian
Smaller Private 1
Smaller Private 2
Smaller Private 3
Total (N = 14)
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Measures
Due to the qualitative nature of the oral language analysis, I begin the description
of the measures with a description of myself. While I made every effort to be as objective
and unobtrusive as possible, the qualitative researcher is often blind to her own
prejudices, so I do this in the interest of disclosing information that will inform the reader
of potential biases in the coding procedures. Following this description are details about
the more formal measures used in this phase of the study.
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Researcher as instrument.
I am a female, 27 year old Indo-Trinidadian, who lived in Trinidad from the age
of two until I began university in the Northeastern United States at the age of 19. Both of
my parents hold graduate degrees in Civil Engineering, and I grew up in a middle-class
(average SES) home. I lived in the East-West corridor of Trinidad (in D‘Abadie, near
Arouca and Arima) my entire life. I am a practicing Presbyterian, and attended
Presbyterian schools in the Curepe/St. Augustine area throughout my school career, with
the exception of Kindergarten (pre-primary), which was a Roman Catholic school. I
primarily speak Trini when speaking to other Trinidadians. I feel I have a good command
of standard Trinidadian English, and often use it when I speak to non-Trinidadians,
however, I have found myself using American phonological features from time to time. I
associate my use of Trinidadian English with my identity, and often regret not using only
Trinidadian phonological features in my speech at all times.
Demographic information.
Principals were asked to provide the number of Standard 5 classrooms in their
school, the number of students enrolled in each teacher‘s class, and a list of the SEA
content area textbooks used in all Standard 5 classrooms in that school. They were also
asked to indicate their age, number of years of experience, gender, and ethnicity.
Recorded teachers were asked for their age, number of years of experience, sex,
ethnicity, and willingness to provide the total 2008 SEA score, broken down by essay,
mathematics, and language arts score, (anonymously) for each of their students. This
group of teachers was also asked which mathematics, creative writing, and language arts
textbooks they used in their classrooms.
Student demographics for those students whose scores were used in this study
were not obtained, in order to maintain confidentiality and anonymity of the students.
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Phase 1: 2007 Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA).
As described in the procedures, the 2008 examination paper was not available to
the public, so the 2007 paper was analyzed for phase I of strand I of the study. Each
section (the essay section, the mathematics section containing 46 items, and the language
arts section containing 50 items) was obtained from the Ministry of Education in its
administration format. The examination booklets were identical to the ones students used
in the 2007 examination, so that instructions as well as question items could be analyzed.
Phase 2: 2008 Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA).
For this study, the instrument used as the outcome measure was the Secondary
Entrance Assessment that was administered to the students of the small sample of
(recorded) teachers in March 2008, the results of which were released in June 2008. This
test was administered in school, by officials of the Ministry of Education, under standard
examination conditions. The essay section contained a total of 20 possible points, which
the mathematics and language arts sections were each scored out of a possible 100 points.
Total scores (the sum of points earned in the three sections, resulting in a total possible
score of 220) were used in the analysis.
STRAND 2 – DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRINI CLASSROOM LANGUAGE SURVEY
This strand of the present study involved the development, administration, and
analysis of the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS). The purpose of this instrument
is to have teachers self-report their tendency toward and tolerance of the use of Trini
features in class. There were three phases of this strand of the study, the development of
the instrument, the administration of an existing measure to provide a validation sample
for the TCLS, and the administration of the TCLS on a larger scale.
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Participants
The development of the instrument (phase 1) included having expert focus groups
agree on the items to be used, and the response scales to be tested. The validation sample
and alternate measure were the same teachers who were recorded in phase 2 of strand 1
of the study and their calculated Trini usage. The administration phase (phase 3) involved
administering the TCLS to a larger group of Standard 5 teachers to be able to determine
the reliability of the instrument. Each of these groups and procedures are described in
detail below.
Phase 1: Focus Groups.
Three focus groups were convened to inform item development for the classroom
language questionnaire. The first group consisted of three linguists experienced in the
study and analysis of Trini. This group included two men, and represented 20 to 34 years
of experience in the formal study of Trini use in classrooms (either in college classes or
K-12). There was one Caucasian participant, and two of African descent (AfroTrinidadian).
The second group of experts consisted of five Trinidadian secondary school
teachers. There were three women, three Indo-Trinidadians, and two Afro-Trinidadians.
Age in this group ranged from 28 to 59 years, and experience ranged from 3 to 38 years.
Their roles ranged from English and Literature teachers to Deans and Principals. They
came from 1 Presbyterian, 1 five-year government, 1 seven-year government, and 2
three-year government secondary schools (although two of these teachers also had
significant experience in schools other than the one in which they currently taught).
The third group of experts were three Trinidadian graduate students who had
attended elementary through high school in Trinidad. These participants had the smallest
variation in age, ranging from 24 to 28 years old. Of the three participants, two were
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male. There was one Indo-Trinidadian, one of Mixed ethnicity, and one Caucasian. These
participants were primarily a convenience sample, but care was taken to ensure that
participants did have the type of experience defined above.
Phase 3: Standard 5 teachers – large sample.
Participants in phase 3 (instrument administration) were 30 teachers who (had)
taught or would be teaching Standard 5 anytime during the 2006 – 2007 through 20082009 school years. They were all from the same school district as above, and included 13
of the 14 teachers described above in whose classroom I had recorded oral talk. These
teachers had an average age of 45.34 years (SD = 11.15). They were 61.3% female,
77.4% Indo-Trinidadian, 9.7% Afro-Trinidadian, and 12.9% of mixed ethnicity.
Procedure
This phase of the study involved three stages, instrument design, which included
focus groups, instrument administration, and analyses of the psychometric properties of
the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS).
Instrument design.
Three focus groups (each lasting between 60 and 90 minutes) were conducted to
ensure that the items on the TCLS included all the topics that are considered relevant by
experts in this field. The linguist participants were quite familiar with Trini and its use in
academic settings. Secondary school teachers were targeted because of their unique
perspective as clients of elementary schools (i.e., they were knowledgeable informants
although still being outside of the elementary school setting). All of the participating
teachers had regular contact with students who were in their first year of secondary
school (i.e., those just out of elementary school). Graduate students were chosen to
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provide input as student speakers of Trini who have also been students in nonTrinidadian classrooms, and so have exposure to non-Trinidadian Academic English.
Focus group participants were contacted by telephone or e-mail, and meetings
scheduled at their convenience. These meetings were not recorded, but rather I took
copious notes during each meeting. I began each meeting for all three groups by initially
asking them to describe their opinion of the defining or salient features of Trini.
Eventually, I asked questions narrowing that description down to features that would be
plausibly used by Standard 5 teachers during classroom speech. The preliminary items on
the instrument were designed based on the linguistic descriptions of Trini and TAE
described in the previous review of the literature, in addition to features identified by the
first focus group of linguists. These items formed a bank from which subsets of items
were presented to the student and teacher expert focus groups. Based on the discussions
of all three focus groups, the final Trini Classroom Language Survey was developed.
Further details about the development of this instrument can be found in Chapter 6.
The response options for these items consist of a 5-point Likert Scale (so that the
resulting data would approximate continuous data, so that traditional parametric statistics
could be used in the analyses.)
Instrument administration.
A larger sample of Standard 5 teachers was then recruited to complete the Trini
Classroom Language Survey online. In lieu of obtaining a list of e-mail addresses of
Standard 5 teachers from a central source, all Trinidadian elementary school principals
were mailed a letter describing my general interest in classroom language along with a
request to ask Standard 5 teachers in the school to participate, and a link to complete the
survey online. These participants completed the online survey anonymously. However,
74

the survey requested that participants confirm that they were all in fact Standard 5
teachers. A viral sampling approach was also used here: I sent e-mails to elementary
teachers, as well as acquaintances of mine who were in contact with elementary teachers,
with a request to forward the survey link to Standard 5 teachers they knew. Finally, an
offline version of the survey was also administered to all teachers in certain schools who
have taught or would teach Standard 5 anytime between 2006 – 2009. Details about this
offline administration are discussed in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 4: Oral Language Analysis
Strand 1 of this study involved analyses of oral and written language, as well as
quantitative analyses involving students‘ scores on the 2008 SEA. This chapter focuses
on the analyses used to answer research question 1.
Questions about oral language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled orally to students
in Standard 5 classrooms by their teachers 46 years after independence?
To answer this question, a qualitative analysis of the recorded classroom speech
of several Standard 5 teachers was conducted. Details about the recording, transcribing,
and coding processes are described first, followed by the results that were found. Next, I
turn to the more qualitative analyses used to determine the answer to the second part of
this research question:
b. How much of the variance in students‘ performance on the national
Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA) can be accounted for by their
teachers‘ oral use of Trini features?
The analyses used to address this question included a Hierarchical Linear Model
(HLM), as well as multiple regressions. Details about the analysis are provided at the
beginning of the section on quantitative analyses, followed by their results. I discuss the
implications of these and all other findings in Chapter 7.
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
For this phase of the study, the data consisted of the recorded speech of 14
Standard 5 teachers as they taught a lesson in class. Before these recordings could be
examined for instances of teachers‘ use of Trini features, they were transcribed. Below I
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describe the transcription and coding processes, followed by the patterns of feature use
that was found in the data.
Transcribing
Each of the 14 recordings was first transcribed. One transcript was removed from
the sample because the speaker was not Trinidadian, and so the native dialect of this
speaker was not Trini. In addition, the number of words recorded during the lesson was
significantly fewer than the number of words for the other participants, so the transcript
was considered an outlier. The goal of this transcription was to enable me to determine
when utterances could be classified as Trini (as opposed to TAE), and so some
conventions emerged during the transcription process. One of the initial transcription
decisions was to transcribe the teacher‘s speech only. Although this makes the transcripts
somewhat hard to interpret in terms of content (see Appendix A for a sample transcript,
including codes), it enabled me to focus on the register of the teacher‘s speech at any
given time, without the distraction of other utterances.
Another early transcription decision regarded the level of detail with which to
capture phonological variation in the teachers‘ speech. In general, words that represented
contracted realizations of otherwise standard utterances were transcribed as they sounded,
but were not, in and of themselves, coded as Trini utterances. For example, words such as
lemme [lɛmi] ‗let me‘, gimme [gɪmi] ‗give me‘, and kinda [kaɪndʌ] ‗kind of‘ were all
transcribed in their reduced forms, but not necessarily classified as Trini utterances.
Details about coding are discussed in the following section. Phonological features that
seemed to be production errors (i.e., the phonological feature existed but was not realized
for some reason), those that were ambiguous, or those that occurred consistently across
speakers and across registers were not transcribed. For example, dat [dat], dis [dɪs],
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t’ought [tɔːt], -in’ [ɪn], ‘bout [bɒʊt], aks [aːks], correc’ [korɛk], li’l [lɪl], a’right [ʌraɪt],
uh [ʌ], cyah [kj ː], go’head [gɔːhɛd], ‘cause [kʌz], da’is [daɪz], d’is [dɪz] and –e’ [ʔ]
were always transcribed as that, this, thought, -ing [ɪŋ], about, ask, correct, little, alright,
of, can’t, go ahead, because, that is, this is and –ed. Finally, phonological features that
are tied to lexical items that exist only in Trini or non-standard English were transcribed
as heard. For example, eh [ɛ] ‗okay‘, ent? [ɛnt] ‗isn‘t it so?‘, nah [naː] ‗no‘, yeah [yɛː]
‗yes‘, all-you [ɒlyʌ] ‗all of you‘, and y’all [yɒl] ‗you all/all of you‘ were transcribed as
reported here. In general, phonology was not a focus of this study, primarily because the
outcome of interest (performance on a standardized test) involved only written language.
Coding
In order to avoid the complexities of having to decide, word by word, the intended
register of each speaker, coding was completed primarily at the utterance level. I read
through each transcript and highlighted speech (utterances) that used Trini and not TAE.
It should be noted that the reduced forms described above were often vernacular
universals (which are usually indicative of the informal standard register), but this was
not the basis on which they were classified as being Trini or not. Other (nonphonological) vernacular universal features were classified as Trini. For phonological
reductions in particular, it was often difficult to determine whether such contractions
were truly indicative of the use of a Trini feature, or whether it was simply an error in
production (i.e., I was not sure if the sound was intended but not realized, or if the sound
was not intended). If it was clear that the reduction was embedded in a Trini construction,
it was classified as in instance of Trini usage.
As previously discussed, informal and/or vernacular features of a variety of
English may be shared with other varieties, however, this does not mean that these
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features do not carry social meaning in any variety. Therefore, universal features of the
informal and vernacular were also coded as Trini features, unless they appeared to be
purely production errors. In addition, coding included sections of speech during which
the teachers were reading, and during which they were speaking to other individuals in
front of their class. This gave a more accurate estimate of the frequency with which
students heard their teachers using Trini features in class, whether or not these features
were used during instructional talk. In addition, speech that occurred during reading and
interruptions are examined and reported separately later in this chapter.
In order to ensure the reliability of coding, a 15-page sample of the transcripts
was double coded by a linguistics expert familiar with Trini, a graduate student native
speaker of Trini, and myself. Cohen‘s κ was calculated for each of these three doublecoded sections by determining line by line whether the rater had indicated an instance of
Trini use, and determining whether there was a match or mismatch in identifying the
presence of Trini utterances for each. It was expected that the statistic for the sample that
I double-coded would represent high concordance, and it was hoped that the statistic for
the other two double-coded samples would represent at least moderate concordance, with
the statistic for the linguist double-coder probably being higher than that for the native
speaker. It should be noted that the double-coders had no access to the context or the
recording from which each page of transcript came, and so they were working at some
disadvantage when determining the presence of Trini utterances in each line of text.
Scoring
When coding was complete, the number of Trini instances per 100 words was
calculated for each teacher. This index provides a means of determining whether or not
there is variance in Trini usage across the teachers who were recorded for this study.
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Teachers‘ rates of speech were calculated by dividing the number of words transcribed by
the length in minutes of their transcribed recording.
QUALITATIVE RESULTS
Cohen‘s κ for each double-coded sample was 0.85 (self), 0.82 (linguist), and 0.64
(native speaker), the first two values representing ―almost perfect‖ and the third
representing ―substantial‖ concordance (Landis & Koch, 1977). The Trini index for each
recorded teacher is listed in Table 3.
Table 3. Oral Language Analysis
Teacher
Gov‘t Primary
Smaller Private 2
Large Pres. 1
Larger Private 2
Small Muslim
Larger Private 1
Large Pres. 3
Smaller Private 1
Large Pres. 2
Large Muslim 2
Large Muslim 1
Small Presbyterian
Large Muslim 3

a

Min

24.35
27.98
29.55
23.43
34.58
21.98
29.67
28.53
28.25
26.17
35.68
29.78
46.55

b

Trans

2843, 271
2783, 230
2744, 254
2758, 232
3127, 280
2751, 301
2711, 260
2966, 247
2733, 278
2860, 297
2823, 334
2906, 267
2923, 339

c

Inst

d

wpm

Sex

Age

5
7
8
9
13
12
16
25
24
32
50
94
123

116.76
99.45
92.86
117.70
90.42
125.14
91.38
103.95
96.74
109.30
79.11
97.57
62.79

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
M
M
M
M
M

35
47
34
65
32
65
59
44
32
37
41
37
39

N = 13, Smaller Private 3 removed from sample
a
Length of transcribed recording (minutes)
b
Length of transcribed recording (words, lines)
c
Number of instances of Trini use
d
Words per minute (# words transcribed/# minutes transcribed)
e
Number of years experience as a Standard 5 teacher
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e

Exp

6
5
1
30
0.25
40
8
18
10
3
12
3
1
M
SD

Trini
index
0.18
0.29
0.29
0.29
0.42
0.44
0.55
0.84
0.88
1.08
1.77
3.20
4.21
1.11
1.25

As shown in the histogram of Trini usage below, the overall rates of teachers‘
usage of Trini features was generally low, and the distribution is positively skewed.

Figure 2. Histogram of Trini Usage
Linguistic Patterns in Teacher Talk
There were several trends that emerged during the transcribing and coding of the
teachers‘ oral language. In terms of the actual Trini forms used, teachers engaged in
lexical/idiomatic, syntactic, and (inflectional) morphological code-switching, with the
most frequently occurring being various morphological forms. The overall ratio of
morphological to syntactic to lexical instances of Trini features was approximately 8:1:4.
However, this may simply be due to the fact that there are more morphological
differences between TAE and Trini than syntactic differences, as appears to be the case in
James and Youssef (2004). In the case of lexical items, although there are thousands of
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words in the Trini lexicon that are not valid in TAE, their relevance to Standard 5
instruction is limited, thus reducing the opportunity for them to be used by teachers
during regular classroom instruction. Across all teachers, the most frequently occurring
morphological Trini features were missing auxiliary verbs, unmarked plural and past
tense, and the use of Trini-specific tense markers (such as does, or go). Syntactically,
non-reversal of subject and verb in question formation was the most frequently occurring
Trini feature (e.g., where he went?, or you did go to church last Sunday?). In terms of
lexical or idiomatic items, the words eh, and nah [naː] were the most used. Specific
examples of each type of feature and how it was used follows.
Morphological Trini features
Broadly speaking, zero-marking of verbs was the most frequently used
morphological Trini feature. This included the use of unmarked tense in main verb
structures (18 utterances; e.g., ―who get it right?,‖ ―he add wrong,‖ ―divided by the other
two dimensions multiply,‖ ―I see your car park up there,‖ ―six thousand multiply by‖), 18
cases of unmarked number (e.g., ―[the words] ‗which‘ and ‗that‘ is,‖ ―‗who‘ and ‗whom‘
is,‖ ―each of you have your paper‖), and 61 copula-less structures such as ―anybody able
to come up with anything?,‖ ―I in work,‖ ―I not hearing you,‖ ―one minute gone,‖ ―that
one hard,‖ ―that wrong,‖ ―we finish,‖ ―we not concerned,‖ ―what different?,‖ ―what you
did?,‖ ―what you think?,‖ ―when we ready,‖ ―where you find it?,‖ ―you in trouble,‖ ―you
only making noise,‖ and ―you watch here?.‖ Other morphological Trini features used
include the use of the verb to go as a pre-verbal Tense/Aspect/Mood (TAM) marker of
the future tense (e.g., ―I go call you,‖ ―I go have it,‖ ―how you go get it?‖), and the use of
the future tense of the verb to go to represent a past reference time with an immediate
focus when the event is seen as a whole (e.g., ―[in the past] an entire family will make,‖
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―they will sign,‖ and ―they will work.‖ The past tense of the verb can was also used as a
pre-verbal TAM marker to indicate possibility/ability in the phrases like ―could put,‖
―could tell,‖ ―could open,‖ ―could find,‖ ―could see,‖ etc. 59 times throughout the
transcripts.
Along these lines, the use of the suffix –ing [ɪŋ] to mark progressive or habitual
tense, as in she teaching (instead of the TAE use of the auxiliary to be in combination
with –ing [ɪŋ], as in she is teaching) was the second most frequently used inflectional
morphological feature, being used 70 times out of 290 morphological features. Some
examples of this feature from the transcripts include ―all of them not going,‖ ―anybody
still copying?,‖ ―he always eating,‖ ―he giving,‖ ―I giving you,‖ ―I going to read,‖ ―how
you working out?,‖ ―people looking sleepy,‖ ―people still not,‖ ―that looking correct,‖
―they really trying,‖ ―we dealing with transitive verbs,‖ ―we going to,‖ ―we underlining,‖
―what you doing?,‖ ―you contracting,‖ ―you reading it,‖ ―you see what happening?,‖
―you thinking,‖ and ―you writing.‖
Teachers used the present habitual marker does (including its variant do) 8 times
in utterances such as ―it doesn‘t have,‖ ―he don‘t understand,‖ ―that‘s what does make
you get,‖ and ―you does make.‖ Related to this feature, the past perfect (or completive)
tense marker done was used twice, in the phrases ―we done talk,‖ and ―I done notify.‖
Similarly, the past imperfect marker was –ing [ɪŋ] was also used three times as follows:
―I was going‖ (used twice) and ―you was talking.‖ The intentional woulda [wʊdʌ] was
used twice, as in ―I woulda catch all-you,‖ and ―some woulda do it mentally.‖ The use of
the future habitual modal marker go appears in the transcript 4 times: ―how you go get
[that]?,‖ ―I go call you,‖ ―I go have,‖ and ―I go tell you.‖ Another relatively common
feature was the use of post-subject adverbs (James & Youssef, 2004) in the phrases ―he
now start,‖ and ―you so hurry.‖
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There were also five cases of apparent hypercorrection, when two teachers used
the word ―sometime‖ instead of sometimes, one of those teachers said ―everyone got a
pay,‖ another said ―most of the times‖ and another teacher used the phrase ―had went‖
instead of had gone.
In terms of noun phrases, several instances of the singularizing determiner a were
used when the TAE an would have been valid if the teacher were speaking in the more
formal register. For example, teachers said ―a adverb,‖ ―a extra four,‖ and ―a
intransitive.‖ There was one instance of the pre-nominal marker some in the phrase
―some kind of stupid questions.‖ Instances of informal standard English also appeared in
the transcript, with teachers using phrases such as ―everybody come up with their own
guess,‖ ―how much degrees,‖ ―the one who you are competing with,‖ and ―how much
hours,‖ as well as ―going and sit,‖ and ―to go and work.‖
Syntactic Trini features
The most commonly used syntactic feature of Trini in this sample was noninversion of subjects and verbs in question formation. For example, phrases like ―how it
is?,‖ ―how you will?,‖ ―it‘s on?,‖ ―that‘s your watch?,‖ ―so I could just?,‖ ―why it is?,‖
and ―you can‘t?‖ occurred frequently throughout the transcripts. Non-inversion in
question formation accounted for 60% of all syntactic Trini features (16/27 utterances)
appearing in the transcript. To illustrate just how frequent this is, I present a contrasting
example of a similar feature. In Trini, there are occasions when it is valid to invert the
subject and verb in a statement, e.g., ―we just explained what are services,‖ or ―tell me
what is a rally.‖ The use of this feature accounted for less than 1% of syntactic Trini
features, as compared to the 60% above. Of course, some of the difference in frequency
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depends on the opportunities for use of the feature, but the difference in frequency is so
large that lack of opportunity alone probably does not account for all of it.
The second most frequently used type of syntactic feature (24%) involved placing
prepositions immediately succeeding the verb. For example, teachers used phrases such
as ―hold up the book,‖ ―put down back,‖ ―put in back,‖ ―share out these papers,‖ ―will be
still flying.‖ Subject absence (i.e., predicate only sentences) occurred 10 times in the
transcripts in utterances such as ―if is twelve dollars?,‖ ―is four hours,‖ ―is right after,‖
―so is a group of words,‖ and ―you say is?.‖ Finally, there was one syntactic phrase used
that is valid in Trini, but not in TAE, ―so many Chinese restaurants we have in Trinidad.‖
This movement of the object to the beginning of the sentence may be used to emphasize
the phrase so many, but it was not obvious what specific feature was at work here. The
sentence as spoken seems invalid in the formal standard register (or at least awkward),
but is valid in the less formal variety.
Lexical/idiomatic Trini features
Many expressions and words unique to Trini were used during instruction in the
sampled classrooms. Some of these features are the result of morphological processes,
which were checked with James and Youssef (2004). Purely lexical items were checked
with Allsop (2003). In addition, seemingly standard features were included if I saw them
functioning in a non-standard way while listening to the recordings or reading through
the transcripts. Here I list them all, followed by their meanings as used in context, and the
number of times they appeared in the transcripts. The header ―Morph‖ used in Table 4
refers to the morphological process involved in the creation or use of the feature being
described.
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Table 4. Lexical Features used by Teachers.
Freq
36

Item
―eh‖

Example
I want you to
check the
working
column, eh.

Translation
I want you to
check the
working
column, okay.

Meaning
‗ain‘t‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

14

―ey‖ [ɛɪ]
―hello‖

Ey, come out
from there.

Hey, come
out from
there.

‗hi!‘, ‗hey!‘
used in
greeting or
hailing.
(Allsopp,
2003)

Hello, just
calculate it for You there,
me, don‘t ask just calculate
any questions. it for me,
don‘t ask any
questions.

Morph

13

―use back‖
―open back‖
―put back‖
―check back‖
―come out‖
―forget out‖
―knock up‖
―park up‖
―put in‖

Well I would
take off a
mark for not
putting in the
correct
measurement.

Well I would
take off a
mark for not
putting the
correct
measurement.

Particle
verbs

Standard form
functioning in
a nonstandard
manner. Some
of these are
listed as
Caribbean
English in
Allsopp
(2003).

9

―it have‖
―you have‖

When it have
a
contradiction
…

When there is
a
contradiction

‗there
is/there
are‘

Use of the
locative
existential it
have. (James
& Youssef,
2004)

8

―just now‖

Just now, I‘m
giving people
a chance just
to look at it.

Wait a
minute, I‘m
giving people
a chance just
to look at it.

‗in a
minute‘,
‗soon‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
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Freq
8

Item
―nah‖

Example
Copy down
these for me
nah.

Translation
Please copy
these down
for me.

Meaning
Used to
mark a
request (or
hedge a
command).

Morph

Sit down nah
boy.

Sit down boy.

6

―all-you‖,
[It‘s] very
―all-you own‖ sensitive, it‘ll
pick up allyou.

[The
microphone
is] very
sensitive, it‘ll
pick up all of
you.

‗you (pl.)‘,
‗all of
you‘, also
possessive,
‗your‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

Use of the 2nd
person plural
pronoun allyou (this word
can also
function as a
possessive
adjective,
sometimes in
conjunction
with –own).
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

5

―wrongers‖

Let‘s see the
wrongers.

Let‘s see who
got it wrong.

‗those who
got it
wrong‘,
creating a
new noun
from an
established
word and
noun affix

Use of
productive
noun affix
–er . (James
& Youssef,
2004)

4

―normal‖
―real‖
―tight‖

Try to act
normal

Try to act
normally.

‗normally‘,
‗really‘,
‗tightly‘

You think it‘ll
be real hard?

You think it
will be really
hard?

Use of
descriptive
word
adverbially
(lack of
adverb affix).
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

Pull it in tight.
Pull it in
tightly.
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Freq
3

Item
―and thing‖

Example
Before we get
to transitive
verbs and
thing, let‘s
break it up
into parts
first.

Translation
Before we get
to transitive
verbs, etc.,
let‘s break it
(the sentence)
up into parts

Meaning
‗and so
on‘, or ‗et
cetera‘.

Morph

3

―here‖
―there‖

Just clean the
board there.

Just clean that
blackboard.

‗this‘,
‗that‘

Use of
locative
existentials
here and
there. (James
& Youssef,
2004)

3

―like‖

I see them
waving, so
like they
disagree.

I see them
waving, as if
they disagree.

‗as if‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

Like you
having some
trouble.

It seems as if
you [are]
having some
trouble.

3

―make style‖

And so they
parry one
another, they
make style.

And so they
parry one
another, they
show off.

‗show off‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

2

―carry‖

Carry him
down to the
principal‘s
office.

Take him
down to the
principal‘s
office

‗take‘,
‗guide‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
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Freq
2

Item
―hardhead‖

―slow coach‖

2

―in‖

Example
I have to
explain to
some of them
hardhead
there.

Translation
I have to
explain to
some of them
who didn‘t
understand.

Meaning
Creating a
new noun
from an
adjective
and noun,
‗someone
So you can do So you can do who does
something
something
not
quietly while
quietly while
understand‘
we waiting for we waiting for , (Allsopp,
the five
the five
2003)
slowcoaches
slower
‗someone
to finish.
students to
who is
finish.
taking a
long time
to complete
a task‘
You will go in You will go to ‗to‘, ‗into‘
the exam and the exam and
do the same
do the same
thing.
thing.
Break it up in
the parts
again.
He now start
to understand
a little
better…

Break it up
into the parts
again.
He has only
just begun to
understand a
little better…

2

―now‖

2

―one set of‖

One set of
mistakes you
does make

You make a
lot of
mistakes.

2

―Trinidad
time‖

I want to use
[the word]
time now as
an adjective.
… Trinidad
time.

N/A
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‗just a
short while
ago‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
‗an awful
lot‘,
‗many‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
To be late,
describing
time that is
later than
everyone
else‘s.

Morph
Incoining
(combining
established
words or
morphemes to
make new
words).
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

Use of in as a
goal
preposition.
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

Freq
1

Item
―ah boy‖

Example
Ah boy, that
one hard.

Translation
Oh yes, that
one (is) hard.

1

―away‖

She is
She is
studying away studying
and she is
abroad…
doing some
research for
her course
that she is
doing.

‗abroad‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

1

―Ay-ay‖ [eʔe]

But ay-ay,
you had your
hand up [and
you don‘t
want to
answer]

Expresses
indignation
.
Exclamatio
n of
surprise or
pleasure
(Allsopp,
2003).

1

―bawl‖

You see, Mr.
Clown? You
bawl obtuse.

You see, Mr.
Clown? You
[incorrectly]
loudly called
out, ―obtuse‖.

‗speak
enthusiastic
ally‘,
‗shout with
delight‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

1

―burst‖
―buss‖

Yes, the
thread burst.

Yes, the
thread broke.

‗snap under Regularly
tension‘
replaced in
IAE by break,
or snap
(Allsopp,
2003).

1

―eh-eh‖ [ɛʔɛ]

Eh-eh, group
two, quickly.

No, [not
group 1],
group two,
quickly.

‗no‘, like
uh-uh
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Meaning
‗ah/oh yes‘

Morph

Reduplication
. (James &
Youssef,
2004)

Negation,
reduplication.
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

Freq
1

Item
―hear‖

Example
Hear this one.

Translation
Listen to this
one.

1

―I not in that‖

If you say,
―sir, we don‘t
know
transitive
verbs,‖ I not
in that.

If you say,
―sir, we don‘t
know
transitive
verbs,‖ that
won‘t work
with me.

1

―neither‖

1

―next‖

1

―not so?‖

No we told
you, you
suffer from a
disease. Not
[with], neither
of. You suffer
from.
Next ten years
you could
open it back.
It‘s a total of
18, not so?

No we told
you, you
suffer from a
disease. Not
[with], nor of.
You suffer
from.
In ten years
you could
open it back.
It‘s a total of
18, isn‘t it?

1

―one time‖

Read the
answer one
time…

Read the
answer at
once

1

―some of
them…there‖

I have to
explain to
some of them
hardhead
there.

I have to
explain to
those
hardhead
there.
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Meaning
Morph
‗listen to
what was
said!‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
Negative of
I in that,
meaning
‗leave me
out of that‘,
‗I
definitely
do not want
to
participate‘
(Mendes,
2006)
‗nor‘
(Allsopp,
2003)

‗in‘
‗Isn‘t that
so?‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
‗in full and
at once‘
(Allsopp,
2003)
‗those‘

Elliptical tag
(Allsopp,
2003).

Use of
demonstrative
specifier
them…there.
(James &
Youssef,
2004)

Freq
1

Item
―to cut your
tail‖

Example
…I am ready
for this kite to
cut your tail

Translation
…I am ready
for this kite to
beat yours/I
am ready for
this kite to
win

1

―what‘s the
action?‖

Right, what‘s
the action?

Right, what‘s
up?

Meaning
Morph
‗to beat up
severely‘
(Allsopp,
2003) both
physically
and
figuratively
.
‗what‘s
up‘,
‗what‘s
going on?‘

Non-linguistic Patterns in Teacher Talk
In addition to linguistic trends, other characteristics seemed to influence the
teachers‘ language as well. In terms of teacher characteristics, a few common factors
were evident. These include patterns by gender and age. Finally, there were some salient
trends that seemed to reflect classroom or more external characteristics. These included
the volume of teacher-read text to which students were exposed, and the number of
interruptions in a given lesson (including parents, other teachers, and the use of cellular
telephones).
Gender
As is clear from Table 3 above, without exception female teachers used Trini less
frequently than the men, with indices of 0.84 or lower. In contrast, male teachers all had
indices above 0.88. In terms of individual linguistic features, the ratio of morphological,
syntactic, and lexical features for men and women seemed about the same, although
female teachers had a higher instance of syntactic feature usage and a lower instance of
morphological feature usage (~60% morphological, 5% syntactic, and 33% lexical for
men, and ~50% morphological, 11% syntactic, and 32% lexical for women). The sheer
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volume of Trini usage was simply much higher for male teachers than for women. In
absolute terms, there were more than three times as many instances of Trini usage by
male teachers (who made up almost half the sample) than by female teachers.
Age
Another distinct trend was the difference in Trini usage by younger and older
teachers. Although high indices of Trini were found only for the younger teachers in the
sample, there were some younger teachers as well as older ones who demonstrated low
incidences of Trini usage. As can be seen in Figure 3, below, high frequency Trini usage
(indices of 1 or above) occurred only in classes with teachers under 41 years of age. In
other words, the variability of language use seemed to be higher in classrooms with
younger teachers, and much lower in classrooms with older teachers. An exclusive
median spilt of the sample by age (the median age was 39) showed that the six younger
teachers‘ indices had a variance of 1.28, while the six older teachers‘ indices had a
variance of 0.32.

Figure 3. Scatterplot of Trini Usage by Teachers‘ Age
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Rate of speech
Teachers‘ use of Trini was also correlated with their rate of speech, although
negatively this time. It was found that teachers who had a high rate of speech also had
lower Trini indices, and those with a slow rate of speech had high Trini indices.
Pearson‘s r for the relationship between rate of speech measured in words per minute and
Trini index was -0.65, which is a moderate negative correlation. A scatterplot (Figure 4)
illustrates this relationship.

Figure 4. Scatterplot of Trini Usage by Teacher‘s Rate of Speech
Volume of teacher-read text
Classroom characteristics seemed to influence language patterns in these classes
as well. One trend that was prominent was the volume of teacher-read text to which
students were exposed. In both types of instruction (reading lessons and test reviews), a
large proportion of the teacher‘s talk in the classroom consisted of reading text (either
comprehension passages or test questions). In fact, the proportion of teacher-read text
making up the sample of transcripts was 270 out of 3605 lines, or 7%. There was
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variation from teacher to teacher, however, as the range was 0% - 15% of the transcribed
lines for individual teachers. When the two teachers who read no text during the
recording were removed from the calculation, the overall proportion rose to 8%. This
may not seem like so much numerically, but this proportion of reading was very apparent
when listening to the recordings.
Interruptions
It may not be immediately clear how the number of interruptions in an
instructional period is relevant to teacher‘s language use or students‘ exposure, but it was
common in this sample for all the talk during these interruptions (e.g., principals‘
announcements over a P.A. system, teachers responding to parents, cellular telephones,
and even me) occurred in Trini as opposed to TAE. In fact, the proportion of TAE used
during interruptions was 32% of the transcribed lines. Again, this trend seemed quite
variable from teacher to teacher, with the overall range of Trini usage during
interruptions ranging from 0% to 100% for those teachers who were interrupted. It should
also be noted that there were three teachers who were not interrupted during their
recorded lesson.
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
The Trini index was also used to answer the second part of my first research
question regarding the relationship between classroom language and students‘
performance on the SEA. There was one school in which the two Standard 5 teachers
taught different content area subjects to all the Standard 5 students (resulting in a crossed,
rather than nested design). These two teachers and their 29 students were not included in
this analysis. Because the remaining data consisted of nested variables (292 students‘
scores nested within 11 teachers), a multilevel approach was used to determine if
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teachers‘ Trini use predicted students‘ total score on the SEA administered in 2008. The
level-1 model contained no predictors of the student level outcome, whereas the level-2
model sought to predict the value of each student‘s intercept (in this case, score) by
introducing a teacher variable (Trini index) as a predictor. This multilevel model, like
multiple regression, aims to determine how much of the variance in the predictor is
shared with the variance in the outcome. By modeling the nested nature of the data, this
analysis allows each teacher to have his or her own intercept (instead of pooling all the
scores and all the teachers‘ Trini usage as would have been done in a regression), and so
allows a particular teacher‘s Trini usage to be used as a predictor of his or her students‘
performance on the SEA. An alpha level of 0.05 was used for all statistical tests.
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS
Model Building
The descriptive statistics for the two variables used in this analysis are presented
in Table 5. TRINIj represents the Trini indices calculated for 11 of the observed teachers.
SEATOTALij represents student i from class j‘s score on the SEA (this score is made up
of 100 possible points for mathematics, 100 possible points for language, and 20 possible
points for the Essay, for a possible total score of 220). AGEj represents each teacher‘s age
in years, and CLASSj indicates the number of students in each class.
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for Trini Index and SEA Scores
Level
Student (Level-1)
Teacher (Level-2)
Teacher‘s Age (Level-2)
Class Size (Level-2)
Ni = 292, Nj = 11

Variable Name
(SEATOTAL)ij
(TRINI)j
(AGE)j
(CLASS)j
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M
169.96
1.21
43.27
26.55

SD
35.54
1.33
13.05
8.93

Initially, the random effects model was investigated to see how much of the
variability in student performance (SEATOTAL)ij lay within and between teachers. The
next model included TRINI as the lone level-2 variable. This model did not account for
most of the level-1 variance, therefore an exploratory model was used to determine which
additional predictors to add to the model. The exploratory model evaluates the
significance of researcher-specified potential predictors should they be added to the
existing model and so helps a researcher determine which of multiple possible predictors
would add value to the existing model. Teacher‘s age and class size were found to be
good potential predictors of students‘ SEA scores, so they were added as level-2
predictors to the model. All effects were estimated as random effects, with the random
components represented by rij (level 1) and uj (level 2) in the model. The final combined
model is represented by the following equation:

(SEATOTAL)ij = γ00 + γ01 (TRINI)j + γ02 (AGE)j + γ03 (CLASS)j +uj + rij

The results of this final model are presented below:
Table 6. Results of the Final Multilevel Model
Fixed effect
Overall teacher mean (γ00)
Trini coefficient (γ01)
Age (γ02)
Class size (γ03)

Coeff
162.68
-0.55
0.48
2.27

df
7
7
7
7

SE
4.00
3.68
0.35
0.62

t Ratio
40.631
-0.149
1.342
3.630

Variance
df
2
component
Teacher mean (uj)
138.56
7
39.53
Level-1 effect (rij)
845.04
Ni = 292 & Nj = 11, Smaller Private School removed from sample
Random effect
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p value
<0.001
0.886
0.222
0.010
p value
<0.001

^
Significant variability still remained in this model (2(9) = 39.53, p < 0.001), λ =

0.794, and only 0.1% more variability in student scores is explained by this model than
previous ones. Therefore, Trini usage cannot be considered a significant predictor of
students‘ SEA performance in this sample. Class size, on the other hand, seemed to be a
significant (though not substantial) predictor of the variability in scores.
Case Analysis and Assumptions
The level-2 residual plot was examined to determine if there were any outliers. As
shown in Figure 5 below, there were no obvious candidates for outliers.
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Figure 5. Residual vs. Fitted Values for the Intercept Coefficient
The assumptions for the final model were also tested. The homogeneity of
variance assumption appeared to have been violated, (2(10) = 117.14, p < 0.01) possibly
due to the variability in the number of level-1 units (students) per level-2 unit (teacher).
Several transformations were used to try to reduce the heterogeneity in the level-1
variance, but resulted in any better accounting of the variance.
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Level-2 normality was assessed by looking at the residual plot (above) and Q-Q
plot, below. The residual plot did not suggest violations of normality, as the residuals
were generally clustered around a horizontal line at 0, and were relatively consistently
spread across the range of fitted values. The Q-Q plot reinforced this interpretation,
showing only very slight departures from normality.
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Figure 6. Q-Q Plot to investigate Normality of the Residuals
Finally, the level-2 homogeneity of variance assumption was tested. Again, the
residual plot above was used to determine that there may have been a violation of this
assumption as well, illustrated by the fact that there were more positive residuals than
negative ones. These violations of assumptions may have been due to the small size of
the level-2 sample.
Further Analyses
The heterogeneity of variance was a cause for concern in the HLM model, and led
to questions about the utility of the nested design. Because of this, a simpler approach to
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analyzing the data was taken. Due to the fact that there were no level-1 predictors in the
multilevel model, it seemed reasonable to use the class as the unit of analysis in a singlelevel model. Therefore, the mean and standard deviation of the SEA scores was
calculated for each class (Table 7 below), and simple linear regression analyses were
performed using these as outcomes. From this point on, the analyses consisted of multiple
regressions with the class as the subject of investigation. The outcome for each class was
either the mean SEA score for the class, or the standard deviation (the spread) of the
distribution of scores within the class. The predictor variable was still the teacher‘s Trini
usage measured by the Trini index.
The goal of these follow-up analyses was to determine if a teacher‘s Trini use is
related to (1) the level of performance of each class, and/or (2) the consistency of
performance of each class. Thus, four regression models were investigated: two using the
class mean of SEA scores as the outcome, and two using the class‘ standard deviation of
SEA scores as the outcome. For each outcome, a model with Trini as the only predictor
was explored, along with a model including the other two predictors, teacher‘s age and
class size, suggested by the exploratory HLM model previously tested. Note that these
were not stepwise regression models in which predictors are added sequentially to a
model to determine which predictors should be included in a model. Instead, these were
four individual models that included predictors based on theory and the previous HLM
model.
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Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for Aggregated Variables
School

Teacher’s Trini
SEA mean
index
(class size)
Government Primary
0.18
167.45 (29)
Large Presbyterian 1
0.29
186.42 (33)
Large Presbyterian 2
0.88
148.50 (32)
Large Presbyterian 3
0.55
188.00 (39)
Small Muslim
0.42
130.85 (13)
Small Presbyterian
3.20
103.11 (9)
Large Muslim 1
1.77
159.16 (25)
Large Muslim 2
1.08
163.56 (26)
Large Muslim 3
4.21
164.04 (24)
Larger Private 1
0.44
177.96 (29)
Larger Private 2
0.29
197.69 (34)
N = 11, Smaller Private School removed from sample

SEA standard
deviation
29.86
25.31
36.04
16.84
36.38
53.83
37.46
35.07
35.11
15.65
10.42

Overall, the HLM model predicted a mean SEA score of 81.37 (with a standard
error of 12.58). In addition, class size was positively related to total SEA score (γ02 =
2.29, t = 4.24).
Considering the data from an aggregate perspective, using class as the unit of
measurement, power analyses were carried out to determine the power of this sample to
detect moderate effects (estimated by f2 = 0.3 equivalent to R2 = 0.23). With one
predictor in the regression, the power of a sample N = 11 was 0.37. With three predictors,
the power decreased to 0.19. Although these power values are small, most of the effects
found in these data were quite large (R2 > 0.37, equivalent to f2 > 0.6 in three of the tested
regression equations), so this low power did not prove to be limiting.
Trini was not a significant sole predictor of the class means on the SEA, F(4, 6) =
2.65, p = 0.14. However, the model including teacher‘s age and class size as predictors
along with Trini use did predict a significant proportion of the variance in the means of
SEA scores, F(4, 6) = 11.863, p = 0.004, R2 = 0.836. In this model, class size was the only
significant predictor of mean SEA score. More specifically, class size is a positive
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predictor of mean SEA score (b = 2.358, p = 0.006), meaning that larger classes produced
higher scores overall. The coefficients are presented below in Table 8.
Table 8. Results of Regression using Trini Index, Age, and Class Size to predict Mean
SEA per Class
Predictor
Variables
Trini Index
Age
Class Size

Unstandardized Coefficients
b
SE
-0.760
3.625
0.455
0.365
2.359
0.598

t

p

-0.210
1.246
3.948

0.840
0.253
0.006

Turning to the question of the relationship between Trini use and the consistency
or variability of SEA scores within a class, the model containing Trini as the sole
predictor accounted for a small but significant portion of the variance in the standard
deviations of SEA scores, F(1, 9) = 5.42, p = 0.05, R2 = 0.376. In this model, Trini usage is
a positive predictor of variability in SEA scores (b = 5.696, p = 0.045), meaning that
increased Trini use is associated with less consistent scores (more variable) scores within
a class.
Table 9. Results of Regression using Trini Index to predict Standard Deviation of SEA
per Class
Predictor
Variables
Trini Index

Unstandardized Coefficients
b
SE
5.696
2.446

t

p

2.329

0.045

As expected, the model that included teacher‘s age and class size as predictors
along with Trini use also accounted for a (larger) significant proportion of the variance in
the means of SEA scores, F(4, 6) = 20.25, p = 0.001, R2 = 0.897. In this model, age and
class size were the only significant predictors of the standard deviations of SEA scores
per class. The coefficients are presented below in Table 10. Trini use remained a positive
predictor of variability in SEA scores, (b = 2.612, p = 0.084), whereas teacher‘s age and
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class size were significant negative predictors (b = -0.488, p = 0.007, and b = -0.568, p =
0.033 respectively). In other words, although Trini use is associated with less consistency
in the SEA scores in a class, older teachers and larger classes were associated with more
consistency in the scores.
Table 10. Results of Regression using Trini Index, Age, and Class Size to predict
Standard Deviation of SEA Scores per Class
Predictor
Variables
Trini Index
Age
Class Size

Unstandardized Coefficients
b
SE
2.612
1.299
-0.488
0.131
-0.568
0.214

t

p

2.011
-3.730
-2.650

0.084
0.007
0.033

Overall, these results demonstrate that teacher‘s use of Trini in class is not
significantly related to how well the class performs overall, but is significantly related to
how consistently students in the class perform relative to each other. In addition, a
teacher‘s age also did not significantly predict how well the class performed on average,
but did significantly predict how spread out the scores were in a singe class. Finally, class
size was a significant predictor of both performance and dispersal of scores, although
positively in the case of performance, and negatively in the case of consistency.
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Chapter 5: Written Language Analysis
This chapter focuses on the analyses and results related to research question 2:
Questions about written language:
a. What types of Trini features (if any) are being modeled in written form to
students in Standard 5 classrooms by their textbooks 46 years after
independence?
The analysis of textbooks is discussed in the first section, followed by the related
findings. Following that, the analysis of the instructions and items on the 2007 SEA are
discussed, in response to part b of the question:
b. Is there a match between language models (oral and written) and language
expectations embedded in the language used in the instructions and items
on the national Secondary Entrance Assessment?
The results of this analysis constitute the final section of this chapter. As before,
the discussion and interpretation of these findings appear in Chapter 7.
MODELED WRITTEN LANGUAGE – TEXTBOOKS
The data for this analysis consisted of randomly chosen pages of all the textbooks
used in the Standard 5 classrooms in this study. In the following section, I describe how
this data was gathered and analyzed, and I conclude with the results of this analysis.
Analysis
Each recorded teacher was asked to provide a list of mathematics, language arts,
and composition/essay writing textbooks used in class. These books were considered the
corpus of written language modeled to the students whose classes were the focus of this
study. Of the list, books authored by non-Trinidadians and books described as Teacher‘s
References (i.e., those not purchased or used by students) were not analyzed. In addition,
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two of the 20 remaining books were unavailable for purchase at local bookstores, and so
could not be analyzed. These two were both composition books, and were two of seven
composition books listed by only one of the recorded teachers.
A random number generator was used to generate the sample of page numbers to
be analyzed. For each text, two pages were initially selected, and the number of words on
each of those two pages was counted. For books in which two pages of text yielded fewer
than 200 words, a third page was selected. For books in which the first page yielded more
than 200 words of text, the second page was not analyzed. This ensured that a similar
number of words was analyzed for each textbook. Finally, the text on each page was read
and any instances of non-standard English use (phrases and/or sentences) were noted. It
was assumed that all standard English features would represent the formal standard
register, whereas non-standard forms could indicate the use of the informal or even
vernacular register. In cases where it was not clear to me whether the construction was
non-standard or simply awkward (but standard), I consulted a fellow Trinidadian to
determine if it was plausible as either Trini or TAE, or if it was simply incorrect. Three
non-Trinidadian raters were then asked to determine if they saw anything unusual about
the language used in the sentence/item and whether it was not standard English. These
raters were asked to read the item and determine if it was either (1) standard English, or
(2) non-standard to the point where a student would be marked down if he/she used it in
an assignment. If at least two raters agreed it was standard (this sometimes included the
raters‘ opinion that the item was standard English, but British sounding), it was
considered to be a valid TAE construction. If all of the raters, Trini and non-Trini
speakers, were unsure of the status of the feature, I included it in the results below. I then
classified each non-standard item as either Trini or not. A summary of the books, page
numbers, word counts, and results are presented in Table 11. In this table, textbooks are
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listed in the sequence in which they were analyzed, identified by author and content area.
A full list of the textbooks that were analyzed (in APA format) is presented in Appendix
B. The following abbreviations are used in the table header: w1 – number of words on the
first analyzed page (followed by the page number), w2 – number of words on the second
analyzed page (and page number), w3 – number of words on the third analyzed page
(with page number), WT – total number of words analyzed, Ti – number of instances of
Trini used, and Tw – number of words used in Trini phrases.
Table 11. Textbook Language Analysis
Textbook
Book # 1: Prime
(composition)

w1
91
(p. 20)

w2
122
(p. 44)

w3
--

WT
213

Ti
0

Tw
0

Book # 2: Wong, Chong,
& Agarrat (mathematics)

97
(p. 112)

100
(p. 136)

142
(p. 62)

339

0

0

Book # 3: Narinesingh
(English)

100
(p. 11)

149
(p. 113)

--

249

0

0

Book # 4: Rajcoomar, &
La Mothe (mathematics)

151
(p. 154)

75
(p. 72)

--

226

0

0

Book # 5: Subnaik, &
Rajnauth (language arts)

145
(p. 162)

93
(p. 214)

--

238

0

0

Book # 6: DhaniramSeebaransingh, & Maharaj
(language arts)

303
(p. 158)

--

--

303

0

0

Book # 7: Wee, Sani, &
Morton-Gittens (language
arts)

198
(p. 125)

64
(p. 22)

--

262

0

0

Book # 8: Furlonge
(mathematics)

287
(p. 115)

--

--

287

0

0

Book # 9: Parmanand,
Harbukhan, & Seegobin
(mathematics)

295
(p. 255)

--

--

295

1

1
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Textbook
Book # 10: Fernandez
(mathematics)

w1
75
(p. 354)

w2
111
(p. 356)

w3
121
(p. 232)

WT
307

Ti
2

Tw
2

Book # 11: Gonzalez
(English Grammar)

296
(p. 238)

--

--

296

0

0

Book # 12: Norville
(English)

165
(p. 48)

145
(p. 149)

--

310

*4

*4

Book # 13: Dow & Powell
(Editors; composition)

332
(p. 27)

--

--

332

0

0

Book # 14: Sinanan
(composition)

111
(p. 14)

251
(p. 23)

--

362

1

1

Book # 15: Narinesingh,
Seetahal-Maraj (language
arts)

282
(p. 94)

--

--

282

*3

*3

Book # 16: Subnaik, &
Rajnauth (mathematics)

45
(p. 224)

63
(p. 214)

204
(p. 73)

312

0

0

Book # 17: Gonzalez
(composition &
Comprehension)

528
(p. 240)

--

--

528

0

0

Book # 18: Lalla-Chote, &
342
--342
1
2
Phagoo (language arts)
(p. 154)
TOTAL
3843
1173
467
5483
12
13
M
304.6
SD
69.25
*these instances of Trini appeared in the form of distractor (incorrect) answer choices on
a test item
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Results
Because of the small number of instances of Trini features found, a total of 12,
each one is presented here and discussed.

Integrated Mathematics for Primary Schools: A Problem Solving Approach – Upper
Primary (book 9):
Item 9.
Karen is 20 years old. If 3 years is added to her brother‘s age it will equal ½ of Karen‘s
age. How old is Karen‘s brother?
The non-standard feature in this item stemmed from the lack of noun-verb number
concord in the second sentence (i.e., the use of the singular form of the verb in a context
where the plural form is standard). Although two of the non-Trinidadian raters thought
this item was standard English, the third rater and I judged that a singular verb in that
position was ungrammatical. Coupled with the fact that a singular (non-inflected) verb
would be the preferred Trini form, I determined that the number of the verb used in this
item was at least influenced by Trini, and would be a model of Trini usage in an
academic setting to students who read the item.

Exploring Mathematics: Upper Primary Level – Standards 4 and 5 (book 10):
Example Problem.
1) Mr. Peters painted the outside of a cubical tank of side 2m. Calculate what area was
covered with the paint.
The feature of interest here relates to the choice or form of adjective used. All
raters agreed that the word ―cubical‖ is not in the English lexicon. However, use of the
suffix -al as a means of spontaneous adjectivising of a descriptive word/phrase (―free108

compounding‖) can be considered characteristic of the informal standard register (James
& Youssef, 2004). In fact, the alternation of adjectives with and without the –al suffix
appears in the speech of speakers of English around the world. For example, the word
ironical is used more and more in global informal standard registers. In addition, the use
of the word racial, which does appear in standard lexicon, is often (mis)used by speakers
in instances where the word racist would be the prescribed lexical item.

A Practical English Course (book 12):
Distractors in Exercise 1
Instructions: Read the sentences carefully and put in the suitable object pronouns from
the brackets.
1. Don‘t give ------------- the pen. (he, him)
5. Don‘t believe --------------. He always distorts the facts. (he, him)
7. Shower ------------ with gifts and she‘ll love you forever. (she, her)
10. They owe ------------- fifty dollars. (we, us)
Distractors are often a cause for linguistic concern in a standardized testing
environment in which multiple choice items are used. A distractor is an answer choice
that was intended to be incorrect. Sometimes distractors can in fact be an appropriate
answer choice if considered from a different perspective. In the linguistic context being
considered here, distractors that in fact would be valid in Trini could interfere with
students‘ ability to select a single answer from the choices provided, as illustrated by the
items above, due to the nature of case-marking in Trini. Most pronouns in Trini are
opaque, that is, they remain in the nominative (first person) case even when they occupy
the object position of a sentence. In the case of the third person masculine, this is true
only if the object pronoun is stressed (James & Youssef, 2004). (For an in-depth
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description of the pronoun system of Trini, see Table 11 of James & Youssef, 2004, p.
466). Thus, the utterance, they owe we fifty dollars or don’t believe he would both be
valid in Trini when considering the object pronoun. One can argue that the contraction
don’t appears as doh [doː] in Trini; or that the contraction she’ll would be realized as she
go, thus identifying the sentence as TAE.
However, students still need to be made aware that their acceptance of the
nominative case form of the object pronoun in that position in a sentence stems from their
knowledge and use of Trini as opposed to TAE. If this feature of Trini is modeled orally
in class, it is possible that students will find it hard to determine what the correct choice is
in a case like this. Further, even if this feature is never actually modeled in class, some
students may need to be explicitly taught the difference in usage between the two forms
of the pronoun, as for example when the exercise in the text is graded in class, in order to
determine which choice is the correct choice in an academic setting, and why the other is
not appropriate in this context.

Developing Skills in Composition (book 14):
Exercises on Paragraph Writing, Section D.
Instructions: The sentences in the paragraph must be organized in sequence. Re-arrange
each cluster of sentence (sic) into a well-organized paragraph.
1. Next morning I couldn‘t put my feet down for all the hurting.
Again, this item was not clearly an instance of Trini use. Before I describe the
item, I will mention that the phrase ―each cluster of sentence‖ (which occurs in the
instructions) is not discussed here because that text actually appeared on the previous
page and was not a part of the sample. Both Trinidadians (the consultant and I) agreed
that the lack of definite article at the beginning of the sentence was valid in Trini. Neither
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of us was sure of its status as TAE, although we both felt that the article was
conspicuously missing. Two of the three non-Trinidadian raters classified the item as
awkward (both preferred the next morning), but only one identified it as being nonstandard. Considering the frequency of unrealized (implied) direct articles in Trini, I
determined that this phrase would invoke Trini in the minds of Standard 5 students, and
so I classified the item as an instance of Trini being modeled to students. This feature was
similar to one that appeared once in the oral language transcripts, ―next ten years,‖
presented in table 4 near the end.

The New Language Arts (book 15):
Distractors in an Activity (selected items)
Instructions: Underline the correct form in the brackets.
1. Each day (bring, brings) a new joy in the hearts of simple people.
3. None (has, have) returned from the expedition.
5. Someone (has, have) to be present at the meeting.
Similar to the items presented from A Practical English Course, the distractors in
these items are valid in Trini due to the nature of noun- (or pronoun-) verb number
concord previously described. The use of the word ―none‖ in the second item would be
awkward in Trini (in addition, the preferred form in Trini would exclude the auxiliary
altogether, as in, nobody return from the expedition), but the overall utterance, none have
returned from the expedition, while uncommon, would still be a valid Trini utterance.
More importantly, the skill being tested or practiced here requires students to recognize
that in TAE, subjects with ambiguous number (―each,‖ ―none,‖ ―someone‖) take singular
verbs. In the case of Trini, subject noun phrases that are ambiguous for number take
verbs that are unmarked and thus equally ambiguous (James & Youssef, pp. 458-462),
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leading to interference between distractors and correct choices. To illustrate, in other
items included in this section the distractor is actually invalid in both Trini and TAE, and
so the appropriate answer would be the same in either variety of the language. An
example of this is the item ―everyone (is, are) returning from the excursion,‖ where the
singular form of the verb to be is also the unmarked form, and so would be the valid form
in Trini as well as TAE.

Language Arts for Secondary Entrance Assessment and other similar examinations: for
Standards 4 and 5 (book 18):
Comprehension Passage – Christmas.
With Christmas you could tell it was coming.
This item was one of the ambiguous ones that was sent on to the three nonTrinidadian raters for final classification. Both Trinidadian reviewers agreed
unequivocally that the phrase was valid in Trini but were uncertain of its status in TAE.
They felt that is was not a valid TAE construction but could not be certain. All three nonTrinidadian raters found the morphology awkward, strongly preferring the form you
could tell Christmas was coming. This construction is also representative of the use of
could in Trini as a pre-verbal TAM (tense, aspect, and mood) marker, as described in
Table 18 of James and Youssef (2004, p. 474). In addition, this is similar to the stylistic
example of object-fronting found in the oral language analysis (―so many Chinese
restaurants we have in Trinidad‖) in which the object was moved to the beginning of the
sentence, apparently for emphasis. All of these facts led me to classify the appearance of
this sentence in a comprehension passage as an instance of Trini being modeled to
students.
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WRITTEN LANGUAGE EXPECTATIONS – SEA 2007 ITEMS
This section focuses on the instructions and items of the 2007 form of the SEA as
it was administered to students. Here I discuss the analysis of these examination booklets,
and the results that were found.
Analysis
Each school in the study was presented with a copy of the actual 2007 SEA
examination by the Ministry of Education after the examination results were announced,
and a copy was made available to me. All sections on this form of the test were analyzed,
item by item, including the instructions, for instances of Trini use. There were no
ambiguous constructions on the examination, and I found instances of Trini in distractor
answer choices only. Because the focus of the assessment is, among other things, to
determine language competence, instances of Trini use on the SEA would imply an
expectation of students‘ knowledge of Trini (rather than implying the modeling of Trini
to the students). Therefore, the results section frames the instances of Trini use in
examination items in terms of knowledge expectations rather than exposure to or
endorsement of Trini use.
Results
Trini constructions appeared only as incorrect answer choices, and only for two
items (both in the same section) of the language arts portion of the 2007 SEA. Each item
is presented below.
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Section I – Grammar Skills, D.
Instructions: Write the correct form of the verb in brackets to complete the following
sentences.
EXAMPLE: That boy ___goes____ to the cinema every week.
(go/goes)
10.

Each of the players __________________ hard to score.
(try/tries)

11.

The coach, as well as the manager of the team, ______________ practice every

Saturday.

(attend/attends)

These two items illustrate the same interference between the two language
varieties as those items from the New Language Arts described above. Again, there are
other items in this section for which the unmarked form (required in Trini) of the verb
used happens to be the form that the subject of the sentence requires in TAE, and in these
cases there are no crossed signals from Trini and TAE. For these two items, however, the
unmarked form of the verbs to try ―try‖ and to attend ―attend‖ are intended to be
distractors and conflict with the required form of the verb in TAE resulting in an item in
which both choices can be appropriate depending on the language use context assumed
by the student.
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Chapter 6: Instrument Development
The second strand of this study focused on my final research question:
3. Can a self-report, online survey validly and reliably measure teachers‘ propensity for
using Trini features in the classroom?
This involved the development of an instrument that could quickly, validly, and
reliably measure teachers‘ propensity for using or allowing Trini features to be used in
classroom talk. The development of this scale took place in three stages, instrument
creation, administration, and analysis of the psychometric properties of the scale.
INSTRUMENT CREATION
The creation of the instrument began with a series of three focus groups from
which a bank of possible items for the scale were created. After these meetings were
held, items were selected and the question stems and response options for the items were
developed.
Focus Groups
Three focus groups were convened in order to determine what features of Trini
should be used on the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS). The first group
consisted of linguists familiar with Trinidadian English in general, and specifically with
the variation of this language across the basilect-acrolect continuum. The second
consisted of Trinidadian secondary school teachers who taught entering students who had
just graduated from elementary school (―Form 1). The final group consisted of
Trinidadian graduate students who had attended elementary and secondary school in
Trinidad, but had pursued their post-secondary education in the United States. The
participants of each group are described in detail in Chapter 3.
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Linguists
The format of these meetings was kept informal: I asked very few questions and
generally let the conversation flow, taking notes when the discussion contained answers
to questions I wanted answered by these expert participants. Each focus group consisted
of individuals who were familiar with Trini, and to some extent TAE. Questions of
interest that this group covered included (details of our discussion are provided below):
Do you agree with the preliminary list of Trini indicators?
Are there other salient features of Trini?
Should there be more emphasis on phonological vs. morphological vs.
syntactic features vs. lexical items?
Because the first group consisted of linguists from a large, regional university,
this discussion was rather theoretical and focused on language continua, the definition of
a dialect, and which features are less controversial indicators of the formality of speech
(i.e., which features are accepted as indicators of less formal speech and which are valid
in both formal and informal varieties of the same language). The three focus group
members all agreed that lexical items are considered very controversial and, because of
their context specificity, do not on their own indicate Trini use. Therefore, I decided not
to include lexical items as the sole feature in an item representing Trini use. This decision
is supported by Allsop‘s (2003) formality framework.
The members of the first focus group were especially concerned with addressing
commonalities between Trini and TAE, and they stressed that often, context is the only
way of determining which variety a speaker is using. An example given by a participant
was the phrase ―I had done it‖ which is a standard construction but can actually function
as a Trini feature in many contexts. One participant suggested presenting teachers with a
stream of speech, rather than a single utterance, as the stimulus to which they respond, so
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as to provide the necessary context for the features being tested. Further, they discussed
the differences between a teacher‘s tolerance of oral versus written Trini. As Standard 5
teachers, they reasoned, editing of their students‘ written language may be seen more as
part of their job than editing of their own or their students‘ oral language. As noted by the
participants, tolerance is also socioculturally influenced, as in this case in which the
appropriateness of Trini (or most dialect) features in oral language is different than that in
written language. Participants supported my decision to include items that would measure
teachers‘ attitudes toward Trini, as a means of factoring attitude into the measurement of
their perceived classroom language.
After an inconclusive debate regarding my definitions of dialect (which I label
Trini in this document) and standard English (which I call TAE here), we read through
the following preliminary list of salient features of Trini (with examples) provided by
another linguist who had previously worked with the members of this focus group:
progressives without auxiliary (e.g., he going)
unmarked past tense verbs (e.g., yesterday he come)
non-use of to be with adjectives and locatives (e.g., it big, it there)
habitual does (e.g., he does go there)
negator eh (e.g., he eh like it)
personal pronouns (all-you for second person plural, he/she for third
person singular in object/possessive function, e.g., I see he, that is she
book)
The linguists generally agreed with the preliminary list, although they felt that
some of the features were more salient than others, and some were more stigmatized than
others. Using Allsop‘s formality framework (2003), the participants claimed that these
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features represented both informal and anti-formal speech. They suggested the following
features, to which they referred as the ―overt‖ forms, as salient Trini features:
Use of does as a preverbal tense, aspect, or mood (TAM) marker
Use of pronominals
Tensing (marking of tense in general)
Use of had as a preverbal TAM marker
Lack of inversion in question formation
It absent constructions
Use of the phrase, what this does? ‗what does this do?‘
Use of the phrase, this is a what?
Use of tense in subordinate clauses
These features were added to the preliminary list of features to help me develop a
list of items to be presented to the second focus group of teacher experts. This is detailed
in Table 12 in the next section. Where possible, utterances recorded during phase 2
(recording oral language) of this study were used to illustrate these features.
Teacher Experts
The second group of experts consisted of Trinidadian secondary school teachers,
who can be thought of as the clients of elementary school teachers. The questions of
interest for this group were similar to those for the first group, with the addition of an
item classification exercise using the items developed after the first meeting. The
questions of interest that this group answered were as follows:
How do you know when students in your school are speaking Trini?
Are there certain cues that indicate Trini (as opposed to standard English)?
Are there other distinct features of the dialect?
118

Are there features of the dialect that are never used in class?
Are there features that are never used in primary school?
Are there features of Trinidadian Academic English (standard English
used in classrooms) that would make good distractors?
Although this group consisted of teachers of many different content areas, there
were a few participants who were familiar with formal linguistic analysis, and the
discussion began with a review of the formal definitions of the terms basilect, mesolect,
and even varilect. We quickly moved into a discussion of the Trini features that are most
commonly used by secondary school students. We agreed to focus on Form 1 students,
who are in the first year of secondary school, and most likely to reflect in-class discourse
practices learned during their Standard 5 year. The list of features this group mentioned
included:
Using nouns as verbs (e.g., ―I was microscoping her skirt‖)
Missing verbs (usually referring to auxiliaries or the verb to be; e.g.,
Where the book?)
Removing vowels (in written language, like cell phone texting or instant
messenger chatting language)
Expletives/obscenities (used in ways that suggest the weight and/or
meaning of the term is different from those in TAE)
Lexical items (e.g., lime ‗to hang out‘; or whey [weː] ‗where‘
Missing initial sounds
Joined words
Although some of these features represented slang rather than Trini, we did
discuss their use as either or both. These participants seemed to think of Trini as a very
dynamic variety of language, in contrast to the linguists, perhaps because of their
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exposure to speakers at a very tumultuous period of their social, linguistic, and even
physical and emotional development. Consequently, this group was more willing to
classify slang features as being representative of Trini. This discussion about slang versus
Trini led once again to a very involved conversation centering on the relevance of context
to language. The group agreed that slang features come and go easily from the language,
whereas Trini features tend to be more stable. These participants proposed that slang
items, if they stayed in the language for an extended period, could become a stable Trini
feature that could be passed on to future generations. At the end of this debate, the group
concurred that the specific lexical items used in some of the features described above
(e.g., the particular noun that is made into a verb) may be part of slang, but that the actual
feature (e.g., using a noun as a verb) was probably a feature of Trini. All participants
agreed that even such a feature clearly driven by new technologies as removing vowels
had begun to slip into the Trini used by the wider population, as, for example, the annual
Carnival celebrations being referred to in the mass media as C2K, Carnival 2K1, C2K2,
and so on, since the year 2000.
Being teachers themselves, this group also reflected on their own use of Trini in
the classroom. Unlike the elementary teachers who were recorded in strand 1 of this
study, these teachers seemed more cognizant of their own use of Trini with their students.
All admitted to speaking primarily Trini outside of the classroom and also to using Trini
sometimes in class. One teacher in particular who moved from one school to another
described his use of Trini at his old school as a means of illustrating concepts, ―in a
language [students] could understand.‖ In his new school, however, he thought he used as
much TAE as possible, as he felt confident these students would understand it. Another
participant agreed that Trini is more an ―explanatory‖ language rather than the language
of direct instruction. Finally, an English teacher pointed out that she felt it made a
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difference to learning when it is made clear to students that there are two forms of the
language and that these are appropriate in different contexts. All participants agreed that
Trini use in school (both by teachers and students) is primarily oral, but that TAE
dominates the written discourse.
At the end of the discussion, participants were asked to classify the preliminary
items as either Trini or TAE. I read each item to them, and the context of the utterance
was provided where necessary. If there was disagreement about the status of the item,
they were asked to explain their reasoning to each other and try to come to a consensus.
Items for which consensus could not be achieved were not considered for use in future
focus groups or on the final instrument. Also, items for which the group‘s classification
was not the classification I intended were removed. The list of items presented to this
group is shown in Table 12, with bold font highlighting the Trini feature being illustrated.
Table 12. Items Classified by Teacher Experts
Item
1.
2.
3.
4.

*Can I have your attention please?
First of all, you have to tell me the verb.
Get out your books and turn to page twenty
*I had given the test yesterday, and today we will
correct it
5. When she come, he did gone already
6. *She does like poetry, but she doesn’t like to teach
it
7. *I wish I were on holiday
8. You see this switch here? What this does?
9. Everyone is talking, be quiet!
10. He open he book and he dream away one time
11. Everyone in my class failed
12. This book is who own?
13. *Not one of the boys has his bat today
14. He gone downstairs for me
15. She does always get all correct
121

Intended
Classification
Trini
TAE
TAE
Trini

Group’s
Classification
Trini/TAE
TAE
TAE
TAE

Trini
TAE

Trini
TAE

TAE
Trini
TAE
Trini
TAE
Trini
TAE
Trini
Trini

TAE
Trini/TAE
TAE
Trini
TAE
Trini
TAE
Trini
Trini

Intended
Classification
TAE
Trini
TAE

Item

Group’s
Classification
TAE
Trini

16. Each of my pupils did well
17. He do real good because he’s work hard
18. Now I’m gonna write down some rules on the
board
Trini/TAE
19. You ever hear about double-decker buses before? Trini
Trini
20. Without analyzing the sentence, you’ll never get
TAE
TAE
the answer
21. Why the word he is the subject?
Trini
Trini
22. Write this down in your books
TAE
TAE
23. Today we going to learn about simple interest
Trini
Trini/TAE
24. Everyone could hear what he said?
Trini
Trini
25. It would be OK if he were on the beach, not in
TAE
school!
TAE
26. You self raised your hand, and you don’t know the Trini
Trini
answer?
27. **it absent example
--*These items included features that appear to belong to the opposite classification.
**Because I was unable to create an item using this feature, the group was asked to
provide an example if possible.

After this focus group, items 18 and 23 were removed from the list of preliminary
items. Items 1, 4, and 8 were retained, because each included features that were
considered important by the linguists. The feature used in item 1 is a vernacular universal
(i.e., it appears in multiple English dialects), which reinforces its status as a salient
feature of Trini. The feature used in item 8, what this does? was specifically suggested by
a linguist as a Trini feature that he believes is used (orally) in every Trinidadian
classroom but is not valid in TAE. This example illustrates the expectation that the
formal standard register would be the discourse of preference in classrooms, but that
features from the informal standard register may unintentionally be used by teachers, and
would probably go unnoticed. These participants were unable to create an it-absent
example, but further consultation led to the addition of the item Is the teacher he talking
to to the list of preliminary items for the next focus group. Also, new items were written
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based on new features suggested by this group and added to the list of items to be
classified by the next group.
Graduate Student Experts
The final focus group consisted of Trinidadian graduate students studying in the
United States. This group was chosen to represent native speaker views of Trini, from the
perspective of those who have been exposed to other varieties of English enough to have
spent some time thinking about Trini, TAE, standard English, and English in academic
settings in general. I also chose this group because they were still in school and had
relatively recently been in school in Trinidad themselves. The structure of this group was
similar to the second group, with the agenda beginning with a few questions of interest,
followed by the classification of the updated list of items into dialect and standard
English. The questions of interest posed to this group included:
How do you know when someone is speaking Trini?
Are there certain cues that indicate Trini (as opposed to standard English)?
If you were trying to teach a friend to speak Trini authentically, what clues
or hints would you give?
Do you agree the following are cues of dialect use:
o progressives without auxiliary (e.g., he going)
o unmarked past tense verbs (e.g., yesterday he come)
o non-use of to be with adjectives and locatives (e.g., it big, it there)
o habitual does (e.g., he does go there)
o negator eh (e.g., he eh like it)
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o personal pronouns (all-you for second person plural, he/she for
third person singular in object/possessive function, e.g., I see he,
that is she book)
Are there other distinct (powerful or strong) features of the dialect?
Are there features of the dialect that are never used in class?
Are there features that are never used in primary school?
Are there features of Trinidadian Academic English (standard English
used in classrooms) that would make good distractors?
Sample questionnaire (stem of question/response scale), could this be
framed differently?
Due to their experience, this group tended to focus on the advantages of having a
good command of standard English (and the disadvantages of not having a good
command of standard English) in higher education settings. They all agreed that although
TAE may not be equivalent to standard British English, and is definitely not equivalent to
standard American English, it is much more similar to these forms than Trini. Thus, they
expressed the opinion that exposure to TAE in school and having a good grasp of this
form was essential for survival in post-secondary academic settings both in the United
States and Europe. Much of the discussion focused on their observations of native
speakers of English from other countries struggling as much as non-native English
speakers in some classes because they had not been exposed to more standard forms of
the language and had not been expected to communicate in more standard forms in
academic settings until they had left their home countries. Below I list the items
presented to this group along with their classification of them.
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Table 13. Items classified by Graduate Student Experts.
Item

Intended
Classification
Trini
TAE
TAE
Trini

1.
2.
3.
4.

Group’s
Classification
Trini/TAE
TAE
Trini
Trini

*Can I have your attention please?
First of all, you have to tell me the verb.
Get out your books and turn to page twenty.
*I had given the test yesterday, and today we will
correct it.
5. When she come, he did gone already.
Trini
Trini
6. *She does like poetry, but she doesn‘t like to
TAE
Depends on
teach it.
inflection
7. *I wish I were on holiday.
TAE
TAE
8. You see this switch here? What this does?
Trini
Trini
9. Everyone is talking, be quiet!
TAE
TAE
10. He open he book and he dream away one time.
Trini
Trini
11. Everyone in my class failed.
TAE
TAE
12. This book is who own?
Trini
Trini
13. *Not one of the boys has his bat today.
TAE
TAE
14. He gone downstairs for me.
Trini
Trini
15. She does always get all correct.
Trini
Trini
16. Each of my pupils did well.
TAE
TAE
17. He do real good because he’s work hard.
Trini
Trini
18. You ever hear about double-decker buses
Trini
Trini
before?
19. Without analyzing the sentence, you‘ll never get
TAE
TAE
the answer.
20. Why the word he is the subject?
Trini
Trini
21. Write this down in your books.
TAE
TAE
22. Everyone could hear what he said?
Trini
Trini
23. It would be OK if he were on the beach, not in
TAE
TAE
school!
24. You self raised your hand, and you don‘t know
Trini
Trini
the answer?
25. (It) Is the teacher he talkin‘ to.
Trini
Trini
26. Is the question on page 21?
TAE
TAE
27. Where the book?
Trini
Trini
28. I wanted to know where the students went
TAE
TAE
*These items included features that appear to belong to the opposite classification.
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Item Selection and Scale Development
The attitude scale chosen for inclusion came from an in-progress, unpublished
dissertation focused on children‘s acquisition of standard Jamaican English in a Jamaican
classroom (Lacoste, forthcoming). The classification exercise was used to select the final
list of items. All of the classifications for each item was combined across focus groups,
and items with classification agreement of less than 0.875 (7/8) were discarded. One of
the discarded items get out your books and turn to page 20 was reworded to read get your
books and turn to page 20 because the focus group participants thought that the use of the
word out created ambiguity about whether or not the item was TAE. Also, one Trini item
(he does have to be getting up early every day) was added to the list as a result of the
third focus group and so it was not rated by earlier participants, but was included on the
instrument. It should be noted that some of the items included on the survey were added
after the second focus group, and so were not rated by all eight experts who took part in
the classification exercise. This left 27 items on which the focus group participants‘
classifications had a high degree of agreement. Some slight modifications were made
(e.g., adding the word please to item 4) in order to reduce the chances of the meaning of
the sentence affecting responses to the items by improving the appropriateness of the
item while not changing the linguistic feature of interest. The items as used in the TCLS
are listed in the recommended scale at the end of this chapter.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, there were two main concerns with using a self-report
instrument to measure teachers‘ language choices. In an attempt to counter the likelihood
of participants responding to the items by editing them (instead of responding to the items
based on their comfort level with the forms being presented), all items were presented in
audio format only. This way participants never saw written forms of the items. Further, to
reduce the influence of participants‘ perception of their speech, as opposed to their actual
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linguistic choices as they spoke in class, different ways of posing the items to participants
were used.
This next step of determining the response scales to be used with these items was
taken because the research question at hand related more to teachers‘ actual speech rather
than their perceptions about Trini and TAE. The question posed to participants asked
about their reaction if the items were to be spoken in their classrooms. In order to
investigate the potential effect of self-perceptions about one‘s own speech coloring the
results, the question was asked in four different ways. The four ways of asking are
referred to from this point on as question stems, and much of the remaining analyses and
discussion are framed in terms of question stems rather than the more familiar subscales.
I use this term to avoid confusion between distinct constructs being measured (subscales)
and trying to find the best prompt to measure a particular construct, which is what I was
doing here.
The final question stems and corresponding response scales regarding the items
were:
1. Indicate how comfortable you would be saying each of the items in class using the
following scale:
Completely
Uncomfortable
1

Somewhat
Uncomfortable
2

Neutral
3

Somewhat
Comfortable
4

Completely
Comfortable
5

2. Indicate how acceptable it would be to you if a guest speaker said the phrase in your
class using the following scale:
Completely
Unacceptable
1

Somewhat
Unacceptable
2

Neutral
3
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Somewhat
Acceptable
4

Completely
Acceptable
5

3. Using the same scale as above, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if a student
said each phrase in your class.
4. Indicate if this is a phrase you would say in class (yes or no).
In addition, demographic questions and questions regarding language attitudes
were included on the instrument. For the demographic questions, only if a teacher
indicated that s/he was one whom I had recorded as part of phase 2 was he or she taken to
a question asking for his or her first initial, surname, and school. In this way, anonymity
of other participants was preserved, but the phase 2 teachers‘ responses on the instrument
could be compared to their Trini usage gathered from my observation as a measure of
validity. A printed version of the online survey is included in Appendix D.
The instrument was designed to be administered online for two reasons, first to
facilitate large-scale administration in order to obtain responses from participants located
across the country, and second to allow this information to be gathered without the
presence of observer whose presence could influence the participants‘ judgments.
Perhaps the most important aspect of this instrument, because it was created to measure
oral language use/choices, was the imperative to present the items aurally. In order to be
able to present the items aurally, HTML code was used in conjunction with a commercial
survey hosting website, a university web server, and commercial software that converts
audio files (.wav, .mp3, and others) into Shockwave (.swf) files that could be embedded
into questions in the survey. A complete description of the website, server, software, and
methods used for manipulating the survey builder to be able to present audio clips (even
though only links and images were supported by the host website) is included in
Appendix D. The audio clips were presented in a different random order to each
participant to counteract any potential order effects.
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ADMINISTRATION LIMITATIONS
As mentioned in the methods chapter (Chapter 3), the survey was administered in
one of two ways. Many of participants were able to log in and complete the survey
anonymously and online. However, participation rates in this manner were low, and some
of the teachers who were recorded during phase 2 of this study did not have e-mail
addresses or Internet access. Even when they did, access was often too slow to allow for
the loading of the pages with the audio clips. Therefore, another administration method
was developed to allow phase 2 teachers in particular to be able to answer the items on
the instrument. The consolation method involved creating a paper version of the survey
for participants to fill out, and having them listen to the audio clips, presented on a laptop
with headphones in random order, while answering the questions related to the audio
clips. To prevent participants from seeing the items in written form, the items were not
printed onto their answer forms. This required the survey administrator to document the
order in which the clips were played in order to match the participant‘s responses to the
clips after the survey was completed. The participant‘s offline survey and administrator‘s
offline form are also included in Appendix D. Unfortunately, even with this method of
administration, participation rates remained low. One teacher retired during the study
period, but 12 of the 13 teachers whose Trini usage was calculated from their recorded
lesson during phase 2 of this study were able to complete the instrument, either in online
or offline format.
ANALYSES
Face and content validity were established through the use of focus groups to
solicit the input of experts in the development of the instrument.
To begin the analyses, descriptive statistics for the attitude items were calculated
to be able to describe the sample. Next, the standard English audio items (13 of the 27)
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were reverse scored, and a mean was calculated for each participant for each of the four
question stems. Four univariate ANOVAS were performed to ensure that the method of
administration (n1 = n2 = 15) did not impact participants‘ responses on the instrument.
For each of these, method of administration (privately/online versus one-on-one/offline)
was the independent variable and the mean across 27 items on one of the four question
stems was the dependent variable. For example, in the first ANOVA, the dependent
variable consisted of responses to the question, how comfortable you would be saying the
27 items in class. The second ANOVA used the responses to the question, how
acceptable would it be to you if a guest speaker said the 27 items in class, and so on.
To establish which of the question stems resulted in the most reliable responses,
Cronbach‘s α was calculated for each group of 27 items. Because of the relatively small
sample size (N = 30), the standard error and 95% confidence intervals for this statistic
were also calculated (Iacobucci & Duhachek, 2003).
In an attempt to establish preliminary evidence of concurrent validity, the
correlation (Pearson‘s correlation coefficient r) between the observed Trini index and the
mean on each of the first three question stems was calculated for the teachers who were
recorded during phase 2 of this study and also completed the instrument during phase 3
(N = 12). The means and variances for the Trini index as well as the question stems were
calculated.
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RESULTS
The descriptive statistics for the attitude items are reported below:
Table 14. Descriptive Statistics for the Language Attitude Questions
Item
Home is the most important influence on the way children speak.
I like my accent.
It is a good thing for teachers to use both Trini Dialect and Standard
English in the classroom.
Children should be taught to speak Standard English in school.
School is the most important influence on the way children speak.
I speak mostly Trini Dialect at home.
Teachers should use only Standard English in the classroom.
I like the way I speak.
I speak mostly Standard English at home.
Friends are the most important influence on the way children speak.
I (would) prefer my child/children to speak Standard English.
Standard English is a mark of a high level of education.
How would you describe the type of English you speak, more dialect
or more standard?
N = 30

M
4.34
4.52
3.52

SD
0.86
0.83
1.50

4.62
3.07
2.90
3.41
4.55
3.54
3.31
4.14
3.10
4.03

0.78
1.28
1.21
1.30
0.78
1.29
1.17
1.03
1.50
0.73

None of these ANOVAs suggested differences in responses due to administration
method F(1,

28)

= 1.77, 0.765, 0.971, 0.87 and p = 0.194, 0.389, 0.333, 0.77 for the

question stems how comfortable you would be, how acceptable it would be if a guest
speaker, how comfortable it would be if a student, and is this something you would say in
class, respectively.
For the you question stem, coefficient α was 0.750, with a 95% C.I. of 0.622 to
0.877. For the guest speaker stem, coefficient α was 0.767 (0.646 to 0.888). For the
student stem, coefficient α = 0.727 (0.587 to 0.868). For the would you say this stem, KR20 was 0.552 (0.317 to 0.786). Of the four question stems, only the would you say this
stem behaved clearly less reliably than the other three: the confidence intervals for each
of the first three stems included the calculated reliability for the other two stems,
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suggesting that the differences between the calculated alphas for each of the first three
stems were not significantly different. The would you say this question stem and
responses were discarded at this point in the analysis. Because of the relatively high
internal reliability, because of the wide confidence intervals, and because of the small
sample size, items were not considered for removal at this point.
Descriptively, there was little variance in any of the scales used for validation (the
Trini index and the three remaining question stems). Means and variances of the four
scales are presented below in Table 15.
Table 15. Descriptive Statistics for the Trini Index and Four Question Stems
Scale
Trini index
You question stem
Guest speaker question
stem
Student question stem

M
1.11
2.18
2.23

SD
1.25
0.47
0.49

2.38

0.47

Pearson‘s r for the correlation between each question stem and the Trini index
suggested moderate correlations. Pearson‘s r for the you question stem was 0.635, p =
0.013, for the guest speaker stem it was 0.705, p = 0.005, and for the student stem it was
0.546, p = 0.033. These statistics suggest moderate concurrent validity. Not surprisingly,
as the most reliable question stem, the guest speaker stem reflected the highest validity.
This question stem is therefore the recommended way of asking teachers about
acceptable classroom discourse.
Overall, the recommended final scale is presented below. Included are the
demographic and language attitude questions that were asked as a part of this study.
Based on my results, I would recommend that items should only be presented aurally1,

1

Audio clips (audio - .wav/.mp3, shockwave - .swf, and webpage - .html formats) are available on request.
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and in random order. Other suggestions for administration are included in the final
chapter. As with all scales, I recommend that reliability and validity be calculated for
each sample in which the scale is used. Asterisks indicate items to be reverse-scored
(standard English items).
Demographic questions:
1. What is your age (in years)?
2. Circle or highlight the phrase that describes your experience with language use in
Standard 5. (If more than one answer applies to you, select only the one closest to the top
of the list.)
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

I am currently a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher
I used to be a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher
I am a parent of a Standard 5 student
I have been a Standard 5 student in the past
Other (please describe below)

3. What gender are you?

Male

Female

4. With which ethnicity do you most closely identify?
East Indian African
Chinese
White

Mixed

Other

Affinity for use of Trini in class:
Using the scale below, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if a guest speaker said
the following phrases in your class:
Completely
Unacceptable
1
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Somewhat
Unacceptable
2

Neutral
3

*Each of my pupils did well.
Everyone could hear what he said?
*Everyone in my class failed.
*Everyone is talking, please be quiet!
*First of all, you have to tell me the verb.
*Get your books and turn to page 20.
He do real good because he‘s work hard.
He does have to be getting up early every day.
He gone downstairs for me.
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Somewhat
Acceptable
4

Completely
Acceptable
5

10. He open he book and he dream away one time.
11. *I wanted to know where the students went.
12. *I wish I were on holiday.
13. *Is the question on page 21?
14. Is the teacher he talking to.
15. *Not one of the girls has her book today.
16. She does always get all correct.
17. *She does like poetry, but she doesn‘t like to teach it.
18. *That would be OK if he were on the beach, not in school!
19. This book is who own?
20. When she come, he did gone already.
21. Where the book?
22. Why the word ―he‖ is the subject?
23. *Without analyzing the sentence, you‘ll never get the answer.
24. *Write this down in your books.
25. You ever hear about double-decker buses before?
26. You see this switch here? What this does?
27. You self put it there.
Language attitudes and beliefs:
1. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements
Completely
Somewhat
Somewhat
Completely
Neutral
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
Acceptable
Acceptable
1
2
3
4
5
i.
Home is the most important influence on the way children speak.
ii. I like my accent.
iii. It is a good thing for teachers to use both Trini Dialect and English in the
classroom.
iv.
Children should be taught to speak Standard English in school.
v. School is the most important influence on the way children speak.
vi.
I speak mostly Trini Dialect at home.
vii.
Teachers should use only Standard English in the classroom.
viii. I like the way I speak.
ix. I speak mostly Standard English at home.
x. Friends are the most important influence on the way children speak.
xi. I (would) prefer my child/children to speak Standard English.
xii. Standard English is a mark of a high level of education.
Dialect
xiii.

How would you describe the type of
English you speak, more dialect or more
standard?
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1

Standard English
2

3

4

5

Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusions
The goal of this project was to determine the extent and possible consequences of
mismatch between instructional and assessment languages at play in Trinidadian
Standard 5 classrooms. To achieve this, the oral and written models and expectations of
language were investigated, along with students‘ performance on the Trinidadian high
stakes test called the Secondary Entrance Assessment. In addition, a survey was
developed to measure teachers‘ ways of speaking. Although the number of participants in
the different phases of this study was not always sufficient for rigorous statistical
analyses, there were several interesting findings that arose. Before I discuss these, I begin
with a discussion of the limitations of the study along with suggestions for rectifying
them either post hoc or if similar challenges are faced in the future. Following this, I
discuss the findings and their implications organized by the research questions. Finally, I
end with recommendations for future research, and concluding remarks.
LIMITATIONS
Perhaps the most salient limitation of this study was the size of both of the survey
samples. The survey administration sample (phase 3 of strand 2) consisted of 30
participants, and a subset of this sample, the cross-validation sample consisted only of the
12 teachers for whom a Trini index was calculated during phase 2 and who completed the
survey. In terms of the phase 2 sample, the number of teachers who agreed to be recorded
and who completed the survey was necessarily small, for practical reasons. To have
recorded, transcribed, and coded more than 14 teachers (the total recorded sample)
seemed beyond the scope of this project, Although attrition did decrease the sample size
further, the attrition rate was not that high, consisting of only two teachers. This
highlights the need for a more efficient way to classify teachers‘ ways of speaking in
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classrooms, as the use of a survey to make these classifications would enable far more
teachers to participate in studies such as this one, and would reduce the need for a
researcher to be present during the classification process.
Turning now to the phase 3 sample, the online administration of the survey
proved to be problematic. In hindsight, the population of interest in this study is not one
that generally has Internet access, much less at the bandwidth required to deliver multiple
audio clips per page of the survey. This is typical of the wider population of K-12
teachers in Trinidad. In fact, as many participants in the final sample completed the
survey in an offline administration as were able to complete it online. In addition,
because the participants were not familiar with online surveys and with troubleshooting
technical problems, they were more likely to quit at the first technical glitch and not fully
complete the survey. Finally, because one aim of the study was to investigate the
reliability of four different ways of asking participants about their speech, the survey as
administered was four times as long as the final recommended scale. This meant that
these participants were more likely to suffer fatigue effects and fail to complete the
survey. All in all, the final sample of 30 participants was sufficient to make
recommendations for further uses of the scale, but was by no means an adequate sample
for widespread use without further replication of the present findings. As with all
measures, others who use the scale should establish its reliability and validity in their
sample before using the scores as a basis for further analysis.
There were limitations during strand I (language analysis) of the study as well.
Teachers who agreed to be recorded all expressed anxiety about wearing a microphone
and being recorded during class (although two of them expressed great relief that they
would not be videotaped). It is probable that they were all aware of the fact that they were
being recorded throughout the lesson, and so there is the possibility of some bias in their
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recorded language choices. As in all qualitative studies, the presence of the researcher
(whether it be in person or via an inanimate object such as a microphone or video
camera) has some influence on the phenomenon being studied, even though I had taken
steps to interrupt the natural environment as little as possible. To compound this problem,
the wireless microphones that were used in this study had prominent power (on/off)
switches, and teachers had to be convinced (begged in some cases) that the microphones
did not need to be turned off when they were not officially teaching. Eventually, I told
them that the recorder would keep recording even if the switch was set to the off position,
and so they need not worry about the switch at all.
The duration of recording was also not as consistent as I would have liked. For
example, some teachers were recorded for as long as three hours, whereas others
requested that the microphone and recorder be turned off after about 30 minutes. To
make my language samples comparable, I chose a standard length of recording to be
transcribed, and ensured that each teacher‘s transcript contained a comparable number of
words. However, it is not certain what the difference in linguistic choices was between a
teacher who taught and was recorded for only 30 minutes, and one whose transcribed 30
minutes was taken after an hour of teaching. To avoid such inconsistencies, the
transcribed portion of the recording was taken from the beginning of each session
wherever possible. In some cases, there was a long interruption (such as recess) that
occurred less than 30 minutes after the session began, in those cases, the transcribed 30
minutes was taken from right after the interruption.
The content of instruction varied from class to class. During the recorded
sessions, some teachers were teaching mathematics, some were reviewing or grading a
mathematics section of the assessment (with the whole class), some were teaching
language, some were revising language papers, and some were teaching comprehension.
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Although variation in the type of recorded lessons makes the findings somewhat more
generalizable, there were not many teachers in the whole sample, and so teachers could
not be grouped by content of their lesson to investigate if there were effects of lesson type
on language choice.
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
In this next section, I discuss the implications of the findings described in
Chapters 4, 5, and 6. The implications of the qualitative oral language analysis are
presented first. Following this, I discuss the results of the written language analysis,
highlighting the match between teachers‘ and textbooks‘ instructional language, and the
mismatch between these and the language on the Secondary Entrance Assessment (SEA).
Next is a discussion on the relationship between these findings and the development of
the Trini Classroom Language Survey (TCLS), along with the implications for measuring
or classifying ways of speaking in varilingual situations in the future. Finally, I discuss
the implications of this language mismatch as evidenced by the quantitative analyses of
oral language.
Linguistic Variation in Classrooms
My first research question asked whether there would be variation in the oral
language used in Standard 5 classrooms relative to the usage of TAE and Trini. The
findings presented in Chapter 4 illustrated that teachers did in fact use Trini features
when teaching lessons in class. Morphological features were the most abundantly used,
followed by syntactic features, with lexical/idiomatic features being least frequent. I
calculated a standardized measure of the frequency of the dialect, what I called the Trini
index, to represent the number of Trini utterances used by each teacher per 100 words of
speech. Calculating the mean and standard deviation for this index showed that, in this
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sample of 13 teachers, there was not much use of Trini, with the mean being 1.11
instances of Trini per 100 words of speech, and a standard deviation of 1.25.
Thus, I did not find tremendous amount of use of Trini at the mean rate of 1 per
100 words, in teachers‘ ways of speaking in Standard 5 classrooms, however the present
study did illustrate that there are features of Trini that are used by teachers during
instruction. For example, morphological features such as non-marking of tense (e.g., he
write that yesterday), syntactic features such as the non-inversion of subject and verb in
question formation (e.g., this book is yours?), and lexical items such as eh, and all-you all
appeared in the transcripts. The morphological, syntactic, and lexical/idiomatic features
documented here can be used to help develop (1) a corpus of Trinidadian English, and (2)
a description of the Trinidadian informal standard. The linguistic theories of stylistic
variation discussed in Chapter 2 suggest that the language used by teachers in classrooms
probably does not represent the anti-formal nor vernacular register (Allsopp, 2003),
because teachers are probably not using language to distance themselves from academics
while in class. In fact, when teachers are teaching, they are probably using language to
illustrate their belonging to the social group that defines academe. In order to so this, they
probably attempt to use formal standard registers at all times in class, because this is the
very register that is prescribed by the accepted grammar authorities of the society as
being proper language. The informal standard variety exists precisely because there is a
discrepancy between the prescribed grammar and the conversational grammar of a
language (Allsopp, 2003). Thus, due to the realities of production, teachers‘ speech
probably more accurately illustrates the informal standard register of the Trinidadian
English continuum. More generally, the features catalogued in this study illustrate actual
linguistic features used by Trinidadians in natural settings. Therefore, they can be
included in any existing or future corpus of Trinidadian English.
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The second implication of the finding that teachers did not use many Trini
features is seemingly corroborated by the some of the non-linguistic findings from the
qualitative oral language analysis. Two patterns found during the coding of transcripts
were the frequency of interruptions during instruction, and the volume of teacher-read
text during instruction, both of which had linguistic consequences. On the one hand, the
amount of reading aloud to the class performed by teachers in this sample suggests that
students are being exposed to a large amount of oral TAE (assuming that most texts are
written in TAE, which I discuss in a later section). On the other hand, the number of
outside interruptions that teachers allow during instruction, as when they take phone
calls, would suggest that students are exposed to a significant amount of oral Trini, in
some cases actually the vernacular register. It may be that these two effects balance each
other, and the fact that they occur in specific contexts may help to differentiate
appropriate uses of Trini and TAE in students‘ minds. In other words, the fact that a
teacher only uses Trini when interrupted from instruction may illustrate to students that
Trini is not appropriate academic discourse; whereas noticing that texts are written
exclusively in TAE may help to illustrate that TAE is appropriate academic discourse.
Although I do not want to endorse either of these trends as being exemplary of good
instructional practice, these patterns are encouraging examples that Trini versus TAE
distinctions do naturally occur in situations that may help to distinguish implicitly
between the two registers, and enable students to join the discourse community both in
and out of class.
Counter to potential beliefs that poor performance on standardized tests are the
result of ―poor‖ language choices made by teachers, this study provided no evidence that
students are instructed in the vernacular, nor that their performance on the test has a
direct relationship with their teachers‘ use of Trini features. In fact, the linguistic patterns
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found here could be interpreted to mean that students are provided with good models of
codemixing, which is an essential linguistic tool in a varilingual context (Youssef, 1996).
In Trinidad, the formal standard register tends to be used only during specific occasions,
such as when making a speech to an audience, in journalism (e.g., news anchors use
formal standard English), perhaps in church, and this study would suggest, in school.
This is illustrated in these data by teachers‘ more frequent use of Trini features when
speaking to others (even when in class), as during the noted interruptions that occurred
during the recorded sessions in this study. Moreover, teachers freely admitted that they
spoke dialect when they were not teaching, and several noted that their speech was not
purely standard when they were responding to the last item on the Trini Classroom
Language Survey (TCLS). When one considers that this low frequency of Trini features
appears to be different from general speech in Trinidad, one may realize that teachers‘
use of standard and non-standard features is not accidental, and does in fact rely on their
appropriate use of features from one or the other -lect. Should this finding be replicated
(ignoring the possibility of further language change, which I discuss elsewhere), in varied
settings and with more teachers, it could be used as evidence that varilingualism itself is
also being taught in classrooms, and that teachers should not be overly concerned with
their use of Trini in the classroom.
Gender Related Language Choices
The gender related patterns in teachers‘ speech found in this study support
previous findings, specifically in the context of Trinidadian classrooms, that female
teachers use fewer Trini features while teaching than male teachers (Joseph, 1978). In
general men tend to use features characteristic of lower registers more frequently than
women in the same situations. Several theories have been proposed to explain this
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phenomenon, including prestige-based, contact-based, power-based, and language-usebased explanations, among others. I briefly describe some of these theories, as a
framework for interpreting gender-based differences in variation found in this study.
Initially, Labov (1990) interpreted gender-based differences in variation as a
result of prestige consciousness. He proposed that women are more prestige-conscious
than men, and so their speech contains fewer lower-prestige features than male speech. In
an attempt to explain why women are more prestige conscious, Trudgill (1974) claimed
that men and women were using different language varieties because they were aspiring
to different gender ideals in different linguistic markets (the standard, in the case of
women, and the vernacular in the case of men). Trudgill explained this difference in
markets through the theory of covert prestige, which was historically related to the
identity of the working class male as strong and tough (Trudgill, 1974). Building on this,
Deuchar (1989) proposed that in fact women use standard forms as a means of avoiding
reproach, rather than aspiring to more social capital.
Power-based explanations of gender-based differences in variation built on
explanations that refer to linguistic markets, thus they proposed that women have less
power (or less social capital) than men, and so use formal varieties of language to gain or
maintain social capital (Eckert, 1999). Again, in a Trinidadian classroom in particular, it
can be assumed that the teacher possesses most of the social capital, and it seems unlikely
that they would be using language to buy more capital. As was discussed in Chapter 2,
the community that develops in a classroom consists of an imposed, single authority that
is different in many ways from the other members of the community. This authority
figure guides the community, and in some sense determines the barriers for joining the
community, as teachers also judge their students (Airasian & Jones, 1993). Because this
structure is imposed from the beginning, teachers inherently hold the power in the
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classroom, and so have little to gain by varying their language. In addition, power-based
explanations of gender differences in variation would not explain why male teachers use
more features than female teachers, as each teacher is the sole adult in his or her
classroom, and the imposed power structure applies equally to male and female teachers.
Unless there is reason to believe that female teachers are less empowered instructors than
male teachers in other classrooms, this explanation of variation does not seem to fit the
data.
Along these lines, the cultural-difference approach to explaining gender-based
differences in variation would argue that women and men are simply socialized
differently, and part of this process includes making different features available to boys
and girls (men and women) for use in variation. This theory could be used to explain the
differences in teachers‘ speech. It is possible that, in the general population of Trinidad,
women are less prone to using features of Trini than men.
More recently, investigations of gender-based differences in ways of speaking
have focused on social differences between men and women (Eckert & McConnell-Ginet,
1999). These differences could include power, contact, culture, and other social
characteristics that differentiate the male experience from the female experience. More
importantly, this approach allows for combinations of the above characteristics, and so
considers a more local, unique, and in-depth view of the forces at work. Whatever the
underlying social mechanism at work, female Standard 5 teachers in this study tended to
use speech that was more standard during instruction than male teachers.
One implication of this difference in language choice is that students of male
teachers are more likely to be exposed to non-standard forms in academic settings than
students of female teachers. Again, teachers need to be made aware of these differences,
so that they are better prepared to teach their students. Male teachers in particular may
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need to be more cognizant of their linguistic choices so that they can clarify seeming
inconsistencies in grammatical correctness to their students. Also, this gender difference
in language choice probably applies to students as well, so all teachers might benefit by
paying attention to Trini versus TAE features both when teaching language and when
providing feedback about language to male students.
Age Related Language Choices
Similar to gender-based language differences, teachers in this study exhibited agebased language differences. Although younger teachers did not necessarily use more
Trini than older teachers, there was more variation in the speech used from teacher to
teacher in younger teachers than in older ones. In other words, older teachers were more
likely to use TAE, whereas younger teachers varied in their use of TAE and Trini. This
may be a reflection of a teacher‘s classroom experience causing his or her intentional use
of TAE when in class. Another explanation could be that younger teachers are more often
in contact with others who use more Trini features in their speech, and so are more likely
to use Trini features in general (in or out of the classroom). If the content of the
transcripts are considered, Trini use could be reflective of younger teachers approaching
their job less formally than older teachers.
Trinidad and Tobago became an independent nation in 1962, which means that
teachers younger than 46 years old never lived in colonial Trinidad. Teachers older than
this, on the other hand, would have lived in Trinidad when it was still a colony, and may
have attended school (or even taught) while the country was still a colony. It is possible
that older teachers‘ ideas about school and learning are very closely related to British
standards, including language standards. TAE, for them, may be almost synonymous with
standard British English, and so Trini features never creep into their classroom speech. If
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this is the case, it is possible that our standards for academic language as a country may
come to include the Trini features documented here as features of Trinidadian informal
standard English as appropriate features of TAE over time.
Language Change
Turning back to Bourdieu‘s (1991) theory of language as symbolic power, this
age-related variation could be interpreted as more evidence of language change in
Trinidad. This finding, combined with the studies outlined in Chapter 2 (Mühleisen,
2001; Youssef, 2004) suggests that in fact Trini is gaining overt prestige, led in part by
organic intellectuals in elementary classrooms. Although I hesitate to add this finding as
evidence that dialect should be used as the language of instruction in all classrooms, I
will concede that perhaps this decision is being made implicitly by Trinidadian society
itself, and the Ministry of Education and those who design the SEA need to be aware of
this shift in language prestige. One possible outcome of this ongoing language change is
that if this study is replicated 5 or 10 years in the future, there will be more use of Trini
found, and in turn there will be a significant relationship between teachers‘ use of Trini
and performance on the SEA, assuming that the language change is not reflected in the
future development of the test.
The results of the language attitude portion of the Trini Classroom Language
Survey also replicated previous findings (Mühleisen, 2002) that show a shift in the
relative prestige of Trini and the formal standard. Especially telling are the responses to
the questions it is a good thing for teachers to use both Trini Dialect and Standard
English in the classroom (mean = 3.5), I like my accent (mean = 4.5), teachers should use
only Standard English in the classroom (mean = 3.41), and Standard English is a mark of
high education (mean = 3.1). These responses show that Trini does not have low prestige
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in this sample. However, when asked which variety they prefer their own children to
speak, respondents preferred standard English; and when asked if they speak mostly
dialect or mostly standard English at home, they chose standard English (means = 4.14
and 4.03 respectively). In describing their own speech, participants reported liking the
way they speak, and they indicated that their language was closer to TAE on the Trini –
TAE continuum (in class, at least, this opinion was mostly confirmed by their Trini
indices).
This suggests that even though Trini may not have low prestige per se,
participants believed that their own register lay closer to the formal end of the continuum,
maybe because they saw that their role as teachers requires more formal speech. In terms
of teachers‘ and schools‘ responsibilities for students‘ ways of speaking, participants held
the view that students should be taught standard English in school, but also that home
was the greatest influence on students‘ ways of speaking, followed by friends, then
school. This suggests that teachers believe they are (perhaps unfairly) held responsible
for teaching the formal standard even though they are not the strongest influence on the
variety that students prefer.
The fact that Trini is used in classroom settings also argues against the notion that
TAE is the only allowable academic discourse in Trinidad. This lends evidence to the
idea that attitudes toward local languages in Trinidad (Devonish, 1986; Mühleisen, 2002;
Youssef, 2004), and in the Caribbean in general (Beckford Wassink, 1999; Irvine, 2004;
Shields-Brodber, 1997), are improving. The findings of this study imply that more should
be done explicitly to differentiate between TAE and certain features of Trini that may be
used orally in class by the teacher, but are not considered appropriate features of
standard, and especially of written English. To assume that students are only exposed to
TAE in class and so will implicitly learn that TAE is the appropriate register for
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academic contexts is to do them a disservice. This may especially apply to students who
frequently use Trini features inappropriately. Beyond giving feedback that their responses
are not appropriate, these students may benefit from an acknowledgement that these
features are appropriate in other settings, and an explanation of when and why the TAE
features should be used in lieu of Trini. Preservice teachers may benefit from explicit
instruction in the differences between Trini and TAE, and how to teach these differences
to their students, so that students understand why speech that is appropriate and modeled
to them, sometimes even in class, is considered incorrect when they write essays or
answer questions about language on a test.
Other Linguistic Patterns
One interesting finding that arose from this study was the fact that teachers who
had a high rate of Trini usage also had a slower rate of speech in class. At least one prior
study of African American Vernacular English found that this register is characterized by
a slower rate of speech (Houston, 1969). Anecdotally, however, Caribbean English has
been characterized as being very fast. Also, if teachers‘ Trini use was due to their
perception of the situation as being informal, or their perception of their audience as
being less powerful, or their lack of attention to their speech, intuitively one would expect
that Trini use would be accompanied by a faster rate of speech. Perhaps Trini is
characterized by a slower rate of speech, which causes teachers who use Trini more
frequently to have a lower rate of speech overall. More research devoted to classifying
different registers of Trinidadian English would be helpful in determining the reason
behind this finding and its implications for Trini use in classrooms.
As noted in Chapter 4, an often used Trini feature was the non-inversion of
subject and verb in question formation. Although this is a valid Trini feature, it is also a
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feature of informal standard English in Trinidad and in other English-speaking countries.
In fact, non-inversion of subject and verb seems to be a common feature of teachers‘
discourse in general. It may be the case that the discourse of instruction allows this
feature as a way to accommodate incidental teaching or opportunities for student practice.
If incomplete statements are allowed to be interrogative (e.g., This symbol is a?, or,
yesterday we talked about?), students can demonstrate acquired knowledge and/or skills
without feeling called upon or interrogated, while teachers can save face on behalf of the
students by answering their own question without calling attention to students‘ inability
to answer, simply by completing the statement. There are still implications for the use of
this feature in Trinidadian classrooms, even if this is a universal feature, because this
feature is a salient Trini marker. Regardless of the underlying mechanism, students may
still associate the feature with Trini, and by extension, learn that Trini is an appropriate
register for academic settings. This is another situation in which teacher education about
Trini and TAE, along with explicit discussions about language in the classroom would
help students develop their meta-awareness about language use in different discourse
communities.
Written Language
The second research question was focused on the frequency of Trini features
appearing in written language in (a) textbooks and (b) the items and instructions on the
SEA, and the potential mismatch between instructional and assessment languages. Agha
(2003) in fact listed textbooks as one of the authorities that defines and maintains the
definition of the formal standard register. I would add that, especially in high-stakes
testing situations, the test itself becomes another authority to which people turn for
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prescribed rules about the appropriate use of features. Therefore, use of the formal
standard in classrooms is driven by these two authorities.
In general, Trini features appeared infrequently in textbooks, and not at all on the
2007 SEA. This closely follows the pattern found in teachers‘ oral language, and in fact
the features that appeared in textbooks were also found in the oral instructional language
in classrooms. Thus, there seemed a very clear match between teachers‘ oral language
choices and the language choices evident in written texts. It is possible that in fact
teachers‘ oral language choices are supported by, or even due to the language that is used
by textbook authors.
Just as teachers need to be aware of and explicit about oral Trini features being
used in class, textbook authors need to be aware of written Trini features being used in
textbooks if the standard continues to be the target form of English in classrooms. When
discussing prescriptive grammar rules in Standard 5 English textbooks, it may be helpful
to include a simple brief explanation of Trini and when its use is appropriate. I
acknowledge that it would not be useful nor practical to include lessons on prescriptive
versus descriptive grammar for 11 year-olds. Yet, it is not impossible to distinguish
between rules for written and school language and rules for spoken everyday language.
Students already know how to contextualize the register of their own speech (no one
speaks to a baby, or to fellow students, the same way they speak to elders). Pointing this
out to them would give them an explanation for some of the more arbitrary rules of
language while drawing on existing knowledge about ways of speaking.
On the other hand, there was a mismatch between the oral and written sources of
instructional language and the assessment language used on the SEA. The only
appearance of Trini features on the SEA presented opportunities for dialect interference,
as they occurred in answer choices that were meant to be incorrect in two items in one
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section of the 2007 SEA. From a psychometric perspective, this type of mismatch
between the language or dialect of instruction and the language or dialect of assessment
could result in invalid scores, due to construct-irrelevant error being introduced into
measurement. According to Solano-Flores (2008), in a discussion about the Englishlanguage testing of English Language Learners, if the language variety used on tests is
not the same as the one used in classrooms during instruction, the use of formal standard
varieties on tests may end up disadvantaging even some native-English speaking
students. Further, the validity of tests can be questioned in situations in which variation,
which can occur both across different communities and within single classrooms during
instruction, is not formally and thoroughly addressed (Solano-Flores, 2008).
Test writers in particular need to coordinate with textbook authors and teachers to
ensure that consistent messages are being sent to students. If the education community
agrees that TAE is the register being taught and assessed in schools, then both textbook
authors and test writers need to agree on whether or not to include distractors (incorrect
answer choices) that are valid in other registers of the language being spoken. If they are
included, students should have opportunities to practice answering questions with such
distractors, so they can learn when each feature is appropriate and inappropriate.
Measurement Impacts of Language Choice
The second part of my first research question focused on the possible relationship
between teachers‘ Trini use and students‘ total score on the 2008 SEA. To answer this
question, an HLM model was tested to see if the Trini index was a significant predictor of
students‘ total 2008 SEA score, while accounting for the nested nature of the data. The
Trini index was not found to be a significant predictor of performance, although followup analyses suggested that there may be a relationship between Trini use and the
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variation of students‘ scores within a class. The findings suggested that higher frequency
of Trini features in a teacher‘s oral language was related to greater variance in the scores
of the students in that class. In other words, higher Trini frequency may be related to less
consistent student performance. It should be noted that less consistent performance does
not mean lower performance (or higher performance) overall. In fact, a teacher with a
low Trini index could be associated with scores that are consistently low. It is unclear
why this is the case, but it may be related to the fact that students‘ language could be
quite variable within a class, and the impact of this variance on achievement may be
assuaged by consistent language being modeled by the teacher.
This finding warrants further investigation, as it could have implications for
teachers whose goal is to increase the consistency of their students‘ results. It may be that
teachers who used many Trini features were responding to perceived differences in their
students‘ language abilities, and so they were using Trini as a form of accommodation.
Even if this is the case, these data suggest that this accommodation does not improve the
consistency of performance within a class. In other words, some students in these
classrooms performed significantly less well than their peers, and there is a relationship
between this spread in performance and the teachers‘ increased use of Trini features.
The mismatch between language varieties on the test and in the instructional
language is disadvantaging some students, and so the question remains, which students
are disadvantaged, and how can we reduce this unintended consequence of language use?
As it stands, this finding lends seemingly contradictory evidence to the language rights
debate. On the one hand, teachers‘ use of Trini features does not impact students‘ scores
on the exam that acts as a gatekeeper to further education. On the other hand, Trini usage
does predict score disparity, suggesting that at least some students are impacted
negatively by this use of Trini in instructional language. I believe that, more important
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than determining which variety of language should be preferred in classrooms, ensuring a
coherent language message to students (i.e., a clear and precise match between oral and
written instructional language, and assessment language) and minimizing the
opportunities for construct-irrelevant error in measurement should be the goal of all
education, so that language alone does not function as the key to or barrier from
knowledge-building.
In practice, test items developed for standardized tests (especially in bilingual or
varilingual situations) should be piloted and examined to see whether they are biased
toward or against particular social groups, using techniques such as Differential Item
Functioning analyses (Hambleton & Patsula, 1999). This allows test makers to discard
items that contain construct-irrelevant components. It is possible that this procedure is
followed, and problematic items are never administered on official forms of the SEA. If
this is the case, the cost of test development could be decreased by considering the impact
of the language situation in Trinidad to avoid creating items that are problematic in the
first place. If this is not the case, test makers could learn from the findings in this project,
especially if it is replicated, in order to ensure that problematic items are not administered
to students in the future.
Finally, the investigation of teachers‘ oral language as a predictor of students‘
performance on the SEA does represent the simplification of a very complex situation.
Many researchers would have preferred an investigation of the system as a whole
(Coupland, 2001), such as an ethnographic study of the role of language in Standard 5
classrooms, or at the very least the inclusion of one or more student level variables in the
quantitative analyses. Such variables could have included students‘ ethnicity, SES, or
even students‘ own language choices. In addition, for the written language analyses, only
linguistic features of the text were considered. The context of each question (i.e., what the
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question was about) was not considered as an indicator of the language variety being
used. This study was a preliminary glimpse into the complex issue of language and
assessment in the equally as complex context of varilingualism (as opposed to the slightly
less complex situation of bilingualism). Expanding this approach into a more
ethnographic one that would examine and illuminate more aspects of this complex
context would be a useful and appropriate direction for suture research.
Class Size and Teachers’ Age as Predictors of Exam Performance
Another interesting finding that arose from the HLM analysis of Trini use and
SEA scores was the relationship between class size and student achievement. Unlike in
the United States, larger class size is often associated with high performance in
Trinidadian schools, and the results reported here supported this relationship. A school or
teacher with good results one year may experience many requests for enrollment in
subsequent years. In turn, high demands for a school result in higher class sizes in high
performing schools, as evidenced by the finding that class size was a significant predictor
of SEA scores in the HLM regression. Further investigations of this effect are suggested
in the section on future research.
In addition, teachers‘ age (and not teachers‘ experience) was found to be a
significant predictor of the variance, but not the mean in students‘ SEA scores. This may
seem peculiar, but can easily be explained. The exploratory HLM included both age and
experience as candidates for predictors, and teachers‘ age and experience measure very
similar, though not identical, constructs. It is possible that because age accounted for
significantly more of the variance in scores than experience, even if only slightly more,
experience did not appear to be a significant predictor due to the presence of age as a
better alternative variable.
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Measuring Variation
The final research question of the present project involved the feasibility of
creating an instrument designed to measure teachers‘ propensity for using Trini in class.
Traditionally, sociolinguists have conceptualized variation, especially in Creole contexts,
as a continuum. The scale was developed using the findings from both the qualitative
analysis of oral language and a series of focus groups, and was validated using those
teachers who were recorded in phase 2 of the study and who also completed the survey.
The findings from my oral language analysis have allowed me to develop a scale
that instead dichotomizes variation into the target (standard English, which in this case is
TAE) and features that are non-target (which from the oral analyses appeared to be
virtually all informal, with no occasions of erroneous or disapproved features). This
allowed me to circumvent much of the linguistic debate about how to model, measure,
and classify speech that in fact represented a continuous construct with few or no natural
boundaries between categories (Bailey, 1971; Bickerton, 1973). In addition, this
dichotomy is different from popular sociolinguistic methods (described in Chapter 2) that
dichotomize each variable and classifies variants by the rates at which each is realized.
Instead, the framework used to construct the items for the TCLS modeled possible
departures from TAE and investigated how prone teachers were to rejecting each as
appropriate classroom talk.
Some of the barriers to this type of measure in the past were (1) the difficulty of
making judgments about oral language when presented in written form, and (2) speakers‘
inability to perceive stylistic variation in their own speech. In addition, the development
of the Trini Classroom Language Survey aimed to reduce some of the time and effort
presently required to classify an individual‘s speech, which is usually done through
interviews or observations and coding of the resulting transcripts. Further, the fact that
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the researcher has to be present during the interview or observation has cast doubt on the
reliability of those methods of language classification, and a self-report means of
gathering these data would allow the data to be gathered without the imposition of an
outsider being present.
As mentioned in Chapter 2, my approach to measuring variation is not at all like
previous sociolinguistic methods. Sociolinguists generally count the rate of usage of one
variant of a feature over another (Labov, 1966). In this study, instead of dichotomizing
individual features, I chose to dichotomize varieties of language, based on the levels of
formality found in teachers‘ recorded speech and also as discussed in the focus groups (as
described in Chapter 6).
To address the concern that making judgments about oral language is difficult
when presented with utterances in written form, the features of interest were presented to
participants in the form of audio clips. To address the concern that speakers do not
perceive their own variation, four different ways of asking participants to make
judgments about the appropriateness of different features were posed. Participants were
asked to indicate how comfortable they would be if they had said the phrases in the audio
clips to their class, how appropriate it would be if a guest speaker said the phrases, or if a
student said the phrases, and finally they were simply asked if the phrase was something
they would say in class. Based on the reliability and validity of these four different ways
or different question stems asking participants about the appropriateness of a feature
spoken by a guest speaker was the most reliable (α = 0.77) and valid (r = 0.71) question
stem.
The reliability and validity of the Trini Classroom Language Survey (even with
this relatively small sample of teachers) is encouraging. At the very least, it shows that a
quick, individual, self-report measure can in fact measure a person‘s language choices
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with a reasonable degree of internal consistency and validity. In spite of the extensive
literature cataloging all the evidence against the utility of such an instrument, this study
produced a scale with good initial reliability and validity even with a small sample. It is
possible that the present findings are simply the spurious effects that exist within a small
group of teachers. One would need further use of the instrument and calculations of
reliability and validity in other samples from the same population to reject the claim of
spuriously high reliability and validity. Therefore, my first recommendation to anyone
who would like to use the instrument would be to administer it along with other valid
measures of Trinidadian teachers‘ ways of speaking, and always to calculate the
reliability and validity of these participants‘ responses to the scale. Other
recommendations for increased participation, as well as more reliable and valid (and
practical) administration follow.
Teachers who completed the survey offline made several suggestions for
improving the instructions and response scale for the survey. Several teachers commented
that the guest speaker question stem was too broad to be able to make precise judgments
about the acceptability of the audio clips. It was therefore surprising to me that this
question stem proved to be the most reliable and valid. Upon further reflection, however,
I realized that it could have been this very lack of specificity in the question stem that led
to the survey measuring the intended construct. Although speakers have distinct
perceptions about their own speech, and teachers may have more (or in some cases less)
lenient attitudes towards their students‘ ways of speaking, the generic guest speaker may
be the indicator of their true language choices. In other words, when envisioning a guest
speaker about whom to base their responses to the survey, they may have envisioned a
generic person who would receive their unbiased judgments about what language features
are acceptable in their classroom.
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Along these lines, teachers found it difficult to judge the acceptability of the
grammatical construction of a phrase independently of the content of the phrase. In other
words, several teachers made the comment, ―but a student wouldn‘t say that,‖ when they
were responding to the student question stem and they heard the clip get your books and
turn to page twenty. When this occurred, the survey administrator reminded the
participant that they were to judge the grammatical acceptability of the phrase, rather than
the plausibility of the content. Now that I have identified the guest speaker question stem
as the preferred context, items with implausible content can be changed to phrases that
illustrate the same linguistic feature, but with plausible content, so that the content of the
clips does not distract participants. Of course, the new survey would need to be
administered again to ensure that the psychometric properties of the scale have not been
adversely affected by the changes.
One interesting distinction between the online and offline administration of the
survey in this study was the setting. For the online administration, it was unclear whether
the survey was completed in isolation, in the presence of others, at home, or at work.
Although I had asked principals to allow teachers the time and access to complete the
online survey in school, there is no way of knowing how many did. The offline surveys
were all completed in school, during the school day, in the presence of a researcher. Even
though the survey administrator was focused on the task of running the online survey and
could not see the participants‘ responses, his presence did ensure full completion of the
instrument. The responses to the online and offline surveys were not statistically
different, meaning that those who completed the survey online seemed to interpret the
questions in the same way as those who completed it offline. However, it would be
interesting to determine why those who did not fully complete the survey online (as many
as 20 individuals) did not answer all the questions. Some teachers indicated that their web
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browsers were unable to load the survey pages with the audio clips, and so they were
forced to quit the online survey. Others seemed to skip the last several questions. Having
to complete the survey on one‘s own time, rather than during the work day may also have
influenced teachers‘ willingness to do the survey, or their volition to complete the survey
in the face of technical difficulties. This self-selection of teachers who completed the
survey online may have had impacts on the results. However, because there was no
similar attrition effect in the offline group, and the responses were not statistically
different based on method of administration, this is unlikely.
Another distinction between the two methods of administration was the
presentation of the response scale. In the online version of the survey, participants
selected their response to each item for each question stem from a drop-down menu of
the

five

descriptors

(Completely

Uncomfortable/Unacceptable

to

Completely

Comfortable/Acceptable). In the offline version, participants had a paper answer sheet on
which the response scale was printed at the top of the page, and participants circled or
checked their response from a table showing only the numbers corresponding to the
descriptors for the scale. This meant that the offline participants had to keep the
descriptors in mind as they responded to the questions (i.e., they had to keep track of
which number corresponded to which response), whereas the online participants did not.
Entering the data for the offline participants suggested that some participants may have
reversed the scale while responding to the audio clips. In all cases the participants‘
responses were entered as recorded, but it may be an improvement to the scale in the
future always to have the participants select from a list of descriptors, rather than a list of
numbers, to ensure that the recorded responses are what the participant intends.
Other lessons were learned from the online administration of the instrument. It is
apparent that Standard 5 teachers (and perhaps all elementary teachers) in Trinidad are
158

not as Internet savvy as undergraduate students at American universities who make up
the participants of many dissertation studies in this field. This means that online surveys
were more of a problem in administering and for these participants to complete in my
study conducted in 2008. There are plans for the Ministry of Education to equip all
elementary schools with computer labs and Internet access over the next few years. If this
plan is carried out, surveys of this type will be more practical and teachers will be able to
complete them while they are at work.
FUTURE RESEARCH
The multi-faceted nature of the present study suggests several directions for future
research, some of which were discussed in the previous sections. Following are ideas for
further qualitative, quantitative, and psychometric studies.
This study focused on language influences on students‘ learning in a single year
of school. Future research could expand this investigation in three ways. First, students‘
own language could be investigated as a contributor to their learning. One way to achieve
this would be to record and code students‘ language at the beginning of the year similar
to the way teachers‘ language was coded in this study. Determining the register that
students are using at the beginning of the year could help inform which register
constitutes the functional discourse of the classroom for the rest of the year. Keeping the
focus on the student, a second investigation could focus on changes in students‘ language
over time. A study of this type would investigate students‘ language at several points
throughout their schooling, possibly to determine if their ways of speaking in school
change over time, and if their ways of speaking are influenced by teachers‘ ways of
speaking. Finally, returning the focus to teachers‘ language choices, a third investigation
could formally compare teachers‘ speech in class to their speech outside of school. These
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data could be used to determine if in fact in-class discourse does take place in a different
register than out-of-class discourse (i.e., if functional TAE is qualitatively different from
Trini), at least with respect to teachers‘ language.
Linguistically, Trini was defined in this study as morphological, syntactic, and
lexical features characteristic of the dialect. Phonology was not included as it was beyond
the scope of the present study, but an investigation of Trinidadian English phonology and
especially its role in stylistic variation is needed at this time. Phonology is a subtle but
powerful sociolinguistic tool, and any classification or catalogue of stylistic variation
along the Trini-TAE continuum would be woefully incomplete without the inclusion of
phonological features. This would be my first choice for a study building on the present
research.
From a more quantitative standpoint, other variables could be added to the
regression model investigated here in order to build a clearer picture of the linguistic and
other influences that are related to achievement. At level-1, variables of interest could
include students‘ language, students‘ SES, and students‘ scores on practice tests leading
up to the SEA. At level-2, another possible variable is teachers‘ results from previous
classes as a measure of their previous teaching success. In addition, a Differential Item
Functioning (DIF) study could be carried out with the SEA to determine if students with
the same ability have different chances of success at the item level based on their
teacher‘s language choices in class. This type of study would help teachers and test
writers as it would identify items in which teachers‘ language choices are related (fairly
or unfairly) to their students‘ chances of getting the item correct.
In reference to the class size effect found in this study, more can be done to
investigate the impact of teachers‘ oral use of Trini across similar sized classes. This
would enable researchers to control the very large class size effect in order to examine
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potential teacher language effects on students‘ performance. For example, this study can
be replicated in several schools all with similar class sizes, with the same analyses being
used to investigate the relationship between teachers‘ use of Trini features and students‘
performance on the SEA. Alternatively, teachers‘ language effects can be compared
within a school (where class sizes tend to be more comparable). This comparison was not
possible in this study due to the similarity of teachers‘ Trini indices within schools, which
other researchers should take into account if planning a study of this type (they may find
it useful to include several schools with similar class sizes to increase the variance in
teachers‘ oral language).
In terms of language measurement, it has historically been difficult to determine a
speaker‘s linguistic preferences by administering a self-report instrument. This study has
provided several avenues for making such instruments practical, valid, and reliable. First,
the method used to develop the instrument presented here can be applied to other dialects
and languages to create new measures. In particular, the use of different types of experts
to create the items to be used as exemplars of different registers ensures that both formal
(linguistic) and informal (spoken) features of the dialect are represented accurately on the
measure. Also, pilot testing several different ways to ask speakers about their (or others‘)
use of particular features allows the researcher indirectly to tap into speakers‘ tacit
language preferences, of which they may not be aware or able to articulate explicitly.
Another unique aspect of the present survey is the use of oral items. Most, if not all
existing language measures use written items. Some techniques for assessing language
choices do use oral stimuli, but these are usually presented during an interview, not as
part of a short, quick survey. Future work could investigate changing written surveys into
oral surveys to see if their reliability and validity is improved.
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Finally, the use of technology in this study included online and offline
administrations of the same instrument. Future work could develop equivalent offline
versions of existing online surveys, without compromising the use of oral stimuli/items to
ensure that participants in studies using these surveys would not be selected on the basis
of Internet access or familiarity with the Internet. This increases the reach of researchers,
especially in remote or specialized populations who may live in less developed areas in
which Internet access is not widespread or affordable.
CONCLUSION
From the perspective of stylistic variation, the academic discourse in Trinidad
appears to fall closer to the formal standard than the vernacular register. However, there
is evidence that attitudes toward the vernacular are changing, and perhaps features of the
vernacular are creeping into the informal standard. In the high-stakes context of the
Secondary Entrance Assessment, the potential exists for the rigid adherence to only the
formal standard on the exam to advantage some students over others. Even though
evidence of language bias was not found here, as the language context continues to
change in Trinidad this potential concern remains. In addition, a teacher‘s use of Trini
was found to predict significantly the standard deviation of students‘ scores within his or
her class, suggesting that exposure to more Trini features is related to inconsistency of
students‘ performance. Further, if linguists could more efficiently measure Trinidadian
teachers‘ ways of speaking, for example, with a survey like the one developed here, it
would help to develop a better understanding of the varilingual context Trinidadian
English, including current practice, its role in teaching and learning, and our own goals
and expectations for its use in academe.
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Appendices
APPENDIX A: SAMPLE CODED TRANSCRIPT
1

021919

2

You could have paid your mummy to sign that after you did it yesterday.

3

Oh yes those things happen.

4

~~~~~~~

5

To me:

6

Can I just leave it here?

7

No?

8

not really.

9

Okay I‘ll put it.

10

d/It’s on?

11

Yes.

12

Okay.

13

No, I had Standard four.

14

The Standard 5 teacher is this teacher next door here.

15

Alright, you‘re welcome.

16

~~~~~~~

17

Ok, listen let‘s continue with the rules. The plural subjects--begin again.

18

Alright, so we‘re going to orally go through exercise one. Now the instruction

19

says to rewrite the sentences with the verb. We are going to read the sentences with the

20

correct verb. Alright? So you won‘t read both verbs for me. You are going to read it

21

filling in the correct verb. Now remember this is a review exercise. So I‘m going to start

22

with <Student’s name> to do number one.
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23

Is he correct?

24

<Student’s name> number two.

25

Excellent. <Student’s name> number three.

26

<Student’s name>, number four.

27

Good, now you see how he said the wrong thing and then he corrected himself,

28

because when you read aloud it actually sounds incorrect so therefore he was able to

29

correct himself. Which is what you need to apply when you are actually doing your

30

written test. That‘s why I tell you read the sentences in your mind and if it--most of the

31

d/times, because you have the natural ear for the language, if it sounds incorrect it

32

probably is incorrect. Alright. So very good correction there <Student’s name>.

33

<Student’s name>

34

What did she say?

35

<Student’s name>

36

Excellent. <Student’s name>.

37

<Student’s name>.

38

Excellent, excellent you see how <Student’s name> got that and <Student’s

39

name> you get so many things wrong when we are doing the subject and verb agreement.

40

The subject in this case is the birds. It just tells you where the birds are in the cage but the

41

subject is the birds, and the birds sing. Excellent. <Student’s name>

42

Good. <Student’s name>

43

Has been restored. Can anybody tell me the meaning of that word restored? Uh?

44

d/―Came out and put in back again?‖ No, the picture of the five boys has been

45
46

restored. Restored <Student’s name>
Returned, no.
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47

Alright, um you can probably use it in that sense or sometimes if you‘re in a

48

museum and you have artwork or so that has been a little bit um, defaced or damaged you

49

can restore it. Put it back to the original--to its original um, state. Right, number thirteen?

50

No, what number are we on? Fourteen?

51
52

Right, tell me why you chose ―was‖? Remember we said everything we do we
reason it out. We give an explanation. Yes.

53

Excellent. So she knows it‘s one box. Number fifteen. <Student’s name>

54

Excellent. <Student’s name> number sixteen.

55

Right, someone remind me again of <Student’s name> rule?

56

Anybody, not <Student’s name> of course. Remember <Student’s name> gave

57

us the rule--an easy way to figure out subject and verb agreement if we‘re not sure. I want

58

someone to give me <Student’s name> rule. It‘s--in this class now it‘s known as

59

<Student’s name> rule.

60

Give me <Student’s name> rule? Anybody?

61

Excellent. A subject that doesn‘t have an S takes a verb with an S. Now that rule,

62

<Student’s name> gave us that rule so it‘s <Student’s name>--so <Student’s name> is a

63

little celebrated hero so let‘s give him a little round of applause. Enough, good. So is

64

<Student’s name> rule helping us?

65

Yes.

66

Right so <Student’s name> is on his way to writing his first language arts

67

textbook. If he could write, thank God for the computer. Because you know with

68

<Student’s name> handwriting nobody would be able to read his text. Alright, next.

69

<Student’s name>.

70

Good.

71

Yeah, but mathematics ends with an S. Why do we say mathematics is?
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72

Thank you very much. <Student’s name>.

73

Excellent.

74

Right, you know sometimes you see -- if you read the newspaper, and I hope that

75

you do, you see that they are inviting bids from the public to bid for this property, to bid

76

for this car. So that means that you‘re going to suggest a price that you want to pay and

77

you‘re gonna tell the people, ok you‘re selling this house--I‘m going to pay you three

78

hundred thousand for this house. But <Student’s name> heard that <Student’s name> is

79

paying three hundred thousand and he really wants the house so he‘s going to bid three

80

hundred thousand and one dollars for the--

81

Excellent. Auctions, auctions are where you do bidding. Right, so you ask—

82

alright, I have this uh, diary here that has all um, Princess Diana‘s memoirs in it and I‘m

83

selling um -- first bid for this diary would be how much? Who‘s gonna open the bidding

84

here now?

85

<Student’s name> do I hear one thousand one? Do I hear two thousand?

86

I hear two thousand from <Student’s name>. Ok so that‘s bidding <laughing>.

87

Good, excellent. Good so you all know stuff, so that‘s called an auction. Alright, next.

88

Good, next, number twenty-two.

89

Terrain. Can anybody suggest a meaning for ―terrain‖? In a rally--you know what

90

a rally is? How may of you have ever seen a rally on TV? How many of you know

91

d/anyone who has ever taken part in a rally? <Student’s name> tell me what is a rally.

92

Your hand went up.

93

Uh-huh.

94

Someone who‘s doing what?

166

95

Oh, ok. But not in this sense. Not in this sense. This sense is a rally and drivers, so

96

you‘re thinking of a political rally where people rally or come together. So it‘s the same

97

coming together but in this case what rally are we talking about <Student’s name>?

98

So you see how context clues are important? She has uh--an idea of what a rally is

99

based on her experience in doing our class elections and so on and given the state of the

100

country during election time, which was recently held. Where there were a lot of rallies

101

being held. So sh--you did not read the sentence to see how the word rally was used or

102

the context of it here and it‘s not in that sense. What ar--sense are we talking about here

103

um <Student’s name>?

104

Racing, right so the rally is where drivers -- but it‘s the same coming together, but

105

not coming together to listen to a speaker. They‘re coming together to race. Right, and to

106

complete a uh, uh--a map they would give them, um, where they have to drive and

107

usually you see the rally cars are very dirty because they send them in all kinds of off

108

route places.

109

Yes off road, that‘s it.

110

Right, good. So if the drivers in the rally had to cross very rough terrain what do

111

you think ―terrain‖ means <Student’s name>?

112

Very rough mud? I don‘t think so. <Student’s name>?

113

Right it has to do with the ground that they cover, the roadways and so on, right?

114

Yes, very rough terrain. Excellent. Next.

115

Next.

116

Right, so all of you got everything correct this morning in this little oral exercise,

117

so therefore I expect when you have to do a written exercise you will get everything

118

correct. Are my expectations too high?
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119
120

Am I -- you know projecting too much -- is it that you‘re gonna disappoint me?
You‘re gonna disappoint yourselves?

121

Good.

122

What?

123

That teachers provide valuable information. Oh yes, yes I agree with you teachers

124

are rather important. I‘m not blowing my own horn am I? Do you all agree that teachers

125

are important? <Student’s name> do you agree that teachers are important or do you feel

126

that given the chance if you read all your textbooks you‘d be able to get this knowledge

127

by yourselves—by yourself? And answer me honestly please.

128

Are you just saying that to make me feel good?

129

Right, so that is why you have to explain to yourselves, and that is why we said

130

that everything is ―ask why.‖ Don‘t just learn something for the sake of learning it. Why

131

does this…? Why is this true? Why am I doing this step? And <Student’s name> and

132

sometimes <Student’s name> and <Student’s name> and they come up with all kinds of

133

ingenious ways of doing math problems because of asking why and they are always

134

looking for an easier way to do something, a shorter way to do something. Right, so you

135

see how well they do that? But sometimes they do a lot of um -- should I say nonsense

136

<laughing>?

137

Right. Ok let‘s look at rule three now. The following words and expressions are

138

singular and therefore take the singular verb. Such as each, every, everybody, nobody,

139

somebody, either of, neither of, one of, not one of, anyone of and everyone of. So these

140

expressions take what kind of verb?

141
142
143

A singular verb. So once you come across these expressions--you know if you‘re
not sure, learn the rule. They take a singular verb.
Examples, each of the boys has his own book. Each has, say that for me.
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144

Right, everyone wants to go to the show. Everyone wants. Neither of the students

145

has the qualification. Neither of, has. Right? Neither of, is. It takes a? Singular verb.

146

Somebody has the books for us. Somebody has. Subjects, either singular or plural joined

147

by ―and‖ take a singular verb. Why? Can you explain to me?

148
149

Oh, I‘m sorry. Yes, take a plural verb. Good. Can you explain to me why they
take a plural verb once they are joined by and? <Student’s name>

150

Um, <Student’s name>?

151

Right because once you join you, you, you--you are now making it more than one.

152

That‘s why it will take a plural verb.

153

Thank you for the correction. Now there are exceptions to this rule. Right,

154

remember we spoke about bread and butter is my favorite snack because it‘s one snack

155

―bread and butter‖ together. So you have to be careful of that.

156

Bread and cheese.

157

Good. The boy and the girl has or have been given instructions? Which one is

158
159
160
161
162
163
164

correct <Student’s name>?
Have because it‘s the boy and the girl, two people. Mary and he like to visit
school or likes to visit school, <Student’s name>?
Mary and he like. <Student’s name>, can you tell me why? Why we use like
instead of likes?
Right, so what does ―Mary and he‖ represent? Singular or plural? <Student’s
name>?

165

Plural. <Student’s name> you see you‘re thinking too much and the answer is

166

right there. You think when I ask you a question I‘m going to ask you something that‘s

167

difficult. You have all the answers.

168

Alright, can we orally do exercise two, <Student’s name> number one.
169

169
170

Right, and we did communism and so on when we were doing types of
government. So what is that word children?

171

Again.

172

Good.

173

Excellent. Number three, <Student’s name>.

174

O-U-R is the?

175

Neither of our parents -- yeah go ahead.

176

Right, tell us why you chose ―helps us.‖

177

It‘s more than one? No, those expressions take singular verbs. So he knew the

178

answer, he couldn‘t remember it was the rule. Neither of our parents helps us with our

179

assignments. Good. Uh, <Student’s name>

180

Excellent. <Student’s name>.

181

Does that make sense?

182

What would it be? Read that and see if it makes sense.

183

Which one sounds grammatically correct?

184

Read it with both, loudly and you tell me.

185

And--

186

So which is the correct answer?

187

Are you -- is that your final answer?

188

Alright. Does anybody agree that it‘s ―do‖? How many people say it‘s ―do‖?

189

Lemme take a count of your hands. Raise your hand high, one, two, three, four,

190

five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve. Right <Student’s name>, not sure

191

because he saw <Student’s name> raise his hand he decided that it‘s going to be that too.

192

Does U--do USA have an election for president every year?

193

Ok, moving on. Each of the footballers?
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194

Kicks the ball powerfully. Number seven,

195

Hitler and Stalin have been deemed as dictators. Alright we‘re gonna have to

196

d/review those rules a little bit more and we‘re gonna have to -- uh, all the photocopy

197

papers that I‘ve given to you. How many of you have those photocopies? Subject and

198

verb agreement. Even if you don‘t have it today, but you are sure if you go home you will

199

be able to find it, raise your hand.

200

Right, when you did this exercise did you do it in your book?

201

Good, right, excellent.

202

Um, do you have the answers in your book <Student’s name>?

203

Ok, I‘m just checking. So what answer do you have for number five?

204

What answer do you have for number five?

205

And you put it correct?

206

See, so th--this shows that way back when even when we were doing the initial

207

work she was probably falling asleep or having a good snooze during my lesson. Alright?

208

So that‘s why it‘s important now that you constantly revise your work, that you sit in

209

your groups with your friends, and at this stage we should be reasoning. At this stage you

210

are logical thinkers. Alright, ok, let‘s do the reading exercise that we looked at yesterday

211

so just flip this book over right where you are and let‘s take out your reading text.

212

Someone get my reading text from the cupboard for me.

213

What page was it on?

214

I had my--my text.

215

Why are you calling someone dummy?

216

Apologize.

217

I did not hear that <Student’s name>, please.
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218

―The needle in the haystack,‖ an example of narrative writing. Who can tell me

219

what is narrative writing. As a matter of fact I want <Student’s name> to tell me what is

220

narrative writing.

221

Something that is not real? I don‘t agree with you.

222

Not just a true story but what? A? We did all the different types of writing. What

223

is narrative -- class what is this that you read here?

224

A?

225

So then what is narrative writing?

226

Story writing. And this is what you do when you do your essays and all of that.

227

Huh, you see the people -- the students are not doing their work. If you do not revise your

228

work, if you do not -- you know keep abreast of what is happening students you‘re going

229

to fall behind. It‘s a lot to remember. Begin reading for me <Student’s name>.

230

What is a haystack?

231

A stack of hay. Yeah. Good.

232

Right, so the chief advisor um, well advises him.

233

Yes.

234

Right, so he didn‘t know what to do. Now what would have been different if he

235

had had children?

236

Right it would have been passed down right and one of his children most likely

237

his eldest son or so would have been the ruler. But because he had no children he had to

238

get advice from some prominent person in the kingdom. Aha, what is the meaning of

239

prominent? ‗Cause we did that this week.

240

Some prominent person in the kingdom.

241

Outstanding, excellent. So the chief advisor obviously would be an outstanding

242

person. Would he go to get advice from a farmer?
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243
244

No, because there are many farmers in the country. The farmer wouldn‘t be an
outstanding person. Tell me a prominent person in your community.

245

Raise your hand if you‘d like to answer. In this community of <Place name>.

246

Tell me a person who you consider to be a prominent person. Raise your hand if you‘d

247

like to answer.

248
249

A prominent person from your village obviously would have to be living in your
village. Do you have any prominent people in your village?

250

<Student’s name> says no

251

<Student’s name> says no.

252

No? <Student’s name> you think you have any prominent people in this village?

253

No? <Student’s name>, <Student’s name> thinks there is a prominent person

254
255
256

here. Who is a prominent person from your village?
If you had a problem in the village and you had to go to someone <Student’s
name>, who would you go to?

257

Who is the community advisor?

258

You mean the councilor?

259

Right, so the councilor for your area is a prominent person in your community.

260

There is also another person who -- I am not even living in <Place name> and I can a

261

prominent person.

262

<Prominent person’s first name> is your friend?

263

Mr. <Prominent person’s full name>, he‘s to me very prominent ‗cause he has

264

his own TV station. So that to me is a prominent person and many of you call into his

265

program, your parents with all sorts of comments that make me wonder. Huh, these

266

people need to get some books to read. Right, so look right away you had a prominent

267

person. So you were showing me you do not understand what the meaning of prominent
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268

is. An outstanding person. Don‘t you think he‘s an--he‘s always on the television, he‘s

269

always in the news, he runs his own um, apart from having his own TV station, he has his

270

own TV program. What‘s his program called?

271
272

<Popular television show’s name>. It‘s a controversial program. What does that
mean? 12 pages, 2843 words, 24:21 minutes
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF TEXTBOOKS USED IN STANDARD 5 CLASSES
Dhaniram-Seebaransingh, K., & Maharaj, G. (2003). Easy steps in language arts for
Standards 4 & 5: S.E.A. series (P. Romain & G. Kissoon, Eds., New ed.).
Trinidad and Tobago: Charran Publishing House.
Book # 6
Dow, A., & Powell, L. (Eds.). (2002). Composition Practice 5 (New ed.). Port-of-Spain,
Trinidad and Tobago: Charran Publishing House.
Book # 13
Fernandes, J. (2005). Exploring mathematics upper primary level: Standards 4 & 5 (New
Rev. ed.). La Romaine, Trinidad and Tobago: Kean‘s.
Book # 10
Furlonge, W. A. (2006). S.E.A. graded mathematics for primary schools: Standards 4 &
5 (R. Sewdass & a team of mathematics teachers, Eds.). San Fernando, Trinidad
and Tobago: Caribbean Educational.
Book # 8
Gonzalez, S. E. (2004). Understanding English grammar. La Romaine, Trinidad and
Tobago: Caribbean Educational.
Book # 11
Gonzalez, S. E. (2005). Upper primary composition and comprehension. La Romaine,
Trinidad and Tobago: Caribbean Educational.
Book # 17
Lalla-Chote, L., & Phagoo, G. R. (2001). Language arts for Secondary Entrance
Assessment and other similar examinations: For Standards 4 and 5. Valsayn,
Trinidad and Tobago: Lalla and Lalla. (Original work published 2000).
Book # 18
Narinesingh, R., & Seetahal-Maraj, B. (2005). The new language arts for the Caribbean
Secondary Entrance Assessment: A two year course. Claxton Bay, Trinidad and
Tobago: Datazone.
Book # 15
Narinesingh, U. (1999). A basic English course: Upper primary level (Rev. ed.). Claxton
Bay, Trinidad and Tobago: Royards Educational Books. (Original work published
1982).
Book # 3
Norville, S. (1999). A practical English course: Recommended for 9 - 12 years old.
Tacarigua, Trinidad and Tobago: S & S Nagassar.
Book # 12
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Parmanand, K., Harbukhan, D., & Seegobin, D. (1999). Integrated mathematics for
primary schools a problem solving approach: Upper primary recommended for
standards four and five (P. Vine, S. Khan, & R. Kalicharan, Eds., Rev ed.).
Curepe, Trinidad and Tobago: Daiken. (Original work published 1997).
Book # 9
Prime, B. A. (2003). Mastering the composition for the Secondary Entrance Assessment
student: Essay and letter writing for ages 10-13 (H. J. C. Prime, Ed.). Tunapuna,
Trinidad and Tobago: Author.
Book # 1
Rajcoomar, G., & La Mothe, T. (2003). Easy steps in mathematics for Standards 4 & 5:
S.E.A. series (G. Kissoon, I. A. Aziz, & K. Dhaniram-Seebaransingh, Eds., 2nd
ed.). Trinidad and Tobago: Charran Publishing House.
Book # 4
Sinanan, R. (2000). Developing skills in composition: Upper primary level (Rev. ed.).
Claxton Bay, Trinidad and Tobago: Royards Educational Books. (Original work
published 1985).
Book # 14
Subnaik, H., & Rajnauth, M. (2003). Mathematics for S.E.A. with updated tests (Z.
Sarafat & E. Sukhram, Eds.). Chaguanas, Trinidad and Tobago: Subnaik.
Book # 16
Subnaik, H., & Rajnauth, M. (2006). Language arts for upper primary level: Standards 4
& 5 (I. Sukhram, Ed., New ed.). Chaguanas, Trinidad and Tobago: Subnaik.
Book # 5
Wee, R., Sani, L., & Morton-Gittens, M. (2006). Let’s learn language arts: Activity book
Standard 5 (Mohammed‘s Book Store ed.). Trinidad and Tobago: Caribbean
Educational.
Book # 7
Wong, D., Chong, L. C., & Agarrat, A. (2006). Let’s learn mathematics: Textbook
Standard 5 (Mohammed‘s Book Store ed.). Trinidad and Tobago: Caribbean
Educational.
Book # 2
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APPENDIX C: 2007 SEA ITEMS WITH TRINI DISTRACTORS
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178

APPENDIX D: THE TRINI CLASSROOM LANGUAGE SURVEY
Code for Incorporating Audio Clips into Online Survey
The following steps were used to present the language items aurally in an online
survey:
1. A SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com) professional account was created, and a
survey was created. The printed online survey in the next section shows the format of
the instrument (pagination and question types).
2. The items were read into a microphone and recorded with Windows Recorder as
individual .wav files.
3. Software named ―MP3 Sound Stream‖ (http://www.mp3soundstream.com/) was
purchased to convert the .wav files into .swf files. The images in the printed version
of the survey show the visual design of the resulting Shockwave files, which can be
configured in a variety of ways using this software.
4. This same software was used to generate an HTML file (a webpage), with the
Shockwave file as its only contents, for each clip.
5. The Shockwave files and HTML pages all had to be hosted on the same server.
Because SurveyMonkey does not provide hosting services, a free university server
configured for web publishing (so that SurveyMonkey could access the files) was
used.
6. In the questions requiring the audio clips (a matrix of drop-down menus in this case),
the following frame tag was used (one per audio clip for each line/item in the
question) to embed them (text in italics was changed to the link to each audio clip):
<iframe src="link to .html file with shockwave clip on webserver" menu="false"
quality="high" name="index" allowscriptaccess="always" type="application/xshockwave-flash" height="40" width="100" scrolling="no" frameborder="0"
background="transparent"></iframe>
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Sample Online Trini Classroom Language Survey
An

online

version

of

this

survey

http://webspace.utexas.edu/sss539/www/survey/.
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can

also

be

accessed

at
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Trini Classroom Language Survey

Sarojani Mohammed UT-Austin saro@mail.utexas.edu

Administrator’s Offline Trini Classroom Language Survey
You are invited to participate in a survey, entitled “Trini Classroom Language Survey”
The study is being conducted by Sarojani Mohammed of The University of Texas at
Austin, 1 University Station, Stop 4900, saro@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 423-4370; under
the supervision of Dr. Diane L. Schallert, of The University of Texas at Austin, 1
University Station, Stop D5800, dschallert@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 232-4835.
The purpose of this study is to examine language use in Trinidadian Standard 5
classrooms. Your participation in the survey will contribute to a better understanding of
language use, and teaching and learning. We estimate that it will take about 15 minutes
of your time to complete the survey. You are free to contact the investigator at the above
address and phone number to discuss the survey.
Risks to participants are considered minimal. There will be no costs for participating, nor
will you benefit from participating (although we think it might be fun!). A limited number of
research team members will have access to the data during data collection. This
information will be stripped from the final dataset.
Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may decline to answer any question
and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. If you
wish to withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed
above.
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin
Institutional Review Board. If you have questions about your rights as a study
participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact
- anonymously, if you wish - the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871
or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.
UT-Austin IRB Approval Number: 2007-11-0094
If you agree to participate please read and answer the following questions as
thoughtfully and honestly as possible. If you do not agree, simply do not respond to the
survey.
Thank you.
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These first questions are for classification purposes only, and will be used to group your answers with the
answers of others like you.
This survey is completely anonymous and confidential, so please be thoughtful and honest as you answer
the questions.
Questions with an asterisk (*) are required.
1. What is your age (in years)?
___________years
*2. Circle or highlight the phrase that describes your experience with language use in Standard 5:
If more than one answer applies to you, select only the one closest to the top of the list.
I am currently a Standard 5 (or Standard 4 & 5) teacher whom you recorded as part of your study
I am currently a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher (skip to question 4)
I used to be a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher (skip to question 4)
I am a parent of a Standard 5 student (skip to question 4)
I have been a Standard 5 student in the past (skip to question 4)
Other (please describe below, then skip to question 4)
*3. If you picked the first option above, thank you again for allowing me to record you this past
December/January; and thanks especially for continuing to help by filling out this survey. I will be matching
your recorded lesson to your responses to this survey to show that the survey can be used in future studies
like mine in place of observations and/or recordings. (I'm sure you'll agree that it is less time consuming and
more convenient to fill out this questionnaire than it was to have me come into your classroom and record
your lesson using the wireless microphone!)
So that I may use your responses as described above, please enter your first initial, surname, and school
below.
First Initial _________
Surname______________________
School _________________________________________________
4. What gender are you? Male

Female

5. With which ethnicity do you most closely identify?
East Indian
African
Chinese White

Mixed

Other

On the next page, you will be asked to listen to some phrases and respond to different questions based on
your language preferences in your classroom. When choosing your answer, please focus on the way in
which things are said, rather than what is said (the actual content of the statement).
For example, if you are asked how comfortable you would be if a student said, "Class, we are going to start
with letter writing today," ignore the fact that a student would not be teaching, and focus instead on the
sentence itself (i.e., if anything about the sentence structure sounds wrong to you, or makes you want to
reword it).
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6. For each phrase, you will be answering four questions:
In the first column, indicate how comfortable you would be saying each of the following phrases in
class using the following scale:
Completely
Somewhat
Somewhat
Completely
Neutral
Uncomfortable
Uncomfortable
Comfortable
Comfortable
1
2
3
4
5
In the second column, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if a guest speaker said the
phrase in your class using the following scale:
Completely
Somewhat
Somewhat
Completely
Neutral
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
Acceptable
Acceptable
1
2
3
4
5
In the third column, using the same scale as above, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if
a student said each phrase in your class.
In the fourth column, indicate if this is a phrase you would say in class. (Remember to focus on
the way the words are used, rather than the actual message or content of the item.) Y = Yes, N =
No
Phrase
Order
Each of my pupils did well.
Everyone could hear what he said?
Everyone in my class failed.
Everyone is talking, be quiet!
First of all, you have to tell me the verb.
Get your books and turn to page 20.
He do real good because he’s work hard.
He does have to be getting up early every day.
He gone downstairs for me.
He open he book and he dream away one time.
I wanted to know where the students went.
I wish I were on holiday.
Is the question on page 21?
Is the teacher he talking to.
Not one of the girls has her book today
She does always get all correct.
She does like poetry, but she doesn’t like to teach it.
That would be OK if he were on the beach, not in school!
This book is who own?
When she come, he did gone already.
Where the book?
Why the word “he” is the subject?
Without analyzing the sentence, you’ll never get the answer.
Write this down in your books.
You ever hear about double-decker buses before?
You see this switch here? What this does?
You self put it there
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7. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following
statements
Completely
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
Agree

Completely
Agree

Home is the most important influence
on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I like my accent.

1

2

3

4

5

It is a good thing for teachers to use
both Trini Dialect and Standard
English in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

Children should be taught to speak
Standard English in school.

1

2

3

4

5

School is the most important influence
on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I speak mostly Trini Dialect at
home.

1

2

3

4

5

Teachers should use only Standard
English in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Friends are the most important
influence on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I (would) prefer my child/children to
speak Standard English.

1

2

3

4

5

Standard English is a mark of a high
level of education.

1

2

3

4

5

I like the way I speak.
I speak mostly Standard English at
home.

8. And finally:
Standard
English

Dialect
How would you describe the
type of English you speak, more
dialect or more standard?

1

2
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Thank you so much for contributing to my dissertation.

If you have any questions about your participation, please contact me via phone (512)
423-4370 or email
(saro@mail.utexas.edu).

Your input is contributing to the Trini education system and furthering our understanding
of the relationship between Trini Dialect and our students' learning.

Thank you again,
Sarojani

Please mail completed surveys to:
Sarojani Mohammed
c/o Ecoengineering Consultants Limited
62 Eastern Main Road
St. Augustine
Trinidad and Tobago
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Participant’s Offline Trini Classroom Language Survey
You are invited to participate in a survey, entitled “Trini Classroom Language Survey”
The study is being conducted by Sarojani Mohammed of The University of Texas at
Austin, 1 University Station, Stop 4900,
saro@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 423-4370; under the supervision of Dr. Diane L. Schallert,
of The University of Texas at Austin, 1 University Station, Stop D5800,
dschallert@mail.utexas.edu, (512) 232-4835.
The purpose of this study is to examine language use in Trinidadian Standard 5
classrooms. Your participation in the survey will contribute to a better understanding of
language use, and teaching and learning. We estimate that it will take about 15 minutes
of your time to complete the survey. You are free to contact the investigator at the above
address and phone number to discuss the survey.
Risks to participants are considered minimal. There will be no costs for participating, nor
will you benefit from participating (although we think it might be fun!). A limited number of
research team members will have access to the data during data collection. This
information will be stripped from the final dataset.
Your participation in this survey is voluntary. You may decline to answer any question
and you have the right to withdraw from participation at any time without penalty. If you
wish to withdraw from the study or have any questions, contact the investigator listed
above.
This study has been reviewed and approved by The University of Texas at Austin
Institutional Review Board. If you have questions about your rights as a study
participant, or are dissatisfied at any time with any aspect of this study, you may contact
- anonymously, if you wish - the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871
or email at orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.
UT-Austin IRB Approval Number: 2007-11-0094
If you agree to participate please read and answer the following questions as
thoughtfully and honestly as possible. If you do not agree, simply do not respond to the
survey.
Thank you.
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These first questions are for classification purposes only, and will be used to group your answers with the
answers of others like you.
This survey is completely anonymous and confidential, so please be thoughtful and honest as you answer
the questions.
Questions with an asterisk (*) are required.
1. What is your age (in years)?
___________years
*2. Circle or highlight the phrase that describes your experience with language use in Standard 5:
If more than one answer applies to you, select only the one closest to the top of the list.
I am currently a Standard 5 (or Standard 4 & 5) teacher whom you recorded as part of your study
I am currently a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher (skip to question 4)
I used to be a Standard 5 (or Standard 4&5) teacher (skip to question 4)
I am a parent of a Standard 5 student (skip to question 4)
I have been a Standard 5 student in the past (skip to question 4)
Other (please describe below, then skip to question 4)
*3. If you picked the first option above, thank you again for allowing me to record you this past
December/January; and thanks especially for continuing to help by filling out this survey. I will be matching
your recorded lesson to your responses to this survey to show that the survey can be used in future studies
like mine in place of observations and/or recordings. (I'm sure you'll agree that it is less time consuming and
more convenient to fill out this questionnaire than it was to have me come into your classroom and record
your lesson using the wireless microphone!)
So that I may use your responses as described above, please enter your first initial, surname, and school
below.
First Initial _________
Surname______________________
School _________________________________________________
4. What gender are you? Male

Female

5. With which ethnicity do you most closely identify?
East Indian
African
Chinese White

Mixed

Other

On the next page, you will be asked to listen to some phrases and respond to different questions based on
your language preferences in your classroom. When choosing your answer, please focus on the way in
which things are said, rather than what is said (the actual content of the statement).
For example, if you are asked how comfortable you would be if a student said, "Class, we are going to start
with letter writing today," ignore the fact that a student would not be teaching, and focus instead on the
sentence itself (i.e., if anything about the sentence structure sounds wrong to you, or makes you want to
reword it).
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6. For each phrase, you will be answering four questions:
In the first column, indicate how comfortable you would be saying each of the following phrases in
class using the following scale:
Completely
Somewhat
Somewhat
Completely
Neutral
Uncomfortable
Uncomfortable
Comfortable
Comfortable
1
2
3
4
5
In the second column, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if a guest speaker said the
phrase in your class using the following scale:
Completely
Somewhat
Somewhat
Completely
Neutral
Unacceptable
Unacceptable
Acceptable
Acceptable
1
2
3
4
5
In the third column, using the same scale as above, indicate how acceptable it would be to you if
a student said each phrase in your class.
In the fourth column, indicate if this is a phrase you would say in class. (Remember to focus on
the way the words are used, rather than the actual message or content of the item.) Y = Yes, N =
No
Audio
Something you
Clip
you
a guest
a student
would say in class?
1
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
2
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
3
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
4
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
6
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
7
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
8
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
9
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
10
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
11
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
12
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
13
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
14
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
15
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
16
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
17
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
18
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
19
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
20
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
21
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
22
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
23
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
24
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
25
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
26
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
27
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
Y
N
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7. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following
statements
Completely
Disagree

Somewhat
Disagree

Neutral

Somewhat
Agree

Completely
Agree

Home is the most important influence
on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I like my accent.

1

2

3

4

5

It is a good thing for teachers to use
both Trini Dialect and Standard
English in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

Children should be taught to speak
Standard English in school.

1

2

3

4

5

School is the most important influence
on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I speak mostly Trini Dialect at
home.

1

2

3

4

5

Teachers should use only Standard
English in the classroom.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

Friends are the most important
influence on the way children speak.

1

2

3

4

5

I (would) prefer my child/children to
speak Standard English.

1

2

3

4

5

Standard English is a mark of a high
level of education.

1

2

3

4

5

I like the way I speak.
I speak mostly Standard English at
home.

8. And finally:
Standard
English

Dialect
How would you describe the
type of English you speak, more
dialect or more standard?

1

2
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Thank you so much for contributing to my dissertation.

If you have any questions about your participation, please contact me via phone (512)
423-4370 or email
(saro@mail.utexas.edu).

Your input is contributing to the Trini education system and furthering our understanding
of the relationship between Trini Dialect and our students' learning.

Thank you again,
Sarojani

Please mail completed surveys to:
Sarojani Mohammed
c/o Ecoengineering Consultants Limited
62 Eastern Main Road
St. Augustine
Trinidad and Tobago
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