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As one of the entrepreneurs of a series of working papers in sociolinguistics, I 
have had perhaps a greater opportunity than some of my more rational colleagues 
to become aware of the essential ambiguity of the genre and to speculate on its 
implications for the sociology of knowledge in the disciplines in which I am 
engaged. To call something a working paper is to suggest that it represents work- 
in-progress, a tentative statement on the part of its author. But why distribute 
something tentative, a less than complete work of scholarship? One basic reason 
seems to be to elicit the comments and suggestions of one's colleagues, and on this 
level the working paper is a testimony to the cooperative nature of inquiry in a 
discipline. Here, the prominence of working papers in the recent history of 
linguistics and sociolinguistics says something interesting about these fields that it 
behoves us to be aware of. But the development of organized series of working 
papers, or the appearance of working papers as printed and bound volumes sug- 
gests that other purposes may be served as well, and this is where things begin 
to get considerably more complex. The working paper may become, variously, a 
device for publishing materials more rapidly than ever-increasing journal back- 
logs will allow, a mechanism for advertising one's institution as a place where 
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things are happening, a vehicle for asserting the place of one's network at the 
forefront of intellectual activity, or, perhaps more generously, a means of stimu- 
lating scholarly discourse in a new and developing field. But as the range of forms 
and functions widens, the ambiguities increase, and we should be aware of these 
as well. 

For instance, does issuance in a working papers series constitute publication? 
Language lists such papers as 'Publications Received', yet my university has in- 
structed its faculty not to list them as publications; some journals will not accept 
papers that have appeared in such series, but many others will. More to the 
immediate point, if working papers are tentative statements on the part of their 
authors, should they be reviewed in print? I have asked myself this question 
before, as part of the same line of intellectual speculation that gave rise to the 
preceding comments, but I ask it now because a collection of working papers has 
been placed in my hands for review. This volume, the fifth in the series of 
Languages and Linguistics Working Papers issued by the Georgetown University 
School of Languages and Literatures, bears the same format as its predecessors, 
i.e. it is printed and bound as a paperback book, with a notation of copyright on 
the back of the title page. These indicators of permanence notwithstanding, 
however, readers are advised that 'since these papers do not necessarily represent 
the final views of their authors ... they should not be cited without allusion to their 
preliminary nature' (p. ii). How does one review a collection like this? 

There is certainly a temptation to approach it as one would tackle a conven- 
tional anthology; some of the papers deserve mention as solid, if modest, con- 
tributions to the discipline, while others need all the critical help they can get. It 
is impossible, though, to escape the nagging conviction that a public review of the 
standard kind would violate the convention of the genre which dictates that 
criticism of a working paper should be private. Fortunately, however, this volume 
provides a way out of the impasse, which, although it does not solve any of the 
issues raised above, gives one something appropriate to say about it in public. 

It is noted in a brief foreword to the collection that it was published on the 
occasion of the 23 Annual Georgetown University Round Table Meeting on 
Languages and Linguistics, given over entirely to sociolinguistics, to represent 
some of the varied interests pursued by members - both faculty and students - of 
the Georgetown sociolinguistics program. Moreover, the first paper in the 
collection is a description of the program itself, by its chairman, Roger Shuy. It 
therefore seems appropriate to frame a review of the work in terms related to its 
stated purpose and organizing principle, that is, the nature and organization of a 
university sociolinguistics program. The program at Georgetown represents a 
pioneering venture in this area, the first established doctoral program in socio- 
linguistics, and those who undertake to organize such programs at other institu- 
tions may well appreciate the availability of guidelines and information con- 
cerning an already going concern. 
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In a paper with Ralph Fasold, published in the second collection discussed 
below and quoted in his description of the program at Georgetown, Shuy identi- 
fies three motivating factors which he considers to underlie the recent upsurge of 
interest in sociolinguistics: (i) the desire to find a sounder base for linguistic 
theory; (2) the conviction that social factors influencing language use are a 
legitimate topic for linguistic investigation; (3) the response to the growing 
feeling that linguistic knowledge should be applied, if possible, to urgent educa- 
tional problems. Consistent with this conception of the field, the program at 
Georgetown is organized to make available to the student courses, fieldwork, 
and practicum experience relevant to these three foci of concern. 

Seventeen courses are listed as making up the curriculum in sociolinguistics, 
all, apparently, within the Linguistics department, since all have Ling. numbers. 
As examples of courses designed with an eye toward providing a sounder basis for 
linguistic theory - Shuy suggests that the emphasis here is on linguistic compe- 
tence - he lists Sociolinguistic Theory, Language and Social Variation, Pidgins 
and Creoles, and Bilingualism. Courses which stress the social factors influencing 
language use - the term communicative competence is used to identify the central 
concern here - include the Ethnography of Communication and Cultural 
Anthropology, the latter, apparently designed especially for sociolinguistics 
students, since it too carries a Ling. number. (Anthropology departments have 
long included linguistics courses in their curricula; is this the first linguistics 
department to offer a course in Cultural Anthropology?) In the area of language 
engineering are courses such as Language Planning and Standardization and 
Sociolinguistics and Education. Sociolinguistics majors are expected to minor 
in two of the following areas: theoretical linguistics (most students are urged to 
make this one of the two), applied linguistics, a foreign language, and sociology/ 
anthropology. 

It is clear from Shuy's description that the point of departure and frame of 
reference of the program is linguistics itself; nor is it as simplistic as it may appear 
to make a point of this, for there are other sociolinguistics programs which have 
built or are building on a primarily anthropological base, such as Texas or 
Berkeley. In the Georgetown program, it is the development of linguistic theory 
that is stressed in the first of the motivating factors outlined above, the validity of 
studying the social factors influencing language use as a topic for linguistic 
investigation in the second, and the application of linguistic knowledge in the 
third. Shuy is more specific still concerning the theoretical predispositions of the 
Georgetown group, in acknowledging that 'the theoretical emphasis in the 
sociolinguistics program derives largely from the study of variability in language' 
(p. 4), and citing the work of Labov, DeCamp, and Bailey on variable rules as 
exemplary of the approach to which he alludes. It appears then, that the main 
thrust of the Georgetown program is toward what Hymes has called 'socially 
realistic linguistics', 'work that extends and challenges linguistics with data 
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from the speech community' (Hymes I973). While an anthropologically 
oriented sociolinguist might share Hymes' preference for sociolinguistic inquiry 
activated by and directed toward somewhat different goals, it cannot be denied 
that much of the most exciting and innovative work at the forefront of socio- 
linguistics generally is directed toward the goals to which Shuy and his colleagues 
subscribe. 

The foregoing, of course, has stressed the conceptual and theoretical commit- 
ments of the program at Georgetown. It is equally - or perhaps, ultimately, 
more - worthy of emphasis that there is built into the program a commitment to 
applied sociolinguistics, the application of the results of scholarship to the 
amelioration of practical problems, particularly in the field of education. This is 
to the great credit of the program and its faculty, and one may hope that other 
sociolinguistics programs will follow where Georgetown has led. 

Turning to the other papers in the collection against the above backdrop, it is 
appropriate to ask at least to what extent they do reflect the program Shuy has 
described. Interestingly, they present a configuration that is somewhat out of 
phase with the program. Two of the papers, Marcia Whiteman's 'Dialect 
differences in testing the language of children: a review of the California language 
tests,' and Jennifer Sullivan's 'A sociolinguistic review of the Iowa tests of basic 
skills', stem clearly from the concern to apply sociolinguistic insights to education, 
and two others, Anna Fay Vaughn-Cooke's 'The Black preaching style: historical 
development and characteristics,' and Carolyn Fitchett Bins' 'Toward an 
ethnography of contemporary African American oral poetry', fall more or less 
under the rubric of the ethnography of speaking. These four, at least, are rela- 
tively easy to place in terms of the program; the others are more problematic. 
David Smith's 'A problem of Kapsiki verb semology' is a purely linguistic 
contribution, notwithstanding the attempt made in the very last sentence of the 
article to assign it some sociolinguistic relevance. Likewise, Ralph Fasold's 'A 
look at the form be in standard English', though it is presented as a background 
for the examination of be in non-standard English, is straight linguistics, in the 
sense that it is concerned solely with the properties of language as a code. 

Social factors do enter into the two remaining contributions, 'Final consonant 
cluster reduction' by David Minderhout, and 'Native and non-native percep- 
tions of standard English' by William K. Riley. Both are essentially correla- 
tional in approach, matching up social factors, independently obtained, with 
linguistic ones. Minderhout even ventures a possible modification of Chomsky 
and Halle's classification of liquids and glides on the basis of his tentative findings, 
which is the strongest gesture toward a sociolinguistic contribution to linguistic 
theory in the entire volume. 

Most notably absent from the collection are contributions addressed to 
communicative competence or variability in the sense discussed by Shuy, which 
is particularly remarkable in the light of the prominence accorded these two 
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areas of investigation in the outline of the program's charter. The resultant 
lack of congruence between the program and the papers, of course, does not call 
into question the validity of the program itself, but one cannot avoid the feeling 
that the papers might have been better chosen if the purpose of the collection was, 
as indicated, to demonstrate the range of concerns and commitments around 
which the program was organized. 

In point of fact, there is a collection of papers published by Georgetown 
which does the intended job of the working papers in a way that shows the 
sociolinguistics group at Georgetown (and their close colleagues at other Washing- 
ton institutions) to far better advantage in terms of the three sociolinguistic 
concerns outlined above. This is Sociolinguistics in Cross-cultural Analysis, 
edited by David M. Smith and Roger Shuy, which brings together five papers 
presented at a symposium on sociolinguistics held at the I971 annual meetings 
of the American Anthropological Association, an earlier paper by Shuy and 
Fasold from the Georgetown Round Table of the same year,' and the remarks of 
three commentators on the A.A.A. symposium. This too is a difficult volume to 
review in standard terms; by the time the three commentators have picked the 
papers over in some detail within the covers of the volume itself, the latitude 
available to a reviewer is somewhat restricted. Still, it is illuminating to juxtapose 
this collection with the other one, as a means of pointing up the contrasts between 
the two. 

Shuy and Fasold's review of 'Contemporary emphases in sociolinguistics' 
was alluded to earlier; based on the same framework as Shuy's description of 
the sociolinguistics graduate program at Georgetown, this paper develops in 
greater detail and with examples the authors' view that contemporary socio- 
linguistics is energized by a desire to refine linguistic theory, account for social 
factors in language use, and aid in the solution of social, particularly educational, 
problems. 

David Smith and David Minderhout contribute programmatic papers which 
share a generally ethnographic perspective and a basically ecological model of 
language, treating verbal repertoire as a socially and cognitively adaptive 
mechanism. Smith is concerned with 'Some implications for the social status of 
pidgin languages', while Minderhout, in his 'The entrepreneur's use of language', 
attempts to extend the concept of the entrepreneur, as developed by Barth and 
other anthropological theorists, to the individual who uses his linguistic resources 
to exploit a niche within the social structure. Hymes discusses the strengths 
and weaknesses of both arguments in some detail in his comments, and they will 
not be developed upon further here, except to note that the ecological perspective 
seems a particularly fruitful one for further exploration. Whatever one's views of 

[i] This paper was published in the proceedings of the 2znd Annual Round Table and is 
reprinted in the present volume (see Shuy and Fasold 1971). 
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the productiveness of Smith's and Minderhout's particular formulations, they 
are clearly working from a very suggestive conception of language as a means of 
sociocultural adaptation, and their papers are conceptually suggestive in a way 
that the corresponding papers in the working paper collection are not. 

The area of applied sociolinguistics is represented by two solid contributions. 
Mobolaji Adekunle's 'Sociolinguistic problems in English language instruction 
in Nigeria' is a thorough and well-organized account of the complex network of 
languages in that heterogeneous country in terms of the sociocultural and com- 
municative matrix in which they are situated and employed; it is only toward the 
very end of the article that the implications of this situation for the development 
of effective English language teaching programs are suggested. So complete and 
consistent is Adekunle's account that Hymes is able in his comments to formulate 
rules for language choice among English-speaking Nigerian bilinguals and multi- 
linguals based upon Adekunle's data. 

Roger Shuy's account of the Norfolk project, in which a team of students and 
faculty from the Georgetown sociolinguistics program and the Center for Applied 
Linguistics collaborated with the teachers of the Norfolk, Virginia, public 
schools in the development of a teaching program sensitive to the nonstandard 
dialect of the black pupils in the Norfolk schools, does credit to the commitment 
of the Georgetown group to the social responsibility of sociolinguists. The pro- 
ject had its rough moments as well as its successes, but it ultimately represented a 
most productive venture for all involved. Shuy and his colleagues are particularly 
to be commended for the honest humility with which they approached the pro- 
ject; their sensitivity to how much they had to learn from the classroom teachers 
contrasts sharply with the arrogant self-assurance which too many scholars bring 
to their dealings with public educators, and contributed much to the positive 
net results of the project. 

The lack of attention to variability which is so notable in the working papers, 
despite the emphasis it is accorded in the description of the Georgetown graduate 
program, is admirably compensated for by Walt Wolfram's 'Overlapping in- 
fluence and linguistic assimilation in second generation Puerto Rican English'. 
Wolfram is affiliated with the Center for Applied Linguistics as are several 
members of the Georgetown sociolinguistics group. Substantively an examina- 
tion of the relative influence on second generation Puerto Ricans in Harlem of 
Black English from the surrounding black community, standard English from 
the schools, and Spanish-influenced English from within the established first 
generation Puerto Rican community, Wolfram's paper is a sophisticated applica- 
tion of some of the insights of sociolinguistic variability studies to a complex and 
hitherto unexamined contact situation in which a social dialect emerges as the 
result of the coming together of several different sources. 

Wolfram's paper is the most original contribution to sociolinguistic theory in 
the collection. It is so good, in fact, that it leaves this reviewer more frustrated 
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than the less sophisticated papers. I find myself thinking how exciting it would be 
if we had a study of this situation as linguistically sophisticated as this one, but 
equally fully developed on the ethnographic side. The problem might be ap- 
proached, for example, from the ecological perspective adumbrated by Smith 
and Minderhout, viewing the speech community as situated in a complex socio- 
linguistic environment which makes available to the members of the community 
a range of sociolinguistic resources which may be exploited for socially and cul- 
turally adaptive purposes.2 All kinds of interesting prospects come to mind here, 
including one which brings us back to our earlier concern with academic socio- 
linguistics programs. Perhaps we can end on this note: training students who 
could carry out an integrated study of this kind, toward a 'socially constituted 
linguistics' (Hymes 1973) would be a fitting goal for any sociolinguistics 
program. Georgetown certainly has the wherewithal; perhaps the next set of 
sociolinguistics working papers they put out will show that the integration is 
being achieved. 
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