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1. Full Project Title *

(150 characters maximum)

Expanding African American High School Students’ Personal Ideologies and Linguistic Prowess

2. Abstract *

(700 characters maximum) Describe the purpose, method, and potential significance of the proposed research.

This formative experiment investigates an additive model of language instruction that supports culturally and linguistically diverse high
school students as they develop an understanding of the power of their written and spoken language patterns as well as the
appropriateness of using a particular register with a particular audience. Also studied will be their responses to developing their personal
understandings that knowledge of a variety of registers provides them with opportunities to increase their power of communication
across situations and audience. Findings hold promise for all who engage in conversations about teaching and learning practices of for
linguistically diverse students.

3. Proposed Support Start Date *
(mm/dd/yyyy)

08/15/2008

4. Proposed Support End Date *
(mm/dd/yyyy)

10/31/2009

5. Research Description *

(10,000 characters maximum) The description of the proposed research should be as specific as possible and follow the type of outline used for typical
dissertation or sponsored research proposals. The description should be limited to and include the following elements:

Research Question - ldentify the research question, problem, or hypothesis being studied.

Rationale - Provide a rationale for the study. Relate the research question to the relevant, supporting research literature or to some existing database. Discuss
how previous research findings or assumptions suggest that your study is significant.

Knowledge regarding the history and development of the African American language has been advanced by numerous scholars who have
moved others across disciplines to think beyond the study of the structure of speaking; beyond the study of phonology, morphology and
syntax to an expanded view of how one uses language to learn and to share their thinking in the social contexts of their homes,
communities, and the organizations in which they are active participants (Baugh, 1999; Bell, 2004; Cazden, John, & Hymes, 1972;
Dillard, 1972; Flores, Teft, & Diaz, 1991; Heath, 1983; Lee, 2007; Lipski, 2005; Richardson, 2003; Smitherman, 1977; Stockman,
1996).

This expanded view of the utility of language supports conversations and investigations regarding the relationship between one’s
language and one’s access to desired situational and personal mobility and opportunity (Edwards, 2007; Hymes, 1972; Smitherman,
1995). To more fully understand the relationships between language, its use at home, and its utility in the school community researchers
have been moved to work directly with African American speakers of African American Vernacular English (AAVE) in their homes and
community settings (Bell, 2001; Bloome, Carter, Christian, Otto, & Shuart-Faris, 2005: Fisher, 2004; Gonzales, Moll, & Amanti, 2005;
Scott & Marcus, 2001). What is clear from this work is that students who speak AAVE have a repertoire of language experiences that can
be drawn from as a means to impact their academic and school successes.

As a result, innovative ideas related to improving instruction for African American students have been shared by many scholars (Ancess
2003; Ball, 1996, 1997; 2002; Edwards, 2004; Foster, 1991; Gutierrez & Rogoff, 2003; Sizemore 2007; Smitherman, 1992).
Unfortunately there still exists a need to attend to the issue introduced by Cazden, John and Hymes (1972) that instruction must support
and grow from the power of the language varieties used by African American speakers while being cognizant of the racist implications of
rejection of any language variety that is not Academic English.

Building from this work we ask the following two questions in an attempt to incorporate this sociolinguistic sensitivity to our instructional
practice that will provide our students with in-school literacy experiences that emerge as an extension of their home literacy practices.
Research Questions



= Can we create an instructional intervention model for students who speak African American English vernacular that supports their
understanding of academic English as an additive variation of their home language?

« Can sensitivity to academic English be developed through language experiences in which students study the written and spoken
discourse patterns of historically prominent African American leaders from many arenas (e.g., historians, poets, musicians, educators)
and then use these as a basis to analyze their and others personal written and spoken discourse patterns?

Rationale for the Research

As we engage in conversations with the high school students we teach, we are awed by the wide range of topics on which they are
conversant. True the breadth is often more comprehensive than the depth; but indeed they have only lived sixteen or seventeen years.
Hail to the Internet that allows any topic to be only a click or two away. We are also as equally disheartened when these students who
speak AAVE as their home language receive failing grades on the state English test that is required for graduation because of their lack of
use of the conventions of Academic English. While we know, appreciate and applaud the in-depth ideas these students use to create their
spoken and written discourse, we also understand the discontinuity they experience between their home and school languages, and, like
it or not, we also know the reality of this exam and the power it has over their future. We understand that this exam is situated in the
American society where there exists a range of thinking and acceptance about language variation. As Hymes (1981) noted “it may
sometimes seem that there are only two kinds of English in the United States, good English and bad English” (p. v). He further states,
“the United States is a country rich in many things, but poor in knowledge of itself with regard to language ” (p. v). There also exists a
profile about those who do not speak what is believed to be the good English (Bernstein, 1970). This profile promulgates a deficit image
of the speaker as well as the speaker’s language which, when played out in schools and professional situations that require the “good”
English, propels the profiled speaker in a downward spiral of failure. Our concern is that our students, who are speakers of Black English
Vernacular (BEV), are lumped within this profile.

Like other teachers with this realization, we want our students to have the knowledge they need to succeed in any venture they attempt;
and as their teachers we feel that one of our major tasks is to provide them with the supports they will need to move with linguistic ease
among the experiential landscapes of their homes and school and into a world full of new possibilities awaiting their exploration.

Being mindful of the linguistic debates that foreground the belief that success is tied to being able to give voice to ones ideas in a
standard English format as well as those who argue that expecting standard English usage of all students is promulgated racial
discrimination (Baugh 2000; Lee, 1997; Richardson, 2003; Wolfram et al., 1999), we wonder how we can teach our students about
language variation without disparaging their homes and communities. We continually study various instructional moves that will suggest
to our students that there are different variations of English; that, for example, their home language of Black English vernacular (BEV)
which is rule-governed at the syntactic and semantic levels has a long history of contributing to the artistic, literary and political
accomplishments of African American people and that many prominent speakers of Black English also know and use an academic English
variation when they decide it is situationally efficient. Through our instruction we strive to convey a model of different but not deficit
(Gorski, 2006); a model that eradicates classism rather than one that attempts to repair economically poor children (Payne, 2005); a
model that affords our students choices of the structures they select to use to communicate their ideas to various audiences.

Aware of those who will broker the power decisions about their future post-secondary school and work applications, interviews, positions
and successes, we worry about students whose home language is not a close variation of standard English. While we believe that these
power brokers should come to know the depth of thoughtfulness of ideas, arguments, and reasoning (Lee, 2005; 2006; 2007) presented
in voices and grammars that may not sound like their own we heed the words of Delpit (1995) that “we all interpret behaviors,
information, and situations through our own cultural lenses; these lenses operate involuntarily, below the level of conscious awareness,
making it seem that our own view is simply ‘the way it is”” (p. 151). These will be the lenses of the people making judgments that affect
the futures of these students who are from cultures that have been historically disenfranchised and have consequently not experienced
academic achievement. These are our students, those for whom classroom practice must be developed with the goal being to provide
them with opportunities to develop a continuum of language that results in preparing them to successfully move, by choice, among
speakers of the language varieties they will encounter at home, school, and their future worlds.

To this end we believe that we must provide avenues of learning that afford these students opportunities to expand their ways of
knowing and expressing their ideas through authoritative voices that will not be at odds with those in seats of power. We believe that as
a teachers we must provide our students with opportunities to expand their language registers by observing how many leaders from their
home language culture switched language registers to share their ideas and arguments when they chose to do so. The key to this
instruction is to arm students with linguistic knowledge that affords them the power of this same choice.

We believe that our work in this area is two pronged; to expand the knowledge platform of these power brokers through our public
discourse while remaining mindful that Edwards (2007) implored all educators to ensure that all children have all of the language
registers they need to succeed in situations outside of their homes. To this end this research will focus on the study of experiences that
provide students with opportunities to use their indigenous home languages (Smitherman & vanDijk, 1988) to explore other structured
language varieties (Labov, 1972) and their situational usage patterns. The primary goal being for students to have the language facility
to reason and structure arguments in both their native vernacular and academic English. Their having this continuum of linguistic
knowledge will ensure that their literacy “is not a single entity that occurs in different contexts, but a social practice that varies according
to the particular use to which it is put in each context” (Ball & Farr, 2003, p. 435). It is our intent to design an instructional intervention
that serves as a bridge rather than a barrier between the home literacy and school literacy practices of our students so that they will be
able sustain and create successful language relationships within whatever domains become the social and professional realities of their
futures.

Methodology
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6. Methodology *

(10,000 characters maximum) Describe the subjects or informants that will be used to answer the identified research questions. Where appropriate, describe
the subjects, materials, and procedures. Consider the following:

L Sample Methods - procedures and description

° Data Collection



° Instrumentation
° Procedures — materials; and detailed timeline and work plan

° Data Analysis - framework and procedures

Given the clearly articulated pedagogical goal and a lack of information about effective interventions for facilitating the use of academic
English among speakers of AAVE without compromising their rich language use at home, the most appropriate methodology for this
study is a formative experiment (Newman, 1990; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). Formative experiments have been used to study
engagement in reading of beginning English language learners (lvey & Broaddus, 2007), the use of computers to affect reading and
writing (Reinking & Pickle, 1993), vocabulary learning (Baumann, Ware, & Edwards, 2007), and the effectiveness of cognitive strategy
instruction for Latina/o readers (Jiminez, 1997). Formative experiments allow for inquiry and investigation using both qualitative and
quantitative traditions. Formative experiments focus on what it takes to achieve a pedagogical goal as well as the factors that inhibit or
enhance the effectiveness of the intervention (Reinking & Bradley, 2004).

Our study will borrow from Reinking and Watkins (1998)'s procedures (numbered below) to develop, refine, and confirm an intervention
approach for facilitating standard English with a group of 16-18-year-old African American students.

It is important to note that we have secured a location for the study. We have access to a group of high school teachers and students in
southern California. We collaboratively teach and study instructional practice with the teachers whose teaching experiences span from
one to thirty years. 90% of these teachers have completed a MA degree. The school has a formal partnership with us to conduct this
experiment. Our target student population will be 91 African-American students who speak BVE and are in the 10th or 11th grades.
100% of these students live in poverty.

1. Identify and justify a valued pedagogical goal.

We have identified the pedagogical goal of increasing African American students’ use of academic English while maintaining their rich
home language. The justification for this goal was outlined in the opening of this paper and is well-documented in the research literature.
Our goal is complex as we want to ensure that students understand that their home language is a valuable one and that they can
converse outside of home in other ways that are equally valuable.

2. Specify an instructional intervention and provide a rationale for why it might potentially be effective.

In their 10th or 11th grade English class, a group of African American students will receive instruction focused on language registers,
techniques writers and speakers use in persuasion, and professional conversation. Consistent with inquiry approaches, students will
develop criteria for evaluating speeches and written documents and then will apply these criteria to evaluate the written and oral
structures of persuasion used by many African American speakers and writers in business, government, journalism, literature,
entertainment, medicine, religion, science and technology, the military who have shared their ideas with various audiences through
written and spoken academic English. These will include but not limited to notables such as E.B. DuBois, Arthur Ashe, Carol Moseley
Braun, Oprah Winfrey, Kayne West, Joan E. Higginbotham, Toni Morrison, Colin Powell, Rita Dove, Condoleezza Rice and Barak Obama,
as well as locally known personalities such as newscasters, sports figures, educators, and politicians. Doing so will expose them to the
importance of selecting language, syntax and diction that conveys the intended message to the intended message (Flower, 1994).
Through observation and discussion students will come to realize the power of knowing one’s audience. The task gains authenticity
because these students will then be asked to create persuasive oral and written discourse to be shared with readers of The New York
Times, Ebony Magazine and members of their family. This will encourage them to understand that language is additive and that all of
their registers are powerful and appropriate depending on the audience. Other intervention experiences that will be studied with this
same intent include:

= inviting students to rewrite and record in BVE the academic statements of African American and Anglo speakers from speakers and
writers in business, government, journalism, literature, entertainment, medicine, religion, science and technology, the military. This will
add some levity to the instructional process as well as provide them with and opportunity to discuss the mismatch between the audience
and the selected language vernacular.

= creating personal video journals of themselves speaking in both BVE and academic English. This will provide them the opportunity to
view themselves as public speakers and to consider the audience to whom they are speaking.

= using a Language Experience Approach to develop an understanding of the relationship between spoken and written forms of
language and an understanding of the different registers commonly used with each.

3. Collect data to determine which factors in the educational environment enhance or inhibit the specified intervention’s effectiveness.

Formative experiments require regular collection and analysis of data to determine next steps for intervention. We will collect daily
teaching plans, weekly observational field notes, weekly video recordings of students in class, bi-weekly interviews with students,
monthly interviews with their content teachers regarding the transfer of their language knowledge to new academic situations, all student
work products assigned by the teachers, monthly common formative assessment scores, and our own daily journal entries.

As noted by Reinking and Bradley (2008), “unlike other dominant research methodologies in education research, conceptualizing and
conducting formative and design experiments are not driven mainly by a particular method of collecting and analyzing data” (p. 21). Our
plan for data collection includes a number of qualitative tools as well as formal measures of achievement. We will meet weekly, on Friday
afternoons, to review the data collected for the week and to reevaluate the factors that have accelerated or hindered the intervention.
We understand that this will require several hours every Friday as we will use a constant comparative method to identify emerging
hypotheses and to identify the specific components of the intervention should be continued and which should be modified.

4. Use data to modify the intervention to achieve the pedagogical goal more efficiently and effectively.

The intervention we have designed to start the study is based on the thinking of some of the best scholars in the field. However, these
recommendations have not been put into practice as an intervention with a group of students. As with all formative experiments, we
expect to modify the intervention to achieve the pedagogical goal along the way. As we do so, we will document each change, the
reasons for the change, and the impact the change had on student engagement, behavior, learning, and achievement.

5. Consider what positive or negative effects the intervention is producing beyond those associated with the pedagogical goal.

As we conduct this formative experiment, we will regularly analyze our notes and other sources of data for unanticipated results. We
expect that the systematic nature of formative experiments will allow us to collect a great deal of information about students and their
responses to schooling.

6. Consider the extent to which the educational environment has changed as a result of the intervention.

As outlined in #3, we will routinely collect information about the educational environment and how it is changing. One important aspect
of teaching students to use standard English as needed is changing the perspectives of people around them such that other language
registers and structures are recognized as appropriate based on the audience and context. In addition, we expect to identify a number of



changes that occur in the educational environment as we shine our research light on this particular pedagogical goal.
Procedures

As we have noted, we will be working with a group of teachers and approximately 91 African American students. In this
University/School collaborative we have the roles of teacher mentor as well as teaching colleagues since we also teach these students.
During the course of one academic school year, we will implement and evaluate the intervention using a formative experiment through
the ever-developing pedagogy we have identified earlier. Our timeline includes:
August
= Obtaining the speeches and written discourse of the identified leaders.
= Obtaining class schedules and parent consent.
September
= Collecting initial writing samples from the students that discuss the value of owning multiple language registers. This will allow us to
obtain both writing and attitude samples related to the topic of study.
= Collecting attitude samples from the teachers regarding their beliefs about academic English and language variations. This will provide
insights about how teachers view BVE.
= Beginning conversations with students regarding language usage
October —June
= Implementing, evaluating, and revising the instructional intervention plan through weekly reviews of the data collection
= Collecting and studying the intervention process through analysis of teachers’ daily teaching plans, weekly observational field notes
collected by research assistant, weekly video recordings of students in class, bi-weekly interviews with students, monthly interviews with
their content teachers regarding the transfer of their language knowledge to new academic situations, all student work products assigned
by the teachers, monthly common formative assessment scores, and our own daily journal entries.
July-August
= Summarizing findings for conference presentations and journal articles

Research Significance
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7.

What populations will benefit, in what ways? *

(10,000 characters maximum) Discuss the potential impact of your work on research and practice in literacy.

Importantly, as Ivey and Broaddus (2007) note, “Formative experiments leave open the possibility for creating interventions that are
actually responsive to a particular group of students in a particular context” (p. 515). This is true of the research we have proposed since
the focus of this research is an investigation of an instructional intervention, which is designed to enhance the oral and written language
patterns of African American students. The significance of these findings will have far reaching implications.

Our intent is to garner a better understanding of classroom practice that supports culturally and linguistically diverse students as they
develop an understanding of the power of their written and spoken language patterns as well as the appropriateness of using a particular
register, which is characterized by different tones and language markers, with a particular audience. We will further examine student
responses to developing their personal understandings that knowledge of a variety of registers provides them with opportunities to
increase their power of communication across situations and audience. The feasibility of accomplishing these goals as an additive model
of sociolinguistic language development will be the first area of significance resulting from this study. These findings will have wide
generalizability to similar populations of students.

Because we believe the teacher is vital to a student’s successful school experience, we will be studying the development of this
instructional intervention model with the classroom teachers of these students. These teachers are very willing associates because they
realize that the significance of one’s language and linguistic knowledge are resources that ensure success in one’s home, school, and
future world communities. As we develop and study this curriculum together we will all come to more fully realize our roles in “allowing
bidialectical students’ voices to be heard, legitimized, and leveraged within their classrooms” (Ball, 2005, p. 283). These understandings
will also have wide generalizability for teachers regarding how their attitudes as well as their practice profoundly affect the language
knowledge and use across situations for culturally and linguistically diverse populations of students.

We also plan to share this information with our teacher educator colleagues across the country who design and implement teacher
education programs. The model of language instruction that we are investigating is grounded in the belief that a child’s success in school
can be ensured if instruction builds upon and with home literacy practices and language. This mindset replaces a unidirectional approach
to a bidirectional approach to home-school interaction and appreciation as the basis for instruction. The unidirectional approach has a rich
history of causing dissonance for those students whose home environment and language are very different from that of their school
because the home and the school convey different, often conflicting, messages about academic expectations, language, and educational
and social values to the child (Comer, 1980). A bidirectional approach, which support a relationship where families and educators co-
construct school ideologies, offers a clearly articulated unified message of literacy expectations and possibilities. In the process of this co-
construction educators come to know, understand and respect the home ideologies of families within the school community. They begin
to understand their student’s home literacy practices as well as how they can draw from these to support the student’s continued
language and literacy development. This co-construction eliminates a one-way view because the families also are invited to share and
develop the school ideologies. The result of this synchronization will hopefully be a fuller understanding and acceptance about language,
culture, learning, and differences shared by all members within each student’s world as well as a unified voice about literacy expectations
and possibilities. Because of this information becoming a part of the preparation of teachers it will also reach the parents of the students
they teach.

In addition to strengthening the school curriculum and preparation of these teachers and other educators to whom this information can
be generalized we plan to reach administrators and policymakers through the oral and written publication of our findings. The impact this
information can have on administrators and policymaking is also far reaching and crucial if change based on the advancements that
continue to occur in our understanding of language instruction as a result of findings from sociolinguistically based research is to become
educational policy that is supported by funding. Once this happens we can hope to see mandated changes in assessments, teaching
materials and teacher preparation programs. These changes will indicate that the dominant view that there are cognitive and social
limitations to the use of language registers that are not related to academic or standard English usage are being expanded to suggest
that there are multiple ways of knowing and sharing information. This view is supported by “overwhelming evidence that children, and



indeed all neurologically normal speakers, have a repertoire of linguistic resources upon which to draw for social meanings” (Health,
2001, p. xvii-xviii).

Our procedural plan is to begin this conversation with the policymakers within our own state. This is very possible since one of us is the
Co-Director of the Center for the Advancement of Reading, a statewide organization with significant involvement in state-level policy in
reading language arts. This position allows direct communication with state legislators, state board members, state language arts
framework authors, state department of education staff members, and teacher credentialing officials.

In conclusion the significance of the dissemination of these findings will impact our students and many other students who have
traditionally been devalued because their home language is an unfamiliar discourse to their teachers. Our goal is that they become full
members of the learning community with an expanded knowledge about their language and its relationship to a wide range of audiences.
This information will ensure them the power to decide how they will to share their messages.

As these findings reach teacher educators, principals, and legislators plans for ensuring that schools and homes work to establish a
bidirectional message about language and learning will become a reality that is obvious through curriculum, assessments, materials, and
instruction. This same sensitivity and mutual respect will become obvious as teachers implement as additive model of language
instruction that supports literacy learning for all of their students.

These findings hold great promise for all constituents who engage in conversations about appropriate teaching and learning practices for
linguistically and culturally diverse students.
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