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FOREW ORD

Dell Hymes
Dean, Graduate School of Education
University of Pennsylvania
Working Papers in Educational Linguis tics (WPEL) renews
a concern that is as old as the origins of the Univers ity of
Pennsylvania and of organized linguist ics in the United States.
Benjamin Franklin founded the institut ion that later became
the University out of a concern for the teaching of English
in the multilin gual Pennsylvania of his day. Leonard Bloomfield
was the symbolic center of the first generation of autonomous
linguist s in this country , especia lly through his book,
Language (1933), a book which is at one and the same time a
theoreti cal stateme nt, a definiti on of a field, and a textbook
from which to learn. Throughout his career, Bloomfield was
passion ately concerned to relate linguist ic research to the
practice of schooling and the education of every citizen.
If the concern is old, the term, 'educati onal linguis tics,'
is new. It is justifie d because the practice of linguis tics,
like the meaning of words, is always an interact ion with
context. As ordinary users of English, we have to recognize
that the term 'languag e' itself may mean a finite sequence of
words (the 'languag e' of an amendment), the verbal charact eristics
of an author or genre (the '1anguage' of Shakespeare, the
'1 anguage' of the novel), a judgment of competence ("why they
have no 'language' at all"), a defining attribut e of our own
species (of which there are three: language, tools and incest
taboo, Roman Jakobsen opined a decade ago), the title of a book
(by Jesperse n, Sapir, Bloomfield, or Whatmough), a complexity
one wishes to avoid in favor of 'grammar' as the object of
'
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a science (as in recent remarks by Chomsky). As academic users
of English, we have to recognize that the meaning of 'lingui stics'
also is very much a function of interac tions with context. We
have some sense of the differe nces among institu tions, as between
those in which 'lingu istics' involves a close connection wi:th an
English department and those in which it involves a close connection
with a philosophy department, an anthropology department, a
psychology department, or some combination of departments. Our
univer sity is fortuna tely one in which a close connection between
linguis tics and a School of Education has grown up in recent years.
In each contex t, the person with a technical competence in
linguis tics finds a somewhat differe nt set of problems and needs
with regard to language. Whatever the ideas that may hold the
center of the stage in linguis tics proper at a certain period , there
will always be persons in other fields who sustain a traditi on of
concern with language from the standpoint of logic or epistemology,
of kinship or prehis tory, of cognition or motivation, an so on.
What it means to use linguis tics in each of these connections will
differ. Almost never will it be a case simply of taking the results
of curren t problematics of linguis tics as given. (In a strict
sense, the dialec tic of interac tion with context means that there
is never really such a thing as 'applie d' lingui stics). The
problems and needs of the cognate field will require a selecti on
and grouping of the contents of linguis tics that is somewhat
sui ~neris, and will pose questions to which linguis tics as such
does not have answers. To answer the questions will require
discovery of additio nal data and, sometimes, method. SuTh is the
case with the philosophy of language or lingui stic philosophy,
the anthropology of language, linguis tic anthropology·or
anthropological lingui stics, the psychology of language or
psycho linguis tics, sociol inguis tics, educational lingui stics.
Of the manifold ramific ations of linguis tics today,
socioli nguist ics is closes t kin to educational lingui stics, as
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the contents of this firs t number of WPEL indi cate
. The
common ground indeed is very grea t. For both, lang
uage is
inhe rent ly soci al. For both, the stra tegi c orga
niza tion of
verbal means to encompass or address situ atio ns
(to adapt terms
put forth by Kenneth Burke more than fort y years
ago in his
'Philosophy of Lite racy Form' (1941) is fundamen
tal to understanding.
Competence is a function of soci al as well as biol
ogic al heri tage .
There is nonetheless a dist inct ion to be made.
Ling uists
working in the cont ext of education must address
a speech
community, and aspi ratio ns with regard to the acqu
isiti on and
disp lay of competence; the diff eren tial access and
abil ity in
regard to language that exis ts in every group; the
local
inst itut iona l stru ctur e of teaching and lear ning
. In a phrase,
etho s, equi ty, curriculum. The phrase over simp
lifie s, but it
points in the needed dire ctio n.
Many may cont ribu te to this conjuncture of ques
tions and
task s. We are fort unat e at the University of Penn
sylvania to
have the kind of cooperation that makes it poss
ible to iden tify
'educational ling uist ics' as a focus of concern
in both a
School of Education and a Department of Ling uist
ics. By
iden tifyi ng such a focus, we faci lita te advance
in dealing with
the questions involved. May these Working Pape
rs cont ribu te
for many years with both the researches they repo
rt and the
consciousness they rais e.

