flight T is said that language reflecis social Zratification, differentialion. and
social/geographic distance. In flighi there isevidencs éf members preseating themsetves
and their social stances, exercising their interaction skills in particular ways to transmit
information, exchange ‘repartee’ and switch codes or styles. This switching reflects
differentiation of attitude, often depending on the topic (see Fishman, 1972). For example,
10 How'd the game go las’ nighs?

It looks like this confareace will be usefsl Tor all lmls of

the vork force.
Both of the above were uttered by the same member, with different pace, voice, tone and
seating posture within three minutes.

Narration isa skill which, it has been shown (Tannen, 1983, Cazden, 1980), reflects
ethaic tradition on a number of levels. Conversational style, incmdiag the sequencing of
data aad the inclusion of internal evaluation (as oppezed to exiernal evalustive data (see
Tannen), reflects the value 2ad tradition of eraiity in the ethnic group. The rights w use
narrative as a methed of clarifying meaning are distriduted (unegqually) to those who are
privileged with success or academic distinction where the society is ‘Literarily’ orientated
(see Cazden). It may be usefull to expiore the modes and metheds of pacration and parrative
in a T-group setting, taking into consideration the varisbles of ethnic background of
speakers and sudiencs, topic narrated, response of sudience (and their ethnic or
educational contexis), and mood of group lie.  introspective/towards
flight/intellectualising, e1c.). | |

- Iniimacy-introspection. 1a 8 group pméem course the essential element aimed
for is'natural behaviour'. Itis hoped thal, gradually, the members will rid themsetves of
all preteations, facades and assumed roles and arrive al their "real salve&'. While it is
admitted that no intsraction is completsly unencumbered by mcieul influences, it is
ro;sonable to assume that the intense ‘sharing’ in the intimacy introspection phases might
reflect the vernacular of the members. {The veraacular of the group (if such a thing
could be posited) would be characterissd by particulsr vocabulary, the mutually
intelligidle Ianguage variety sad ceriaia norms of discourse). The individual member's
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idiolect may represent, ém veriety of the vernacular o @s;:iw @agum 5po2ch commuaity
Tﬁe intensity of the interaction w8y b2 such thas the Spaaker doe3 ol pay allepticd 1o
style, i.e. monitors the production ¢ phonology, syntes, vocasutary, prosody) very Liule, i
atall. A quotation {rom the assisiant facilitatoe »ay be relevaat bare. In session 7, after a
particularly fraughi discussion betweesn 2 number of members, he said:
11 Now you re getting raal)
Later, he explained that anger tends o promote vemonilored, spestaneons behaviane
which often displays astitudes and deeply heild boliefs, Research has shown {Labov, 18780,
Gumperz, 1966} that the veraacular - witk its range of tacites - provides the moss
Systematic data for investigalin g speach Styies and codes,

It may be gass;?ﬁ.ﬂ;s W ocompars the memberg puriormane:  witn fegard

hypercorrection, syie shift, or register shif: §n various phasss of ibe sessions,

4._Code Switching In coms commuaities, cade choice has Bigh degess of regularity
(Blom & Gumperz, 1572) even whils the switching might be subsonaciously azecutad.
Styles reflect attitudes ip oneseil, one's interlocutorts) sad to the message being gent
Every speaker has more than one style. the range of availahle styles depending on the
range of roles played in socioty and the individval's aitaption to pprepriacy of weshal
behaviour in any given sitvation. The difference between a Mmd 8 spde it could be

posited, is a matter of degree where ooz is discussing one ‘grestes speech community’ ie.

may be considersd to refer ic a language (of o ation) ve 3 23l which is smploved by an
scknowledged groy P of speakers for a pacicular pusoose. i has been sasd that while tie
employment of a vaciety of sivles may seom raadom. thars is somally m#g systematicity la
the choice. (See Gumpers, 19667, The sw;izchmg of Hyies amid ane \mmﬁ interaction has o
metaphoric quality, indicating a sneaker's sensilivity 13 the context and/ur some particulsr
intention or perceived intaptior.  The sociclingiintic ex'eensise of inoking at spesch

styles and the choices of forms of speach which My dopend on Sve or crwest 8242,
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atempts to identify the componenis of the forms and hov they relate to ons another,
Within ope speech community thers is 2 range of 5ivles tompounded by the range of
components of each style (With respest 1o the conlent, the producer of the speech, the
receiver of the message and the slements which make ug e productien and reception).
Code switching can indicate (e5 a metaphor) solidarity, as in the case of iwo
members who were both members of a Muslim sect, and greeted each other with
12 Szlam a lzkum.
atevery meeting. Similarly, two biack members spoke to each other in English which was
almost unintelligible to some white members. Three Jewish mamﬁers exchanged ideas on
customs and food using the appropriate lexis (Yiddish terms) with regard to cooking
processes. |
| Fishman (1972) has pointed to the phenomenon of m@ié ominsting the fanguage
use.(See, e.g., ex_..m. above) Thus, speakers switch codes even during one conversation
where an aspect changes or different persona are introduced. A prime example of such
switching occurred when o black mesber was talking a@aﬁ the hospitality of the South .
At the mention of his mother, he switched from 3 standard varisty (which nevertheless

had some eiements of BEV) to s much more apparent variety of BEV

13 If 1 taks y'all t'ma howme o5 3202 a3 vou gii there - she
-if the kitchem,

if she’s in bed she git up - all 7-4 gotta sat somefin

A further way of looking at cade switching is as a manifestation of linguistic
insecurity I has bean found that corisin sscial groups maintain their siyles when in
different environments and are awars of their linguistic praciicss, while ethers alter
their styles {e.g. hypercorrect) mors readily (see Labov 171). The differance in styie may
be identified as attention tc speech {e.g., ro. prosunciation or fezis). An exalee of code
switching in response o an envirenment vhers the member displaved insec%rity {slso
non-verbelly) follows. The member was a white businessmap from New Englan& who was

appointed spokesperson . When saroumcing sctivities ar distribuiing departmental

44



_ Jaxsr: Group Procssses
notices he adopted 8 formal tope (unliks hw vernacvisrl, envncistirg svery wegd _
(hypercorrecting). When speaking with one of ths oo dlack mmbers, he m@@mg i
lexis such s
14 dmlé. wheels (for car), bad
and other such stereotypical vocabulary (see Volfson, Chapter V). Inappropriate code use
or illegitimate code use (such thas it iséoclally obvious that the code is inappropriate, ¢, g.
by dint of other ethnichackground) causes social disharmeay. Some Zroups are offended
by “aliens” attempiing to break their solidarity by appropriating their style Others age
flattered but their regard for the “usurpers” is not atways respectful. Ia the case citad
above, one black member appeared scmewhat
uncomfortable. Two (white) members had noted the event in their journals .

Eminent sociolinguists have defined the 'spesch community’ as:

{i) "say human 8garegate characterized by reguiar and frequeat interaction by
means of a body of verbal sigas and set off from similar *§3regales by sigmificant
differencesin fanguage usage”. (Cumperz, 1968):

(i) "a commuaity sharing knowiedge of rutes for gk conduct and interpretation of
speech. Such sharing comprises knowiedze of a3 leset ope form of speech, and
knowledge also of its patterns of use” (Eymes, 1974);

(iii) "s neutralterm. . does not imply say perticulsr §iz3,.......81 of whose members
share at leasta single speech variety sod porms for itz sppropriaie |
use” (Fishman, 1571).

' Gumperz, in 1964, described the “linguisiie repertoire” of g linguistic commuspity g
the “totality of styles, dialects and languages used whtin 2 socially definiad comamuniiy”
Fishman (1971) descrides the “beliel -behaviour system® as baving the following
dimeasions: standardization, autonomy, historicity, az vitality,
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The .’i‘- Group canformed 2o many of the above critesis. I had a muwaﬁy
inteiligible language (English) Wﬁaicﬁ aad bees srcepisd 22 2 norm; therefore scae could
admit standardization and ruls sharing. 3t alse had a garticular, vaique code consistiag of
group-specific lezis and some particular phrases, idiems and norms of discourse which had
idiosyncratic meaning for the group. Therefore ope could atiridute the ‘setting off from
similar aggregates by siganificact differences’ facter to the group, heace "autonomy”.
Finally, it had a dyaamism characterised by the growing body of common experiencsas
which were refiected in the vocabulary, the “calch phrases” and the inferences made
from utterances, based on the ever-growing knowiedge of underlying issues and social
factors which had a bearing on the viterances. Hence there existed “historicity, shared
knowledge and vitality™. _

Now that the greup has ceased 1 sxist, the specific ianguage variety will die (with

the ever-decreasing contact of the members) and the saly remaant will be the wrilten

word (the journals and t2rm papers)! .

In view of the shove ascriptions, members of the
speech community will be described with reference t their Hnguistic repertoires and the
influences and factors which relate to their performancs in the community.

Of the two 'foreigners’, ons spoke English 25 8 second isnguags. She vas
from (_:hina. aad displayed & number of recognisable interionguage traits such 2z omission
of past tense markses, omission of final ‘s’ in 2 sumber of eavireamenis, aad idiosyncratie
collocation of prepositions. 3She employed & type of ‘coalirmation check/end of wra
signal’ (see Long, 1980) at the ends of manv of her sentences which were comprehensibie
but frequently dispiayed a narrow competeace in regisier
appropriacy. The confirmation check’ consisted of one word, ie. "Yeah", uitared at 3 low
pitch with slight rising intonation, 2.3.,

i3 . The way be traal peopis ~ really kurt me. Tooh.

46



Jakas: Group Processas
and _
16 Itol’ the teacher, mos’ of the time {22 ¥ear an’
tea honth) I work in the Iaboratory. Yeah

collocated wita the style and register).

The other fereigner spoke a variety of English {BF) whick was different from the
norm but caused minimaj probiems for the foreigner in terms of comprehending and
being comprehended . R wasin cultural references and idiomaiic use of certain jexis tha;
breskdowns in communication occurred. These caused 2 rift in commupication aad
group-feeling on a number of occasions (between the group and the two), As the group
became more cohesive this and other differential aititudes faded.

In some phasass, members’ langusge refiocted taeir eccupations and in
others, their famitial and social roles outside the 8roup seiling.  Within the group,
furthermore, certain pecple played particular roles (assigned op self-imposed) which
employed (or required) an identifiable style. The mest evert of these was the languaze of
the two facilitators. It was the facilitstor's drief o intervene as lityle 23 possible in the _
process. Indeed, some facilitators do not uytter 8 wvord through cmpie&é sessions. Wiaay
they do speak (known a3 intervention) they do so ta comment on tha process, rather Biz g
Greek chorus, or to respond to 8 member's mossage elicitating. Tha ianguage is, therefors,
formal, pithy (economical) and possibly (as i the case of inis study) uttered with a didaczic
tone. The facifitators' messages were not usually direct or referential but jastead Vérs
intended to make the group think sbout the process aad iafsr meaning; these srw
known s ‘nen specific interventions’. The type of laaguage nsad by the facilitaiors
(particularly the assistant, who was perceived as lecking suthority and therefnrs haviag



oo right to "pontificate’ a3 be did) alisnated them from the group sincs they did.mt sesm
%o be preparad 1o reveal their ‘real’
selves by using their vernacular. Exampies of facilistors’ uiterances follew:
17  Thai is the myih of kagviedge
i3 Touw ars et angry easngh
19 The group has achivved a grester degree of intimacy - and doesa’t
- keow what to do with i2.

Even less acceptable to the group was the behavicur - manper, sitire and maintenance
of distance (social, physical and spiritual) - of one of the members whose formal style
pever deviated. Every ene of his few ullerances was executed iz a clesr, sieady tone, the
result, it is assumed, of much premedilation and careful monitoring.

In contrast to the above exampie was ihe language of the psycho-therapists which
was spoatanecys and refizscied faelings both immediaie 2nd contemplated. Certain phrases
were obviously part of the jargon or argos (see Tripn 1971 sunh as
20 A piecs of @2 ia Tzeling thal..........
and

21 Ky immediste reacticn 23 you was angerand {
wondsr whery this snger iz coming from.

Conclnsien

In this paper, the aim was to give account of one Group Processes course: its setting,
participants, significamt linguistic festures asad particuier ideatlity relating to
socioliaguistic phenomena. Since the siudy involved participant cbservation sad s
particular, unique group of pecplo whe will never sgain meet under the same
circumstances, it would be impessibie to replicate such a siudy.

Nevertheless, sxamination of similar courses might be 3 fruitfl enterpeise. Thesush
the study of the language produced, one may be able to investigate & pumber of iﬁmn

using the T-group as focal point: {ilthe veriables of pasiicipans meXe-up in s group and
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the offect of cortain individugis on the social behavions of cthers: {iidoplc sddressing and
topic switching: (iii) forms ol @3comrse: Aoy sthaic Henllty alfects them: {iv) tha effect
of context and context boundednoss {zee Milroy 15345 on g spesch evens. And the
antithesis of this, as posited by Silvermen, lin interview,1987) who has sought to attain
coniext-free situstions in T-groupsty en couraging group members (o remain ‘ansaymeys'
or to present themselyes as the personae they desire o be; {7)signs and senses of ethaicity
and attitudes to them: ({vilthe innguage of the 'phasss’: bow and why the vernacular is
employed and what effect it has on the context; (vii) cross-culural communication in 3
‘closed community’ {including “foreigner @lk®);,  {viil) the T-group as 2 ‘spesch
commuaity’.

By looking at cae grow P 8s representative of spciety at large, cae may gain insights
into communication and its breakdowans, ianguage ehangs, values of fandard and non-
standard varieties, and the inflzences aid pewer which ianguage wields. Iy would seem
that psyche-educational processes degartments have much o offer their colleagues far
beyond the limits of the raiionale it proposes for s Eroup processes course!

I An eartier version of this ftan : T
Pager was written for the course Sociolinguistics in 48
taught by Cher; Micheay. g Education
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