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and multilingual context of the boarding school
student population made it necessary to resort to
English as a lingua franca outside of the classroom
in such places as the dormitory and cafeteria and
in extra-curricular activities. Many Indian students
remained in the boarding schools for a period of
eight years under strict military discipline without
being allowed to see their parents. Spicer describes
the boarding school situation in this way;

“Out of touch with parents and other Indi
an adults, and under the instruction of men and
women who were officially and usually person
ally antagonistic to native Indian ways including
language, as well as unequipped for learning the
Indian languages, the students in periods of three
or four years learned how to speak English and,
somewhat less effectively, to read and write it.
A sort of boarding school dialect of English de
veloped, recognizable as a ‘foreign’ version of
English...” (1962: 440).

The linguistic phenomenon Spicer refers to as
“Boarding School English” or Harvey (1974) calls
“Dormitory English” was surely not a uniform
dialect but was probably also characterized by
individual Indian substrata. However, that would
not have ruled out a certain amount of leveling
based on general interlingual strategies available
to all learners of a second language.

Interestingly, the nature of English among In
dian boarding school students in the late nineteenth
century became the subject of a short paper by
the German philologist Hugo Schuchardt, who is
generally credited with pioneering the study of pid
gins and creoles in the 1880s. Schuchardt rejected
the Neo-Grammarian assumption that language
change was necessarily internally regular, and he
argued for language hybridization as one of the
major forces in language change. To substantiate
his claim, he turned to a large corpus of written
data which he had collected by corresponding
with Europeans living in those parts of the world
where pidgin and creole languages were spoken.
Among these data were copies of the Carlisle Indi
an School newspaper containing samples of Indian
students’ writing with what Schuchardt called the
pecularities of language mixture (Gilbert 1980).
Schuchardt implicitly raised the question whether
these Indian varieties of English were coalescing
into a stabilized variety, such as Black English, or
were merely idiosynchratic errors stemming from
native language interference.

Admitting that he did not know the slightest
bit about American Indian languages and point
ing out the limitations of his data, Schuchardt
nevertheless identified in very careful terms certain

salient structures which typically seem to surface
in situations of language mixing involving English..
Among them were the morphological reduction of
third person singular, pronoun repetition of a noun
subject, coalescence of personal and possessive
pronouns, coalescence of masculine and feminine
pronouns:

“Various features occur with great frequency
in the School News, e.g., the omission of the s of
the third person singular present (she know, she
think, she give, one hoy ask) and the pleonastic
placement of the pronoun after the subject (my
father he took me, the people it was very glad,
Philadelphy it is a large city, where ladies they
learn, one gentleman he said). Other frequently
occurring features are the use of the personal pro
noun for the possessive pronoun (he name), and
the confusion of he and she (my horse her name,
two Cheyenne boys - one she name Little Elk, one

she name Kise)” (Gilbert 1980: 36).
Regarding variable copula deletion, Schu

chardt remarked: “On the other hand, to he fre
quently does not appear in the present tense when a
gerund, adjective, or adverb follows: I continuing,
I just thinking, you expecting, they always talking,
I very happy all children glad, when Mary Sioux
there. We also find I anxious, she afraid for /
was anxious, she was afraid; these illustrate the
very frequent interchange of the present and the
imperfect, occurring after the time of the action
has been established” (Gilbert 1980: 36).

In addition, a pattern of overgeneralizing En
glish tense-marking on the one hand and an em
phasis on aspectual distinction on the other was
discovered:

“But now, since the nuances of tense find suf
ficient expression in was and have, the difference
between felt and feel serves no further purpose....
Examples are (a) I was received, I was stayed, I
was felt, Columbus was discovered, you both were
came, the wind was blew, (b) I was meet, I was
try, we was have, he was smoke (this is a durative
imperfect) -1 have work, I have accomplish, I have
see” (Gilbert 1980: 36).

Regrettably, Schuchardt did not continue his
study of the characteristics of Boarding School
English varieties, probably because of lack of
additional data, but his short study suggested a
direction of research far ahead of its time. In
fact, studies on American Indian English published

 before 1982 fail to mention Schuchardt’s article

entirely.
A similar set of data from boarding school

students at Haskell Institute located in Lawrence,
Kansas, was analysed by Richard and Mary Jo


