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Syntactical Speech Patterns of Black Children
From a Depressed Urban Area: Educators
Look at Linguistic Findings

Should children in lower socio-economic areas wnose
speecn is categorized as nonstandard or divergent English te
taught with materials which most ciosely approximate the
language associated with their environment? Although tnere
arc many reports in current educational literature (Barax:
and Shuy, 1969; Fasold and Shuy, 1970) suggesting that the
linguistic system of divergent English speaking black childrin
presumably provides interference when they try to use standard
Znf.isn, -- that which is recognized as "correct" by the edu-
cated majority -- there is disagreement about the implicatiors
fcr instruction (Venezky, 1970, 340-42), The investigators
initiated this study in order to propose and iﬁplemgnt sonme
~natructional decisions regarding this‘problem.

In a recent study Buratz (1969) assessed the aniiity
-7 vhildron to repeat nonstandard, or divergent Englisn sci.--

s possessing the following characteristics: (1) absence

or tae "s" in the third person- singular, present tense;

(2) :zero copulaj (3) double negation and ain't; (4) sub-
stitution of did or can for the "if" expression of option

or condivion; (5) zero past marker; (6) zero possessive
waricer; (7)  zero plural marker; and (8) use of "be" in a
tzuporal sense (See Appendix A). She .found that black lower-
socio-economic level children were superior to white middle
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class children in the ability to reproduce these structures
orally. This was taken as evidence that the black children
had learned a different, though systematic, language code

than their white counterparts. Baratz also compared the
performance of black and white children with the following
standard structures: (1) third person singular; (2) presence
of copula; (3) treatment of negation; (4) if-did; (5) past
marker; (6) possessive marker; and (7) plural marker.

(There is no standard counterpart for the use of "ve" in a
temporal sense.) She concluded, as a result of the inferior
perrormance of black children on repeating the standard con-
stirructions, that they were generally not bidialectal. Tnis
served as her Jjustifiication later for advocating and promoting
the use of "transition readers" written in their dialect tc
help divergent English speaking children in initial reading
activities (Baratz and Shuy, 1969, 119). She did suggest,
however, "that language assessment of disadvantaged Negro
chilidren must involve measures of their knowledge of non-
standard English as well as additional measures of their
kncwiedge of standard English" (Baratz, 1969, 889).

Labov (1965) had noted in his dialect study of the
lower Eastside of New York City that most of his informants
were able to detect divergent forms in the speech of others
2von though they used these forms themselves. DeStefano (1972)
rerorted a study in which black children who spoke divergent

English were able to use an increasingly larger number of

o
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standard forms witnin the school setting as they progrecsec
tarough the grades. Pope (1971) found that blackx and whito
children in his study generated the same range of syntactic

structures. Golub (1972) even identified similar deviaticn

!

O

Irouw. standard English in the spoken and written languaze of
the black and white fourth- and fifth-graders in his study.
Tne study which is reported here grows out of a search to
acquire additional data in support of these findings.

IT there is evidence that black speakers of

slvergent Inglish are indeed bidialectal, having available
regources of standard English as well as divergent English,
tnen they may just as well be taught with materials written

in the prestige dialect even though it might be necessary to

“mcdify the content and vocabulary of standard Bnglish
materials to better reflect the environment of the child ..."
(Veaezky, 1970, 340). This point of view is expressed oy
one writer (Jovanovich, 1971-72, 46) in this way:

It is repeatedly suggested that black children
should be provided with books that imitate
street language: for example, "My grandmother
she cook greens" - this being a sentence I
found in a primer that was experimentally used
in a Chicago school. Most black educators
agree that presenting such usage to. children

. is quite useless. A child who can read that

: sentence will also be able to read, "My granc-

mother ccoks greens', and if he is confronted
with such writing he will be affronted.

Xurneth Goodman (1965, 858) has also commented about the need
Jor reckoning with the opposition of parents to the use of

¢pecial reading materials based upon the nonprestigious

Civergernc dialect.




The investigators are seeking ultimately to cdetermine

if black children who speak nonstandard, or divergent mnclich
can respond to sténdard English materials as well as to diver=-
gent English ones. Assessment of nonstandard or diverzznt
characteristics is limited to those which are associated in
the Baratz study with black economically'disadvanta.ged children.
The study is Dbeing undertaken in several stages, the first of
which is described in this report. The investigators acknowl-
edge that their status as educators rather than professional
linguists may impose some limitations on their interpretation
of the syntactical characteristics around which this study is
centerced. However, they also feel that their efforts are
reflective of the obligation which educators have for inter-
preting linguistic findings and determining how to utilize

ancé &opry them in the classroom.

Purpose

The purpose of this flrst stage of the study wa: to
muire the syntactical speech characteristics of selectoc
srawrs of black elementary grade children in depressed arain
o' an Bastern city with those characteristics identifieca o
Baraiz. Groups of children selected for the study included
“indergarteners, and low achievers and average achievers
Jrom intermediate grades three to six. The following questions
were considered:

l. To what extent do these groups produce divergent

and standard speech?
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2. Are there differences between these grouns
in their production of divergent and standara
speech?

3. To what extent do these groups produce stecifilc

divergent and standard syntactical speecrh.
' characteristics?
L4, To what extent dc individuals within these
groups produce divergent and standard speech?
5. To what extent do individuals within thece

groups produce specific divergent and standarc

syntactical speech characteristics consistentiy?

Sample

Teachers of third, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade

childéren in four schools situated in depressed areas of the
city were asked to select two groups of children. Grouv A
‘na.sted of bplack cnildren whgm the teachers categorizecd as
s souiers of nonstandard, or divergent, English, who wers
r.aginative and verbal and who were low achievers in reading.
770, 5 dlso consisted of biack children whom the teachcrs

v

cateorized as speakers of nonstandard, or divergent, =ngllsh,
wne wore imaginative and verbal but who were average achieverc
i reading. The need for pupils in these categories who wcuid
ve verbal in a school situation with unfamiliar adults limizd
T2 nunoers of subjects available for the study in these schicols.

Znern too, within the particular population studied more subjects

were available who were low achievers in reading than subjects

Q €
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who were average or high achievers in reading. Tnerec were ¢
tsrwe rurils in the low achieving Group A and twenty pupils in
the average achieving Group B. The mean reading score of the
low achievers was at the nineteenth percentile; that of thc

averame achlevers was at the forty-eighth percentile Tor Lar::

ity norms. In order to compare children's language perforuances

.

at the beginning of their school experiences and later afier

undergoing the effects of formal instruction, kindergarten

teachers in three of the schools were asked to identify scveral

verbal, responsive children in their classes. There were
Tifteen children in this group which comprised Group C in

tnhe study.

Procedure

An oral language sample from each child was ob-
tainad during an individual interview. Each child was asked
to tell a story about a picture (one of a series in Shaftel
and Snaftel, 1967) which was presented to him showing a boy
and a gfirl in an urban neighborhcod staring at several bass
oi scatvered groceries lying in the street. The exanminer
gave a brief introductory statement:

I want to see how good an imagination

you have, This is a picture of a little boy

and girl who have been sent to the store by

their mother to buy groceries for dinner.

Tell a story about what happened.

A tape recording was made of the story which resulted. The

examiner was allowed a maximum of three stimulations or verpal




-7 -

prompts: (1) "Tell me wore.'"; (2) "What do you thinx
will happen next?"; and (3) "If that were you, what would
you do?" The tapes were transcribed by a typist. Tho t,%o-
scriptc were crosschecked against the tape recording b thz
cxamilners and corrected, if necessary. These were retypoe
and then analyzed.

nalysis included the marking of all of the syntazt:i-
cal specch characteristics cited by Baratz. These characteristics
Jormed the definitions for the divergent and standard spczch
categories used in this study. A number was assigned tc ecacn
of the cignt divergent speech characteristics and its stancard
counterpart.¥* These numbers were used by the examiner, wnoc
obtained the sample, for coding the typescript. The child's
cowmonvary was then marked according to the category, aiversent
o ctandard. Within the context of the typescript each standard
instance was underlined and each divergent one was encircled. A
section of a typescript is shown in order to illustrate how ithe
" zoding ﬁnﬁ analysis.were accomplished:
STantard Divarsent

2 Tnis icture is gonna** show about two little

children dropped¥¥*¥

*  See Appendix A

*¥ Symtactical characteristics only were coded - not phono-
logical ones.

**“gee Appendix A, characteristic 5, for the reason that
“ironped" was not marked.




their bags. They haa just come from a food
store going to the store for their mother.
They dropped the

—

™
vag and(iiiif>the eggs and spilt the milk all

cver the place. Wnen they get home thev're

sonna get it. They(don't have no)money to

.

o back and
get some more food. The eggs are cracked,
the bread

2s all over the street, the milk is running

dowvn the gutter.

An utterance was labeled as nonstandard or standaxrc

when actual use pointed to its character.®¥¥% hig

elirinated much potential data from the study sirce

the meaning and substance of spontaneous speech

rather than overtly stated. Agreement was alsc
reached by the investigators on guidelines for interpreting

characteristﬁés;*

£11 of the coded and‘analyzed typescripts werc
cthecked and double checked by the two investigators and bty
%othird, disinterested person. Frequencies of total instances
ar.d sub-totals of divergent and standard responses were calcu-
for each group. These were the raw data which were “ranc-

3 Sce Avnpendix A
*¥¥XSee Appendix A, Characteristic 3, for examples.
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cenerated into total and specific instances of divergent and
standard characteristics per hundred words of speech. Means
and other data were obtained for each of the thnrece grounc

included in the study.

Results

V.The data obtained from the speech samples arc
arranged in the four tables wnhich accompany this stuvdy.

Table I shows how many instances of divergen:t and
standard cpeecn characteristics, as defined in this study,
were noted_"- in the three groups reported in the study. lean
sceres  rrnigenerated per 100 words are shovm. IEach groun
ao. approsamately the same number of opportunities to use

divergeat or standard syntax (7.9, 7.2, 7.6) per 100 words.

cut of 7.9 opportunities, Group A, the intermediate low
TABLE I
Production of Divergent and Standard Speech
By Groups Per 100 ¥Words
instances of L
K Total Divergent DULLAN
Oppor- Sub- | Percent Sud=- | Porre T
Grouns tunities | totaljof Totall total | of T tnl
A-Intermediate, low 7.9 2.9 | 37% 5.0 | 0329
acnievers
3-Inteinediate, average; 7.2 2.1 1 29% 5.1 755
- achievers
C-Kindergarteners 7.6 3.8 | 50% 3.8 5C;"

aci.lavers, used divergent 2.9 times and standard syntax 5.0 sines
per 100 words. The intermediate average achievers, Group B, out

of 7.2 opportunities used divergent 2.1 times and standard syntax

il




5.1 tines per 100 words. Kindergarteners, Group C, uscd
qivergent 3.8 times and standard syntax 3.8 out of a total
of 7.6 opwortunitics. 1In othér words when opportunitier
arose to use a standard or divergent form, in 63§ of +the
instances Group A, in 71% of the instances Group B, and in
507 of tne instances Group C, used standard speech.

T tests were computed to determine whether there
vere differences between the groups in their production of
Givergent and standard speech. Group A scored significantly
mere divergent than Group B with t=4,36, significant at .03

level. Group A, low achievers, did not score significantly

diiTerent than Group C, kindergarten, on divergent scores
with t=1.45, not significant at .05 level.

Tavle II differs from Table I in that it shows pro-
duction of the specific speech characteristics by the threc
croups, Among the three groups all of the divergent spcech
characteristics noted by Baratz were produced althoush Group

stances of the use of "be" in the temporal :ens:.

o3

nud rno i
Jnrartunivices Ior the use of copula arose most Ifrueguenti-y --
3.4, 2.2, and 4.3, per 100 words in Groups A, B, and C

rasvectively.

ey
8!
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S5 percent of its use in Group B was standard. Forty-five

vercent of Group C's usage of this characteristic was zsundzr-d.

The next nisgnest incidence of use was noted for the past

marker. A pattern somewhat similar to the one for the use cf
L}

the copula was observed in Groups‘A and B. The divergent

€3]

use of tne 3rd person singular -- 63% Group A, 100% Group

i

and 606% Group C -- and negalion -- 70% Group A, 67% Grour
and 80% Group C -- was apparent. Total opportunities to usc
the following characteristics per 100 words were: for itne
e person singular, .66 Group A, .09 Group B, and .50 Groun
G: ©or neration, .35 Group A, .40 Group B, and .15 Groun C
rer 100 words. ""Be" (Charac. 8) represented the smaliest
raquancy of use (.03 per 100 words) among Group A. Zerc
copportunities per 100 words were noted among Group B and .13
amons, Group C.
Tables I and II summarize the amount of divergent
wrd 3tardard speech of the three groups according to their
OVETLL L :rgduczion and by specific characteristics. Tadle
LTY roperte the distribution of individuals within the grouvs
accerding te the standard and divergent syntactical speech
caterories. Three of the 43 low achieJers, Group A; 5 of
\ the 20 average achievers, Group B; and 1 of 15 kindergartencrs,
| Grcun C evidenced all standard syntactical speech as defined
in thie study. ‘An additional 4 of the 20 individuals in Groug

3 used all standard syntaptical speech except for one instance.




No student used all divergent speecn in any group. Thirtecn
of the 43 Group A's, and 3 of the 20 Group B's evidenced more

divergent than standard speech. For each group these {igurce

[ TABLE III

Production of Divergent and Standard Specch
By Individuals Within the Grouvs

Sveech Catermoric:
Total in [All More Stand.| Bvenly ‘lorz IZiv. | Ao k
Groups Group Stand.| than Div. Divided than 3tand. IJlver-
A-Intorm., low |
achievers 43 3 25 2 | ) L0
S-Interm., average ' ‘
acricvers 20 5% 12 0 = Y
C-Xindergarteners 15 1 5 2 7 o)
{

*¥:tn anditional four pupils used 2ll standard speech characteristicc
except for one instance.

)

were smaller than for those who used as much or more standarc speeci.
7his 2lsc held true for Group C in which 7 of the 15 members sec
more divergent than standard speech.
Teble IV illustrates the extent to which individuals
within the groups studied -- low achievers, average achievers,
and kindergérteners -- used specifip divergent and standeard
:yrcactical speech characteristics consistently. The data
chow the number of individuals in each group who used each one .

of the specific characteristics in a divergent, standard, or

/’ﬂ
PO




*3aeda9qunod TeOr30equUls paepuels ou sty Apresodusy pasn 94, x
0 0 0 g 0 c ot ¢ DoXtul Jutsn O  ‘ff
0 S T 1 T 0 S 0 spueys Tre Juisn *ON °€ 10
2 T 0 2 T T 2 € *ATP TT® Sutsn 'ON °g e
2 9 T 1T 2 € N Q STeNPTATPUT JO °ON WH
=N
SI9U92IBIIIPUTI~D ~
0 c 0 9 0 T 8 0 poxtul sutsn "ON ‘Y
0 6 2 | tt{ s 2 1T 0 cpueys TTe Bursn *ON “°¢E
0 € 2 0 0 g 0 e *ATP TT® Sutsn *ON °¢
0 7T f7 LT | S 8 61 2 STENPTATPUT JO *ON °T
. 0c=N
sIoAdTUO® oFeaoae *Ioqul-d
0 (45 9 92 | & 2 62 ot PoXTW SULsn *ON 'ff
0 q G 7T 2T G €T € spueqs TTe BuTsn °*ON ‘¢
€ 11 L < i AN T g - -ATp TTE Sutsn °*ON ‘3
€ Le ST 2 | 12 6T et 12 STENPTATPUT JO °*ON °T
CH=N
SHDADTYOR MOT € °JI93Ul-V
Lo, % |feantd | °ssod ased | JI | *Ta eTndo) | *saad °pag ‘
2 L 9 G L ¢ 2 T s9T1039380 Yosads
50115 TA390RIATY) Yoo3UG TR0 T10TUAS . sdnoay
Sanoan oUz UTUITA SienpTaTpul Ad SO L]STIDY0CdBY) HODuuy; TeOTY0EN RS
pJepue3s bue JUABIRATJ 2T3To0dg JO 2un JO foUa) S EsUd)
AL HI9VL
e
PN

Aruntoxt provided by Eric

E




- 15 -

e
a

mixed manner. Row 1 under each group shows tne total numte

of individuals who used each specific syntactical speech

characteristic. Row 2 shows tne numbers of individuals rom

el akathnds!

the totals who used each specific syntactical speech characier-

Ve

istic consistently in a divergent manner. Row 3 shows tht

I

numbers of individuals from the totals who used each syntactii

-~y
i

cal speech characteristic consisténtly in a standard mannc
20w 4 shows the numbers of individuals from the totals wno
evidenced 2 mixture of standard and divergent usage.

If read by columns or characteristics, Table iv
sives the following kinds of information: The data under

har. 1 show that 21 individuals in Group A used the 3rd

«Q

inzular structure. Of these, 8 used all diverger<,

+3

o
(5}

Derco

.

)
-

(W3]

d 211 standard, and 10 used a mixture of divergent and

(%]
W

o

ctandard syntactical speech forms. Within . .that same grouD,
29 out of 43 individuals used mixed forms of the copula
{Char. 2); 26 out of 42 used mixed.forms of the past marker
(Cna». 5). However, as can Dbe noted, among Group B, 11 out
-* 15 usad standaré forms of the copula (Char. 2) consissent-
i and 11 out of 17 used standard forms of +the vast marker
(Char. ) consistently. A comparison of performance on
nesation (Char. 3) shows a similarity with 12 out of 19
Group A's and 5 out of 8 Group B's using all divergent
s+ructures. Among Group C's, however 1 out of 3 individuals

wio used negation evidenced all divergent structures. The

otner 2 used a mixture of standard and divergent forms.

fes,
»
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Conclusions

Both the low achieving Group A and the average
achieving Group B produced more instances of standard thon
divergent usage. About 60 percent of the instances of the
syntactical sVructures observed in the speech of Group A
) were in tne sbandard category; over 70 percent of the in-
stancesc obserQéd in the speech of Group B were standard.
The usage was equally distributed between divergent and
f standard¢ within Group C, the kindergarteners.

There was a significant difference in the producticrn
of ctandard speech by the intermediate low achievers and
averase achievers observed in this study. Furthermore, the
aviience was clear, that the combined scores of the :three

Looups, &, B, and C, in tThis study, revealed that they sro-

su~06 vore standard than divergent forms within the school
sotting.

In 21l three groups the most freguent opportunities
“br usase arose for copula and past marker. For these
craractoristics, standard usage was more frequent thar
aivergent. The only areas of more divergent than standara

v zare Tor all three groups were 3rd person singular and
nesotion. In both cases, however, relatively few opportunities
for use apose. It was of interest to note that in the total
population observed "pe' in the temporal sense, vhich is

clcsely associated with black nonstandard or divergent

Q . £ pay
]
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dialect, appeared less frequently than any of the eignt
characteristics.

The importance of looking at individual specch
production within the groups was highlighted by the varicety
of usage pattierns noted. Speech categories employed oy
indivicduals ranged from all standard to more divergent Than
standaré in each group. No individual used all divergent
speech.

A similar lack of consistency was noted in in-
jividual procuction of the specific speech characteristics.

tn the exception of "be" in the temporal sense, which nas

IJ.

no stardard counterpart, no syntactical speech characteristic,

staniard or divergent, was used consistently in a parvicu-ar
~ntejory by 2ll individuals in any of the groups observed.
Thz terdency was toward mixed and standard usage with the
exception of negation (Char. 3) which a greater proportion

of individuals used divergently.

Implications
Tne reader of this study is reminded that the
.rdings must be viewed in terms of its limitations: <the

~»oune were assessed on syntactical instances only; the

-

cture of the populations did not allow for random assignment

zc nurbers wer:s restricted by the criteria of verbal abiliuy,

responsiveness and imagination which were applied. Generali

v
- o
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tions are limited but there are some implications for furtner

consideration, exploration, and inquiry:

About Children

Tne range of language patterns observed in thnece
 froups suggests that caution should be exercised in impiving
that children from different races, regions, or groups use
specified syntactical characteristics in a consistent manner.
Althouzh it is in order that this study be replicated using
larzer numbers there are indications from this study that

seny tlack children in lower socio-economic areas tend to use

standarc or mixed syntactical forms to a greater extent than

t

nev .se all-divergent language forms withiri school settings.
“vidartly educators should look toward use of standardé read-
ins materials as media of instruction with consideration for
mod.Tying their content and individualizing the child's

approach to them.

M- Trstructional Program

The lack of consistency observed in patterns of
‘anTuage usage by -individuals impose some limitations for
rozeriting generalized instructional guidelines. Classroon

¢r nasis must depend upon an assessment of the individual

seroers of the particular group involved. These individuals

will vary in their use of standard and divergent structures
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according to their particular competencies. Because in-

dividuals co vary widely in their competencies, commercially

ezared materials containing divergent structures and Zn-

'3
=

tended for transitional reading activities would have to To
used with caution and selectivity. Disadvantages, associated
with assumptions that the populations for which they are in-
vended nave consistently divergené speech production, may
outweigh any possible advantages. This consideration point
strongly toward the use of an individualized language
experience approach as a more appropriate transitional in-
structional mode.

There appeared to be a relationship between hizner
acnicvement in reading and standard usage. The lack of =
rnifiicant difference in the use of standard English by
the xindergarten chlldren and the intermediate low achievers
-n reading as comparea with the significant difference between

Pl
the ki 1dergarten children and the intermediate average
achievers in reading arouses speculatlon about factors in
tne school situation which may af;ec» learning. Further
study is planned by the ;nvest;gators in this area,

if'the teacheriis to work effectively with children
shen he must broaden h1s knowled"e of their individual be-

haviors. Afalllnv himself of linguistic findings is an

important “nitial step in helping the teacher to listen

avrreciatively to what each Chlld is saying and to make use




of these perceptions to formulate a language provlem
coviously more study of ways to using tnis inforin
" needed. In the meantime the investigators urge
aducators to apply their interpretations of the findings o7
‘the linguists to their own educational settings and to adupt
them in accordance with the responses of <heir stqdents.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to compare the syntaltiti-
cacn characteristics of black children living in de-
cscd areas of an Eastern city with those identified by
Three groups of children, Group A, intermediate icw
achicvers, Group B, intermediate average achievers and Croud
C, xindorserteners, were selected. Oral language sampies
were taped and analyzed.
The data collected in this study support the

Tori-wing conclusions:

1. The populdtion produced more standard than

divergent syntax.

Intermediate average achievers produced 2
significantly greater amount of standard
usage than the other two groups in the study.
All of the characteristics identified by
Baratz were prodﬁced. However, those which
appeared most frequently, copula and past

marker, were predominantly standard in

usage.




4, A numpber of individuals within the low and
average acnieving groups used all standard

speech as defined in this study. No in-

dividual used all divergent speech.
5. Consistent use of specific speech charactericiics
by indiviruals varied considerably with a larze
K nunber favoring standard use of the copula anc
past marker and a comparably large number
favoring the divergent use of the double
negativz. The trend vas toward mixed and
standard usage.

There is a clear indication from this study that a

ncec exists to accept children as individuals, to avoid over-

2
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cneralizing and to accept their diversity rather than ¢
attribute specific characteristics to them as a group. This
is a prime condition for promoting personalized instruction

and for waximizing learning votential.



Appendix A

[#]

Guide for Interpreting Speech Characteristic

The following characteristics are syntactic ITecaturec
o Negro nonstandard, or divergent, speech as identifieu oy
Baratz., YFor the purposes of the present study these ware

ianterpreted az shown:

#1, Absence of the "S" in the third verson siarulnr,

vresent tense

examvle: His father work in the store.

2. Zero Copula

There is no link between a subject and its
direct object.

exarple: He a bad voy.

Tnere is no link between a subject anc
participle or a subje¢t and its modifier in
the predicate.

examvles: She going to the movies.

ct
pry
} -t
(¢7

Jonn sad because he dropped the ©vo

t - 3., Double negation and ain't

gvidence must be present of actual use.
examnles: He didn't see no car.

She ain't sceen nobody.

4, Substitution of "did" or "can" for the "if"

expression of choice or a possible action
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exarvles: See can your mother did anything about ict.

—

I asked him did he see the mnan.

Zero vast marker

Consideration was limited to absence of ed, ©,

or d affixes to regular forms of verbs where

stem or other morphological changes do not cccuxr

in the past tense. Forms such as kept, spilt,

meant, said, and sent were coded as standard. |
Not coded were words in which stem or morrhololi-

cal changes occur in the past tense such as:

“thought, saw, went and told. Some endings cre

naturally elided in standard linguistic dis-
course. For example in the sentence, '"iHe
dropped the ball" the "d" ending is generally
elidgd before a word beginning with a consonanv,.

&£

However, in the sentence, "He dropped it" the
"d" ending is generally linked with the vowel
at the beginning of the following word. Con-
sequently, in analyzing the speech samples

the identitication of the presence or absence

| of the past marker was considered feasible

only if it:
a, occurred before a natural pause or junctura

in the linguistic unit (as in "Mother shall

get mad at us and we shall be punish(ed).")
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of "ve" to mean an acting upon or acting out of

b. preceded a word beginning with a voweli or

"' (as in "He clean(ed) ud
)

an anvoicead

the mess" or "Sne pushed) him."

(@]

[#U
~

c. wWas an inflection in the form of a stran

S~

sylloble (as in "He waste(ed) the milk.”

Zer0 Nossessive marker

2xample: They lost their mother money.

']

Zero nlural marker

Only these allomorphs of s-- s, es -- wecre

counted. Not counted was "en" as in

children or "ee'" as in teeth.

A distinction was made between collective

and individual possession of some refereuts

expressed in singular form:

examples: Standard forms: their mother, tnelr
house, their 'food, their bicycle
Nonstandard or divergent forms:
their hand, their mind

UJze of "oe" in a temporal sense

There is no standard counterpart to this

[ &]
1
4]
(4

7]

me i

| d

a situation in which an element of t
involved.
examples: He be working. (He has a regular

job to whicnh he reports or wnich

he performs regularly.)
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He beon working. (He has Teco on
the jodb a long time.) Then I be

minding my own business going Loun
the street and some boys tryin; t:

come mess with me. (This use rclurc

to an activity or condition wiihin &

given time and space segment.)

=

*These numbers vwere the sources of tne numeriqal codes used
-for marxing the typescripts.
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