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In this pgper the hypotneais is put forward that the prelingu&lly J

O Y

deaf, aftef»seven or eight yém‘s of instruction in the English langun.ge \

' {
. do not become proficient in standa.rd English. Rnther, they develop-2 -

f English”. Thj,s diqlect may include structuxés that ca.n be .. . -
<o -

identfﬂed as Stande.rd English, and it most cert‘inly‘ includea con-‘ .

i;standard dislect or their own, wh.ich nay tenta‘ively be c&llqd

structions a.nd grammati 1 fom thnt cannot be- identified as Btlndtrd .

English. ‘]En the past, sach forms have been considered erroneous', and

/ p \
have been refei‘red o as ”dea.fism . It is the conten%ion of thia A

author that certain of these "deaﬁém" a.re quite wideaprend wng ‘the '

denfo-particulai-ly augng, the deaf, at ’ given ‘educationa institution-- ‘x

and that, because they are shnred qonstructions, they s gld not be '
‘considered errors. 4 Ratﬁer, because of this factor of shar uaqe,

"deafisms" might he looked upon as the earma.rks of-a diaiect of English--

nonstandard--in somevhat* the same vein as Blark Eng ish. \ .
' The purpose of this dissertation is to dete ne wl_aa.t sort ofk
.-
. gremmatical constructions are used by deaf students in their itten

- Englisl), which seqm more natural" to” them, and how counon tner b
constructions a.re rrom one student to the next. . Two principal questiom
l}e ra.ised' . ' ' ' . T

L) A < l
Ll) Is there & rairly regular (non-standard) dialect which tbe

J
deaf use ror their written comnication--a "Deaf English"?

. (2) Will deaf subjects perrom as well in g written repetition
font using's "Deaf English" ag. normal-hel.ring~sub3,ects #ould in &
similer test using/Standard English? . - . "

+




LY deternine the Ansvérs to theet:questions I will first discuss

the hiatoricel background of deef educetion, and the Linguistic e.nd

cdinitive sbilities ¥ the dear. Shapter 2 will cover in gxenter depth ..

the linguistic competence oi‘ the deaf, in Sign’ Languase, Engliah, and -

idiosyncratic (gesture) languege, and will offer evidence that"
“learn Bngliah €s a foreign langua.ge Chapter 3 wil) describe s

L

' dea.f

common '"'deafisms", a.nd }ill gompare them ﬁith fhe sort of conatructions

tound in non-sta.ndard diﬂects and pidgi'nk 'I‘he first tﬁe chapters

suggest a pnrtiai &nswer to question (1) above,’ by presenting hiatorical

. and enecdotal evidence for the existence of e non-stendnrd "Deaf EngXish".

’i'he differences between Deaf Engliah and Stendu*d English appear to b/e

‘due to va.riaus upects of the ‘\andicaplof deefneu- " a dearth of I;input,

& lack of feedback, and, possibly, interference from American Sign

e Br other gestural commicucion. Chapter 4 win' describe the .

experilent wbicb this author used ‘o deterpine eupiriceuy the nlidity

of “the hypothesis that Deaf Bnglish 1. s dislecc, land will present the

.fesults. The experinent also ettenpts to answer q?ntion (2) nbove,.

"equalizing the ha.ndicep (Baratz, 1969) by giving deaf .ubm:,- a
N vritten re'petition task in "Dle English! and Standard Epglish, and

coqpering their performance with that of b hearing control group. 'l'he

final cbepter will discuss the reaults with reference to the hypothesis,

: "exphin the findinga, and conclude. '
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f, CHAPTER 1

] \ - I'd ) !
’ 1.1 Historical Backgroind of Deaf Edudation in the Onited States . '_ .
. . . . LY .
] pntil recently, tHere hive been two m,ior trends in the educstion
- - of the .deaf 1n the Unlted States: .(1) the purely mnual (gestural), .
v ‘a [ ’
. - (2)'the purelyc:pra'l (- .
. , » . . ¢ A R * : - ]
1.1.1 Hanual E‘dpcation - T : ' . .
P .[ ' ] "2

1t is reasonable to say that the purely mamual metbod has been

around muich longer’ than the purely oral method, as it reliés upon natursl
v
gestm'es inp modality tha 8 norm‘l aml reasonable for 1/'he deaf--the

o

L
I .A
Lt

visual/gestural ‘modality. Nor does twct that this methéd is old

¢ ; .
necessarily detraét from its .value., Best’ (1943) explains that the . .

* 5
Hebr;vs, Egyptiand, Greeks and Romans appeared to hive used a ﬁnger i
. \J 3

notation or synbglization (for commiqatioh purpoees) auﬁl noges\ tl!it” i ‘

] 1llustra\{ons of the manual alphabet extend back 1nto the early Christian
"

, era. The first regtilar in\juction of /tvhe deafﬂ’by means of slgns, however, 1
\ .

' probably diad not takn plp.ce until the sixteenth century, in Spain by

[

Pedro POnce de Leon. This was followed by the ,pﬁblicé,tion in 1620 of ..

the letters of the one-handed alphabet, by Juan Pablo "Bonet (Abemathy, .
- ’ . ‘ ’

/1959).- : B . . : .
» But probably t;;e best-known and most 1mportant individual concerned ' 1

with ‘the educat(on of the deaf 11’1 the manual mode is Charles Michel,

Abbé de, l'Epee. In Paris, de l'Epée founded the first 1nst1tution for

. the dear umaout rgeard to social condition, and in 1776 published ‘the .

f:lrst! systemgtislethod of education for the deaf, eL'institgtion des i N

- . » A Y
sourds et muets la voie des signes metiddiques. é )

' - - R L , - .
T N
'y v ! Y . p -

yau I T 7 T TR . /



" 1t wes, de 1'Epée's, philosophy. and methodology of desf education\j
" which became the baa}a ror'American education of the deaf in the early - Lt
nineteenth century Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet, an American educator or
p‘ t;e deaf, opened the first permanent school for the deaf in Anerica,
‘in Hartford, Connecticut, in 1817. Gallaudet had previously visited-
England in order to learn methods of educating the deaf. However, Qg .
had been remsed access to the (oral) programs for deaf: education in
Y4 | A -

both London and Edinburgh, because of the secretive and monopcrli\zing ' . \ :

spirit prevalent m England s’ schools for the-deaf at tbat tine. ‘As a

where he was: very ‘mich impressed by the .

. uted by de 1 'Epée, and was mstmcttkd in ' P
the language of signs and the ma.nual alphabet by de 1 Epée'a succedaor,

I

, the Abbé Sicard (Avernathy, 1959) The /education of the deaf 1n thp "
United, States began with signs and finger-spelling upon Gallmdet sl

. v return. llonetheless, from A century ago, and until only recently,: ' .,

»

“'aigning' has b¢en stnictly pr?xibited in a few schools, diacouraged

or neglectedqyin the rest" (Stokoe, 1971, p. 1). - _ . : '
4 < o 2 . : \G

1.1.2 Oral Education .

' The purely omal method of educating the 'deaf\in the ‘ﬁnited States YO
. is based upon fthe 1700 work of & Dutch religious igeeder and ora)ist -
', ploneer, Johaan conrad Amn.n It vas Aman vho 1#f1uenced tho[e chari-
tlble Organtzationa which conducted the early education of the deaf in
England. These institutions were rum b’ fierce evangelicul reformers,
.who m;d their leducational .{hiloaogliy Jn Aman-'s doctrine that .“speech ) )
» U

» isa gift of God and that its 1nper ection is a '-moat melancholy proof' <

.of man's fall." (81egel, 1969, P 97) This pure’ly rellgious motivation




e p

- : * ,‘, . _
p .
~ for oral education as later modified somewhat- the premise which

underlies books by John Her'i'ies (The Elements of Speech,:. London, 1773), }.

4

y’
_ Joseph Watson (Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb, London, 1809), .and

Francis Green (Vox Oculis Subjgcta, London, l7é3) is thst‘hunan speech’
is the distinguishing‘oharacteristic. betueen human _beiw animals.
Oral education of the de&f in the United States: was begun in ]&7 s with’
the founding of the Clark’é »School for the __.f in Northanpton, Mae .’.':hu-
setts, a.nd a sma.ll Jewish oral school in New York. Despite initial '
opposition from the American School for t}w Deaf in Hartford, the oral- |

’

J method soon /'tame the prefzrred mode of instruction. ¥y .o
r

i

1.2 Current Education N . " ’ .'

The oral method of deaf educatién, whfch is restriétTd !o speech, o
< L ]

speechreading (lipreading), reading, writing, and hearing amplificatioh,

“has dominated‘ t/he administration-and educat_ion of dedf students in the e

United States for the past century. Since the inception of oral educa- ’
K_A .
tion in a\e United.\States, tlk has been no purely manual ‘educatidhal

system of deaf e&uca.tion. Any school which employs some sort pf manﬁi:

) method also .te&ch.es ora} skills (speech a.nd speechrea.ding) 2 although S
. .
possibly with less emphasis on hearing amplifi,cation and the utilization

ot of residual hearing than in the purely oral schools. In turn, m so;ne.'

{ ’ dral schools, vhich as a rule proh}bit or discourage the use of signc a.nd
fingerspelling, the deaf ‘child may pickfup sign language from s peers .
“(or the stp.dents may develop a gesture language among themselves--Nancy
Prishberg,;personal ‘commicet‘ion, 1973)." Nonetheless, it is possible

that a given deaf child (of hearing parents) will never learn any accepted

v form'of 8i e because of the lack of exposure to it, and in spite ‘

\ ‘ [ S . !‘Jl

BN 9w




-
.

.

of lfngthy exposure to oral methods, may never lea.rn an acceptable form
of Bnglish -spoken or written--beca.use of the impraccicality and unrealifm

of the method and of the teaching techniques it requires. I shall

~—

d}wusa this situation\tnrther on in the paper. -

Recently, there ha.ve been some innovations in oral 4nd manual \

*
educational techniques. Af. Gallaudet College, Cornett (1967) has developed

a variation of the oral method, cglled Cued Speech, not ﬁmiu as a \ 4.

teaching technique, but rather as an aid to de\ar adu.ts m comprehending
spoken mteri;}. \ Cued Speech is speechreading accompanieg by a few .
spécially devised hand movements (not signs) per{q‘nned the speaker ,
near his or her face. These ;estures act as ;:distinc:bive features" to Ny
signal differences between phonemes which cannot be discerned from the \f
1ips "alon'e (e.g., the voicing distinction between;/b/ and, /p/, or nassi-
ization). The Rochester Method, which has been i’n‘uae for some time a.t‘ '

a few schools for the deaf, 13 primarily the oral method (speechreading

,a.x.ﬂ Bpeaki::g) supplemdnted by aimltaneoua ﬁngerspelnng'(St‘outen, 1967)
The "Siunltaneous Method", also called "otal Cosimuhication!’ (Smte. Ana .

~&
Unified /School Diatrict, 1971), hgs begun to"be used in schools for the *

deaf and in 8 'few preschool progra.ma in & pusber of- .places in the Unite;l I

States. ‘l‘hia nethod combines all the oral skuis (md hepring anplifi-
cation ro; those childien who can béneﬁt f:om it) with fingerspelling .* '

and a form of sign la.ﬁgua.ge--mgned Englfsﬁ--which corresponds to. spoken

Englilh hflections and Hord-order. ‘A form or magual English which, has \ :

recent].y been devined ror use in Total commica.tion situations is B.E.E.--

"Signing Essential m!lish" This sxs_tem of signingvattempts to: duplicate

j
the entire morphology df\ Eng'lish_, and provides sigys ®or Briglish )

. . ‘. N . ' -



/ deterniners, inflectjons; te?e markei-s, pronouns, and other items . L

.
°
» ‘ * b Y
f

which would (normally) have to bé fingerspel led in’ordinary Signed v

* .

') ﬁngl‘ sh.’ The goal of S.E. i! is to restructure,. sign la.nguage such that

Y -

it conforms exactly to the morphology, gra.u&r and syntax of English
_(American Sign La.nguage'--ASL--has a very different gramtical structure -

s , from English), in order to facilitate the deaf child' i laai'x\ipg of English,-

»

spo n.or written (Washburn, 1972). ‘as yet there are no reports of ‘any

A . _ . . . .
systematic evaluations df any of these new methols. ' .

.
LY

L 4
-
1.3 \E_valuation of Oral and Manual Instruction R
J “ Nt * "
ﬁebate has ra.ged between supporters of the manual- and o:;al tvechniques

. )

\ .
of deaf edﬁeation, regérding th relative values of] these two main A

. N .

. ]

methods.‘ Orahsts q.rgue that any signing on the part of the deaf child

us’ge\of Engli/sh. They believJ that all possible emphasis should be °

’ placeg on teaching the societai language,‘ ly and with auditory smpli-
. N & 1 ¢
ficaticm, since the _deaf chi]:dfmust earr to function among heaﬂﬁ’g

i

peopld\ who’ speak English. Maf.malists are_not averse td the deaf child s

learning ; 1ish, and spea.king‘ and speechreading, .skills,’ but they argue

that education of the deaf should include (a.nd in many cases even begin
with) a f 1 lang'uage of gesturesf some form of. sign coumnication ‘ ‘
t‘
/‘-
and" ﬁngeﬁpelupg They do not fear that sign langugge will retard or Vs

discourage the a quisition éf English or of oral skills, bu.t they do s .

believe tﬁat witluﬁ marual, communication the deaf child is truly ha.ndi-

‘'  capped, unable to ¥ m‘nicate until well after he has begun school,, in a
modality and a la.ngnage that are foreign to him in aIl ways, and excru~

‘,__giat;ingly difficu]} p master. This dd:ate has been la'belled the Oralist-
oo . ¢

» , .

R ] S 6
: ' . . ¢ ~

should be prohibited, ag it will detract from h leaxhing and accurate- N
Kh

," L n\ ,,'~~,,, o ¢ “ ) .. “/‘ *




J .

Manualist\ Controveu, but given the fact that no orsl‘progra.ms include
, L]

signing, and all’ ma.nusl progrs.ms include s\ orel component , this is

*

nd

. sctually a misnomer. T .

LY [ - ' - 4 ‘. 0
'

P s,
Of late, there have been a xg;mber of studies cohpar;ng tt‘ relative

llerits of the two systems of deaf educati.on Nearly all of”these studtes -
v o .- *

have indicsted that manusl tra{ni.ng facj.litates the cogni.ti.ve, educational

a.nd social development of the deaf child.- Results of the ma.ny stuiiiég .-

reviewed by Mindel and Yerno?i (l971) and Vernon and oh (1g70) showed

that ms.nual groups were superior to comparisor{ ors.l froups. 1n .oV ra.ll

educational sch1evemen2t mathematlcs ’ read;lng, spee
- *
:adjustment. Only 9ne stu‘rly a.mong those revieued showed a deﬁ.ci.t forl

hrea.ding, and soci.al ’

~\children ¥ith mmual traming, and that de}icit was specific to %he. area
~ ' .

of speech (Quigle)‘ 1969, Quigley and Ffisi a;, 1961). In a"later study
Vernon and Koh (1911) used mandally tr Ksined ‘deaf ghildren (of'desf

_ parents), a.nd ora.l preschool deaf children, of hea.ri.ng nts witli
pedigrees of genetic deafness ’ to\ rule out the posslbil y of brain
daiage. Results once again. indibsted ghat the hse of early manual . -

) comnication pv-oduces better o>e\rsll educstionsl schievement, mcludind-

-»

superioricy\in reading kills and writ’ten language. In anather study,
Vornon and Koh (L971) found that .chlldren. w}th ea.rly manual commicttioh

Il
- training wvere superior tq deaf ch‘ildre‘h~in s.n oMl preschool pro am and .

*
"';
.

_to deaschildren (of hesring parents) withont a‘.hy preschodl trslning,
both in certa.in msuage skills .(reading a.nd paragrsph mesning) snd fn~f g

genersl ecsdemic skllls. In speech ‘and speechreadi.ng th.re weré no
N . .
significant di‘fferences among ‘the bhree grovs. vt

[

The above, research casts dowbt upon the: sppropristeness toddy of a.

strictly oral progran. Chu}ces iﬁ the etiolagy of deafness in.the mst'




. ﬂft( yea.rs (cf.

In the past, a large pe entage of the deaf populetton had * ~s+ their

G
pea.ring as S8 result of scarlet fever mastbiditis, men .8, ear - "
v
: >
infections, and.other post-lingual, adventibtéous conditions, Nowadays, .

~pnly a small’ pex:centgge of the deaf lose ‘t\;heir hearing as.a result .c;f
- accidents or diseases.#f childhood; rather, nost deafnese_tod.ay 3 Mther \
.'g.enuetic. in of-ig_:n or a.result of ma.terna.l rubella.‘ Consequentlfa in the .
‘,‘ last ﬁfty yea.rs there had been a msx‘ked increase in prelingual dea.fneaq
remtive tip/ovt-lingx\al deafness. Wherea Sy eq,rly in thig century, 7
approximately two-thirds of the deaf had lost their hearing prelingually,\
" today sbout 95 percent of déaf children are prelingually deaf, and this :
trend toward more preli al dewfness is likely to c\munue (Bri11, i963). .
This, change in the age jﬁnset ’o‘t“gu\less may correspond to changes in, N
the deaf child s perfoma.n&e capabilities vhich will necessitate a ,

4 * *‘{

trg.nsfornation in lJle methods of educating the deaf.. .-

The above studies seem .to demonstrate the value of ‘early mifal-
A ) ‘ ‘ .,

) lagguage traiping for deaf children, and show the supbriority of manually-
' trained deaf persons over orally-trained deaf persons. Nonetheless, 4n’

~ e,

tmparifon with hearing children of the same socio-economic background,
.ali a den&bildren, reqardless of the tea.ching method- they have been ' ‘ -

subjected t,o\,Qave enerally been found to be deficient -in educational .

achievement and reading writing ability. It was thought for ma.ny v

the deaf tended to uphold this traditions) view-that the deaf were

» .
£l . ’, Iw. N )
) ., - . - . ~ »,
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s bow mentally or cognitixely inferior' to the_ hearing. In their (19141)

reXiew of & sertes of studies of men\:al developmeht in the deaf, ?intnér,,

> s \' . P . ,

‘« ©  {Eisenson and SMnto‘n £found, that the ave?age scores of deaf children in -
-~ - 3 ‘s Y ] » Y v - :
o I Q. on non-laeguage perf‘orma...ce tests were ,ten poinb/s below- hearing )

“ N children's average scor;es. a{sp (1953) used the eviderfée ,culled by
.

-4 Piﬁhner et‘al. to‘ \fm:ort his view that t}be\restriction of normial lq.nguage .

- growth ZS’ deaigchildren resses their performance on intelligence te.sts. .

Bereiter and Engelmann (1 ))continue to View the deaf as both a .

language-disad ha.ged and a cognitively retarded gro\& despibe newer

4 . . . ~ . .
strong evidence/to the cantmary. ‘ ’ N . ' -,
[ - - ‘,——‘ T > s
A revi%w of 31, studies‘lf' 1nte11igence performed bet;ween 1l and,
,

\/ r
1966 (Vernon, 1967) showgd the deaf to have superior scores to h ring .
A
- contréls in th‘irteen of the studies, inferior sceres in eleven, and \no t

signi.ficant d ni}eiences in seven. &n their review of go lat.er studies,

. Mindel and Vernébn (1971) concludeq that the deaf “%nd the hea"ing have a

¢' Q

icit which cause the deaf to

‘ "

there should be no mento.l or cogni\i(e

perform more poorly than. the ‘F}rin’g {n educatifxelw C ~

1.4 ucational Achievement
=7

. .

<

It would appear, theh, u:at deafness itself and the linguytic and °*

* commnicative barrier which it sets up, mast account for the deaf st dent 8
deficiencies in educational achievement_and reading and writing ability.
This is farther suppori'-ed by the finding, by Pintner, Eisenson and i
Stanton (19’-}1), that postlingually deafened chilgren .achicved. relatively
more on educational ﬁests than the prelingually deaf. »-Acqhsition of ' ,

language prior‘t;o loss of hearing ch&nges Qeﬁgsedu_cati%nal picture consider-

. oy “ ’
- AN

s -



A ' " Lo o : - ) .
;" -There have been many studies in th "past fifteen 'years of the
o ° > Y
educa.tmnal performance of deaf children. rMiller‘(1958) and Goetsinger _
! and Rousey (1959) found that® the genersd’ educational attainment of azaf

children was far beIow that o hearing studexﬂ;s from sigxilar back~ . . ’ -

» ‘ [ < ¢
- - 3
: groun&i(s Moores (1970b) desc fbed the ﬁtuation as a cymlative 'defic)t 0

fooling with a dis&dvmt%gg,mm ecademic_

the deaf child i’begins his
development i‘ncreases t a significant1¥ slower ratethan a hearing///\ .
[ ' N .
. child's. ' The result {s that tHe difference betyeen Ahe m the

'\ 'Y N :‘
deaf children in academic achievement becomes reeteoner mg\ : _

/

In studies of- Areadi.n@x,performance exclusively, the deaf ©nce agaixt

score well below the Pearing.’ Wrightstone, Aronow and mskowitzl (1963) ‘ R

1 1

uhdertook a&fqmprehensivedreading study of 5,224 deaf students ‘between .,' . . ‘j;:r

¢ \ - .Tv

. the ages of 10.5 and 16.5 years, snd found that the mean grgde equi lent 0 v
scores for the deaf students increaqed fr} grade level 2.8 to gra.de ‘ . f

’

Ke'vel 3.5 {n six years.’ Furth (1966) noted that the youngest children 53

;’m this study (10{5 to 11.5 years old) Scor'e‘agbar‘ely abo\f% the ehance .o
. N\ ) L 4 ’ . . ..

level, which suggests that many of the above-chance Jscores’ were due~to . . P

1] "

1]
7/

2 S ) . .
. 'require comprehension of th terial, as correct choices could be made
‘ v ’ ~.
by simply matching the ¥@s¥ items to words in the reading samplg. Furth

ra.ndo{n guessing. What is %:; many 21' the test items did not really

&—Jex‘xt on to say that only absut one-fifth of those deaf students who
continued in school ever attéiked :r‘eading grade e'guivalent‘ score of - f
h.9‘lor better, and that since re;ding tests be’_low Grade L4 generally

le unly fragnentar.yﬁaspects of ].’a.nguage, only a small percentage of

the deaf students studied had developed a functienal level of ree.ding S

K - —

skill, Mork recen‘ly, Boatner (1965) a.nd McClure (1966) examined the

- 15



i resding ability of 93 percnnt af the desf students in the United States,

"ged sixteeor over,la.nd found thst only Srpercent of them were rtsding

Y TN ‘,
. “.at grs.de level 10 or better, while 60 percent werg reading st grsde | x')

3

level 5 3. ar below. Furthermore.. most of the higher scores were obtsin cjl

. by hsrd-of—hearing or postlinguslliy deafened students. (It ghould’ be ; Co

‘ - ..no’ted, altho t may seem obvious, that tﬁe populstipn f deaf persons

’,./' /4 ] .
who are still ‘stydents at-age sixteen or over wéuld include the ‘more ; /

n"

intelligent, b ter-educsted s snd h,igher s&:ievers ,among’ the d\ef:-those
] whgue attending, or will attend, college.) As the nretsrdstion of tbe
* deaf in readingg.e‘r_;_ormnce has typically been ¢ assessed thEh$t\and&rd-
dzed resding tests, ‘even these low leve s of resding achievement notfed

. above may be over‘estimstes. This conclusion is supported by Lbores (l970e.)

- ‘ .

.\ finding'th‘b hesring sub;jects matched with, dea.f subjects on resdingl

: ‘ schievement scores still ghoveq superior performence on tests of 8 tsx
¢ het \ ’ H A]‘
o a.mi.sgma.ntics. o , . . 8 /’\

-

4 '\ ’
here, too , the desf exhibit mich sloweﬂ--and some.times different--develop-

Coy
ment ﬁ'om the hesri ) §chulze (1965) found ‘that desf sdolescent '

hegding atudents ofg mpsrsble Lge. ‘r“urthermore\ th(

ferent--oqu 56 percent o; the deaf

- ’ ‘students" vocsbulsry was shared by /th ing students. Templin (1966,
1967) plsg found deaf‘thildren's vocsbulary developmént and prc?(per vocabu-

/

o (1964) reviewed the development of written language skills in the deef,
|

and concluded that the deaf suojects reached & level of “verbal facility

\sgy usage to be significantly inferior to that of the hesring/L Myklebust

Vocsbulery has often‘ﬁ;een tested slong with written English, /\ .

/ian

™,



. 4

2

s,

”

- equal to abou€ twd-thirds tynormu level, ‘ani tha ﬂs ratio of
achlevement remained faiily consta.nt throughout their schodling

n&rshau and Quigley, (1970) Hhve studied the written language be
nepring-impaired %ud:xi‘twgt a nine-year period. @ve found
L 4

bhat the Ldsaf subjects improved iwer time in their writterf: ln.nguage
(measured in terms of sentence length in worde, number of clauses per /»

' senténce, and ratio of subordinate clauses to main cla&ses) (7But the . (

’ .

deaf su‘bJpcts were significantly retarded in comparison to h ring .
] ) :
subJects of t'he same age in the gramatic‘aucomp‘iexity, and hen e the

2

' .
matched on reading level , the deaf made more syntactic erro than the
' hea ing ‘e

e 1‘ 4 * N " - . .
« ¥ . ’ ,_ ’
.! . 3 - » N .

- P @ . Y
~ 1.5 English Processix_xg Abilities A -

.
)

Problems in reading and writirg English are%revalent ‘among an
school children, bt the vastly greater problem among deaf students
suggests mure than a more deficit in rea.diné skills., Obviously, the <low
re in.g grade equ’walent scores achieved by the majority of deaf student?,
o:k\ulﬂg, of indelligence, must be due to specific linguistic: problenis--
’ notably, the‘ ingpility to hear, and consequently\the great dif@.culty\

learning, English. ‘I!!fe same problems in learning to read and write

English exist, to a lesser extent, a.mong young children for whom Emlish N

is not a native l'a.nguage.': the difficult!es in firbt learning the reading

,  8kills are compoqnded by the absence of, or the insufficient .knowledge '

s ¢

of, t‘ize language’ to ‘be read.' \ . .

. -~

[ ’,Ml .
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N e one-third wereinot "phrasally" deﬁned but wvere in eeceptable English

o3 - 5 . . .
' & ° N . [
Testa bave been 3.ndert¢ken to determine “‘the relative competence\of ’ o

the deaf and hearing [.n Engli.sh processing ebiuty, in an e‘ttempt to . - %

-

-

Bléiiton - (1967), 1ntrigued by Fddor and’ Be\er K(IQGS) findlgg . -

itllg subjects tend to perceive euditorily-pre.sented, clicks at . .
-

o~ cbnstituent ﬂ‘hrase boﬁnder}es, ettempted to d,etemine whether prelingunlly,

deaf pe‘rsons perceive\xnglish phrase structur; in the sune vlly as hear’lng \‘_/ \

subJects. Deaf su%’jects were-'comvred with heer_)g {ifth gradera \\ /S .
(contr(rls ror rendin§ level) ,gnd hearing twelfth graders (coﬁtrols for e
- age) on the learning of segments of writte}n English‘ _One- -thira¥%f the - . % >

Euglish aegmen? were "phrasally” deﬁné'd (e.g.s paid the tall lady ),

‘word order (e g., "lady paid the ta.ll"), and one-kVMrd vere scrasbled
words (e.g., "lady tall the plid") 'l'be experimental tapk required the _
subJects to recall each entire segment correctly a.fter twelve ltudy-test “
tgielu. .’Dof..h groups of hearing snb.j&cts showed’ fagilitation on the . / .
phraexlly defined\segments and interference onl the scrambled segnente
bnt\the deaf subjects ahowed no differentiel recall as e function of

, phrase etru‘cture. Thia led the ’experinenters\ to eonclude tentltively
thet the deaf did not process nnglieh stmcture in the same ny ah the

o~

hetring subdects. It appears to this outhor that there is s fa.irly .

streightfor\_cuq exp'innasion for thik phenomenon. A number of sgudiee/of
/—‘ . - ) .

.unguuuc mpdiory (cf. Miller and Selfridge, 1953; Miller, 1962} N .

“have ténded to Jrove the commwnsense idea that meani.ngtul ‘inguiltic -

mtez;nlt is easier to memorize and reequ than nonaenee or ,momloua

e M ML

“inguistic mt&rial. _It, 1s logical, then, to suppose that the deat

’ »
- - Y "V \ 4




:\ - l . ) . \ ’ b ; ’ /
aubJect.s above were able to ascribe some sort of mea.ning to the 8 led ] ’
~‘wordg-~as much meaning as they were able t.qp(\be to the English-o*red P

‘\ phrages. Intereating‘ly, stu@ies of Anlerican 8i'gn Language (ASL) have ° ‘
. o ‘
\ emodstrated an abs cé of (Bnglish-type) determiners, tensetinﬂeetions, '
’ I gﬁ N — N : ‘ v
prepositféns and pther gramatical ﬁmc’éionawords which,ate, . .

! chsractenistio of English gremimr.p (Tbez% a.re, as well "iony spokén . T

* . lanéunges whic}i lack one or many of the ﬁmc’a@rs whic‘h appear t6 be sq ”
! K . crucipl in Bnglish.' t!hese languages are nonethe\l\ess ca.pable of convey‘ing T
the sdame amoupt Cinfomtion as English.) Furthermore, the word-order ' ‘(
t

(or ‘mare, correc sign-ordex) of ASL’is often quite ’&ifferent from that

A

of Bnglish, and, as demonstrated 'I'ervoort (1968), most different ' .

L] ~ “

]/ . orderings of" the same set of signs, altl)ough producing different meanings

‘or inthts, can all be equally—correct gramatically. 'nms, for a dsaf

.

- studeht vho is fairly unfamili&r with the complexities of Engli sh grmr, . !\'

\4
or- who, like mny deaf students; has a.n uninfleoted, gramtically simple \
gesture or sign la.nguage, English functors may be relatively mea.ninsless, )

and when encountered mai%nst be ignored (cf. Stokoe, 1972). For auch a ~

subject, 'i‘scramb > -word segment, with functons ignored as irrelevant, —

can he ust _as meaningful (or meanin;lesa) as a segment in correct -

]

g \] English word-order. For, example, the segment _ - '
- a) paid’ﬂm"' tall 1ady . .| - ~ ' N
3 , o era.nsiatcd into ASL,/might look like ‘ , ‘ -
< T . 1(b) pai(d) tau 1@y ’ s " . . _
b apd the segment ) - vy '
i 2(a) 1lady _p.'m the tal o ) . .

‘ in ASL, might look like . | ‘ . I\ j )

o . 2(b) 1ady pai(a), tall. S 19 S '

. . K
- 3
ERIC Dot
13 . S T
- rovided by ERIC . . . - [ N
= . / ~ . ' |
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L [ (wherg "talg( re%;r. to "lady")' 'l'he ccr@ied Bngliah _ ~ g .
T Ti3), uay tall the 1 SU : S R o
, becones ASL: Ty e P } .
T 3(b} 1aqq>ta11 pai(d) | - _ "" " - T -
(wb_t_; lbun'-AdJ, is a perfectly acceptable sim-order) N ot ) 3 .o

*All of the segments are thus pi'obabl.v equally meaningful bo the

'4
deanolescent, 'who, vhether- or, not He has been exposed to ASL, 1:, by

) z‘ e sheer ‘lack ot exposure to and xperience with Bnglish, nom conﬁned
. by ‘English wird-order; Consequently, the deaf child is as capsue of

- finding’ ueani:ng--the same amount of uming--in segments tbut are _
"gcrambled” by !ngliah mtax standards, as in ruell-ordered Bnglism .‘\
‘It should be made clean, of course, that the kind’of "mesning" thet the
‘ deaf child ascribes to 711 the segmntl is prob:(\not the same as that
“which a hearing English-speaker would\ncribe-- has been suggested in
¢ the nht’ﬁ‘r'e e?tanples. In these examples, Ithe uea:ingXof- all three

. gsegments, as h‘y;.iot‘he_tiéally understood by 8 deaf child, are tht'llhe.‘
This hypothesis--that the deat 40 mot ‘understand English as native 7
speakers ao, but rather priacess English unmcea as ;hou;h-tmy were :
" ASL or some other, code more ”naturaL" to I guture-buod,\ visual -qdo 7
- of languay\ proceuing--gains A\Ypport fron snother leriu of ltwliu br SR

Odom; Blanton and mmmny (2967), qﬂna tbe cloze"! ‘technique. The - .
cloze technlque requires-spbjects tb £411 in one or more words delqted
/

T

from & sentence. The_deaf studenta in these stuffies parformed at s y i X /
significantly loyer level than the hearing subjects. Purtermore, the .

- ot

luthorl found, that lynt#etic (fupction) wordl mere more di.rﬁcult to
recognize s’ restore than semantic (content) words" (p. 826) Am \ .

- . ¢ .
S ( g . 20. - f

. . ‘ t
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. ~unlike the hearing controls, increased their ability t~ predict the \\ /

, b . [4
v incr'edsed. ~The investigators ofice again ~suggest§' that the deaf and \

an i‘hternalizstion of certain rulef of English, but not othe‘!‘s,'and.! . . \j
; - ‘ P
/ &ifected, in ‘sohe cases, by interf rence f‘rom QSI., whose rules are _ \

slthough readlng achievement scords were posi.tively ‘correldted with
) P - [N
the scores on the cloze frocedm-e for hearing sub,jects, the scores w.ere ‘

» -

~ —

, .. . [y . i
uncorrelated for deaf subjects. Another differe<ce was- that the deaf, ~—_

!

carrect form class of furiction ‘wordy as' the SpAD be-tweenﬁeleted words . _/
! > . .

.

heai\‘lngsused dif!erent ty'pes -of rules in' constructing English sentences,
pntticula.rly with regsrd to function words. My ‘own explanstion of thed
Jbove results is slightly different from that of Odom et al. I suggest )

) that the deaf are cons.tructing s‘different rietx of English, -based on | - ) \

LERN . *y
radjcally different from those of Englis h. The result is the hypothesized

"Deaf English ' L .

4

Schmitt (1968) cjm;;sred eight-, eleven- s fourteeni and. seventeetv ’ }
yea.r-old deaf children with eight-year-old hesring children on ta.skséof' . |

comprehension and prdduction of different types- of syntacti struchii'es. k . / 1

-

The tssks included picture and printed sentenvmtching items and » )
mltiple-choice sentence filler items. Not surprisingly, in light of the\‘ ‘\: |
above research, the combined tssk mean score of the eight-yesr-old ‘o \
he&ring children ~m.s significantly- hi‘gher than that of the ‘heventeen- , \ |
ye;r;old desf subJects. Although the’ scores for the deaf children \
generally increpsed with age, there wer«e interesting exceptiéns: in which \
the er deaf children achieved highér scores on specific syntactic

cons cti-ons. ‘mlese exceptions could be explsined by the fact that,

st diffcrent times during their formal educstion, msny deaf\childre(;re ' :

. . 21 . R
. . . ' .



taﬂught sgeciﬁc ayntscbic ;rules, and that some- of the \early-lesrned ‘ ’
English grama.r «mle;r either are no‘-. completely iﬁt‘ernsuzed or are
forgotten. We had suggested elsewhere (ef. Bonvillian, cngrov a.nd , N

L

Nelson, 1973, p- 329) tl;a.t Schmitt my not have been messuring tthe *

deat ch"ild s competenee in English, but rather a reflection of the - ', . )
English teaching programs 'most recently encounterdd by, the éhud. I nov,
feel it is necessa.ry t.o modify that suggestiom True, at ’earuer sgeq,,' .J,

Schni.tt did appear to encounter residues or reflections df gwen English,

teaching progr:ns or. teehniques. Hovever, t'y age seyent,een, it does” not;

seem r-essonable that the subjects' English was still. mher the influence

of speciﬁc English prOgrsms Fromny own scqusintsnce‘ with older deaf
students, their teachers, and their\ (written) Englisb* it sppetrs, rttherk :

th&t most deaf* students- end up with very s'lmilsr Ensyish-usage lbilities,

regardless of the teaching progrsm or technique. Sqme things. in mitsh,

" no matter how they aré taught, appear to be more dlfgicult for a deaf .

child to retain or produce correctly in the @ropexﬁ context ‘than others. 5 .
(As yet there has been no systemtf.g: evali:\stipn oZr the vczy pevest letbﬁ

which use a morphoiogically very elaborate s‘gw/! English such as sﬁ.r..

‘ from a very early sge, and which my prove to 74 mbre- effective then, any

' previous method.). By his }ee}g;;if Lenneberg fis correct in his hu'potbesis

of an s&ol‘éscent cut-off age for ~effective 1’n¢u&g -lesrg(ng--tﬂ deaf d

studént w111 hsve retained, a.nd be 'shle to tpply, as much of his

. :sbbremted nngulh rule-system as he ever vill. Any new Engnsh

teaching methods or. programs befond the early teens willsprobably have ) .

little effect upon his Bnglish competence. Thus, any special effec!;s of

specific English tesching progrm should have little place in the scores

of the neventeen- md pouibly the fourteen-yedr-olds.
¢ ! ‘ . -2 2 - ( \ . . ’ . \\
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Cooper (1967) gave deaf an¢ hearing subject seven to nine years]of

L4

age & written test based on Berko's (1958) stidy of the child's acquisition .

of English mrphology. The hearing subjec&s? performance was signifi-

NV /
'cant]g bette.r than that of the deaf although pattems of item difﬁculty/

. vere-similar for toth ghoups. Both the groups were most similer in their
. | kndwledge or‘ morphological rules (e.g., pa.st tense and plural markers)

" \a.nd mrthest apa.rt in their knowledge of derivational rules (e. g., .

] _’,.

nomimlization ‘of verbs)..

o . J

- ‘From all of thefebove 1t can 8 seen that the deaf, altho

fer from’a <6gnitive def;cit, are nonethdless

.
* ¢ - -

longer believed to

f significantly ore' ded §n con;pariaon to the hearing, in gexferal educatigml \
- ! ’ ~

be'attrnmt ' a{fficulties in pr,pcessing English. Deaf stud(ents

: have been known to excel 1n mathematics (where language-type problems Are

. not; involved); and in Youniss, h and Ross's (171) study of logical

* 7 . symbol use in deaf an hearing Adolescents, deaf subjects, albeit . .

requiring afddiiiot'ml'traini ’ ach;'eveld the‘highe,st leve/ls .in'.the test.
The }dear child's problem is, mt with logic, nor with matheutics, nor *
vith proposiuonal thought, but ]‘lth Briglish, or the: spoke'languq
the commity he inhabits. Deaf children i America. are not born with . '
the abinty to a.cquire paturally their "native" English. English is not '
( their native J.angun.ge--at least not nngueh as J!ngush-spegkera know it.
-What may or may not be their native lmguuge'wi_ll be diqcusaed in the

- \ ) /

next chapter, along with traditionsl views of the dedf as "languegeless”.

»d :'l
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2.1- The "Languageless" View : -/

| If English cami6t. be considered the native language of the deaf'in |
the United Stateg, and if American Sign Language is the native langaage
of ‘only that smsll portion of em}aeaf population‘cﬁéch is born to deaf
porents, whst 1s'the "native" language of tne rest of the deAf Z)pnlltion?
Do they lhve a true Jative language? Or are they, as an educstors,nnd

. reaecrchers believed, axd as some still do beneve, essenti&lly

R
T

"1&ngusge1ess"? ) ‘ ) : "
‘l‘o many 1nvestiga.tors » deaf children have appeared to bé the 1600/(
pulation on which to J;est one aspect of the Sapir—whorf hvpo,thesil.
‘rhat is, if the’ structure of a langua.ge 1nf1uences the wvay the lpm\\
. thinks and views the world, then thé absence, or & reiative dearth, of

language should correl.ate vith d«tsabilities in thinking, \mderlu%“ ’
conceptual
<

.md aol:mﬁ problems. Gonueqnently, m u nulber of stndiec of
abi.'uty, the deaf have been used 88 me-absent" Lontrols.

L /
tmether 13 view of the desf is accurate ‘or not uul be di.gcuueq,
Jater.  However, auuming that the dear are lmgungelesa ’ reseurcherl '

rﬂ\on that th’e sphere
of abstnct thought m by no means closed to the deaf, although "access

d\)
. have reache Fome 1yterest1ng coneluniona. Ro:eg&tein, in a 1961 reﬂev,
er;ﬁe, egreed with Oleron s (1950) a

. to 1t/1a more difficult for the deaf than the hearing“ {p. 283). Furth,
. dn p/is extensive (196&) reviev of the llteuture , ‘went further than
R/uutein, conciuding tblt "langliage does not “influence 1nte11ectua.1

‘ - 4rlopunt in my direct, senersl or decis'ive way." Carroll (196&)

agreed vith this concluston and added that "These findings suggest .
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"* strongly that thene can be a -jza of 'thought' without lancusge” {p. Th)..

A In s more recent (1971) analysfs, of thirw-nine st,u}i’es" undertaken in

the past decade involving compaptdons of deaf and heering uub.jectl, Furth '
providcd more lupport for the idea thlt there can be ‘t.hought without‘ )

’ ] lmgmgedithough t\:e deaf s;xb.jects when compared to the hearihg mb:rectﬁ
' ev’inced I devexnpunui time lag in their scquisition of logical strudtures;.
. Purth nt/a.ted that the "thiz&ing proceues of dev.f children md adoles- d ,. '
cents were found to be ainilar to hearing subjects” (p. 58). In s (1gn) '
A\\ .Plaget-type study vith Youniss lnd(\Rou ’ hoveverg Furth qua.lified his h
views on the interaction bétween thought and hng\mge in tlze foll.o‘ing
words: ". .. the evidence .from our work with linguilticany deﬂ.cient
persons *indicates that it [la.ngunge] ey have an indirect facilitating

effect on certain formsl operat}ons preciaely becuﬁe of the class ral);tion

-

“between formal opex}atdona and symbolic functioning" (pp 63-&) o
o ' » . t‘:p—

Ia.nderwonde, in a (1?(0) exanination of problen-scj.ving ‘processes \.’\' |
R (m deaf and hearing aub;lectl) used hil profoundiy deaf subjects "to.
-contz}pl for the language variable (p. 338) He found no differences - )

.
. O B S .

e N o between. thﬁ deat N‘l helﬂng subjJects in i‘inaL scores pr in tcci:ical ot . ' E

IS

approacheq to the probleu, and concluded from his that there m" no .
' necesnry relationship between thought and I

7 - 'Gych gtudies, although useful and iftéresting, are based upon &
. dubious premise: mely, that the deaf are langusgeless, and can serve

danguageless controll in studies .of oonceptual abiluity. None of the )'
—) .
|
bofE™ imatigators took into account the existence of aign h.nguge, o

S : :c vnid lanculse; nor did they, deternine the d’nt lubjecta proficiency,
. ' if any, in it. Mthermore, they did not report how mch zngliuh the deaf

Q . - ) jo ) f TN e

. -
R - . .
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t ‘ subJects ‘had been teught, or how much of itvthey hed absorbed. This 13' . p

. e serious defect. in these studies , énd leads:one to euape,ct that deapite e
their st‘bolership and research abilities, the researchers had .fallen o L . 7
the very common mieconception which’ conﬁmes la.nguage with epeech. e~ ' I

R of the dea.f are wif.bout intelugible ora.l speech, and, as was poi-z}éed out ‘ Vo |

in the’ 'previous cha.pter, many deef ch!ldren do not know English as hearing

i R pereons know it. But »it has yet to be demonstrated that any of the deaf _ L.

are truly la.ngua.geleee. ) - ' \‘ w I

* There is, as vas noted above, a ,segment of the deef population tbet : ‘

- has a native language from earliedt ehildhood. This 15 the minority of

-

deaf children wbo are born fo deaf. perents , mwost of wbom learp Ameiicm Y '
o | Sign language from birth, at the same rate gnd in. the sanme progreuion as :

/ —

a hearing child learns her or his spoken language. ASL is the lenguage

,, X o
i ) whic has devel’ped in the Un?ted Statee from the Frencl Sign nguage .

‘e

¢h Thomas Gallaudet lea.rned from the Abbe Sicard and brought ba,ck to A

t ited Bta.tes one and one-half cents,g-ies ago.. In the left century, .
» boweVer, with the rise to’ precedence of the ora.l metbod of 1nntructioh, : S /

i
ASL fell more dnd more into disrepute. The deaf continued to use 1t, bup . °

-

AN

) .
like mietiee of nond;a.ndn.rd English, it wee felt to be childish and .

! \ incorrect. Like W&n Creole, °ASI. was' felt to bave " no grammar", and

+ -

¢ -‘m use was prohibited 1n most schovls for the deaf, even amorig the

: etudentl themselves. “Like many creoles, ASL survived' but (unlike tbem) , T

!fotg.qerely because of linguistic pride or natiqnalistic solida.rity. P
Just as ASL was nhligned because of its mQaJ,ity-lvisual/gestural--'1t vas o .
because of its modality that it survived; for a’ugn nmguage is the only

! 4
. kind of language that a profoundly dea.f person can J.eam neturglly -

. .
- . -
! b . e € .- . .
’ . ' A / - ‘\'
) .
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* without redl difficulty, as e\ﬁearing person leo:rns speie;l la.nguage(s).
And even if a dea.f child is not taught a standard sign la.ngu.nge (auch ag
ASL), he is inclined, by the nature of his handicep, to try to express

. himselt’ manually, gesturally, and to react to visue.l q;é presented by

the faces and hands of the people around him. 1It is -this a.uthor 8

)

con.tenti'on, which will now be elaborated upon, that even the deaf.child
who knows no ASL, is not 'necéssarily "languageless". If t:u intelligence
1//anwhere fn the normal range, he will firnd relations and patterns in
all things, and he will try to express these in some way, uowe&romié-
syncratic. It is posgibly this idiosyncratic and unstendardized form of
expression on the part of the deaf child vhich, vhen put into written
form, produces some of the "de\dant"'and "erroneous:" English yﬁic? his
ﬁeg?herg find so troublesome. These "deafisms" are often very similar
from child to child, and suggest that even the "idiosyncratic” lengunger
of deaf children of hearing parents has a gatéem to. it, and may mot be’

A

.quite 80 random O‘Zdioey.ncretic after all. Let us consider the notion--
' the means orf the opportunity to -prove .(if indeed it

. whicH¥®no -one he.s
is possible to prove)--that the normal human being, with or without '
hearing, is programmed for language. It is. possible tba‘t there are

. neural connecti( that are set up 1n the brain to perceive relauonuhipe--
re]ationc‘:évu between symbol and obJecf between action, actor and '
ob:lect, a c;eep cage system, perhaps, like that posited by Fillmore
(1968, 1570) (as & descriptive grammatical tool), but whict; are
1ndep£andent of language ag it is trediti‘one.lly defined. There exists,

too, in the hmmn brain, the ability to generalize--a Platonic deep

4
‘e - e o T 1743

( mtfon of "form"--which is algso shared, to some extent, with other enimals.

M
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In man, thisyability to symbolize ‘and this mental "deep case" appear

+ . L4 R
to be translat Lint’.o 'a linguistic form, verbal or nonverbal, auditory

or viswal. And i¥ there exists no "language", in the sense .f & shared C

o
code), into which tlis mental language ‘program can be translated, the

o

Ry
human being or beings will probably invent a code~-& cquventional

language among the members of a‘group, ah idiosyncratic system for an

isolated individual. For although human experiencesgmay differ; the -

bases of language, the human ability to sMoliZe, to perceive relation-
! V]

éhips, actions and objects, can be seen as essentially the same in all

huran beings. The expression of these concepts and connections is

P
another matter. The profoundly deaf child of hearing parénts, having

o "native" langusge to learn, will; apparently, unless constantly

thwarted and punished by those around him, devise a gesture language
to fit at least his earliest needs. (It is probable that most such
idiosyncratic gesture languages do not progress beiond an early develop-

mental stage, for lack of a community to spare and augment thenm. ) .

’ *
' Using this broadened conception of language, then, no deaf child, left -

to his own devIces, is la.x-lg\mgeless. (Stokoe .(1960) even suggeste?i

that gestural communicative patterns, out of which sign lnwtes

develspe/d, 'night have been the primary meane of co:&nicltion or

prehistoriz ma.n,‘ with vocal intera.ctifn playing only a minor part.)
American Sign Language, the standard language of th_e Uni‘ed States .

deaf commmity, has added complications of its own to the question. o‘f

whether or pot the deaf are "language-sbsent". As vas mentioned above,

ASL was ;or many years not thogght to be a:real language; it wa:s felt

to have "no grammar". Fusfeld (149#6) voi~ced the gomonly-held impression,

i
not based upon any actual syntactic analysis ,ztgat "Often signs follow .

. \
. 4 ‘ .




in unconventional order, unheeding of the pattern a sentence takes in
- L] . -

customary usage. Adjectives, adverbs, nouns and pronouns 'held 2o set

. sequence" (p. 267). 4 ‘ e

2.2 American Sign language
Fossibly because of their unusual (visual/gestural) modalit

their relstively small mumber of users, and almost certainly becs se\pf .-
{he pressure from Oralists and sttempts to either wipe them out or at-
‘least pretend they did. not exist, ASL and other sign langnages recehred
very little attention until fa.irly rgcent_ly. The first formal liquistic
ana.lysek of ASL vere ca}'ried out y Stokoe (Stokoé, 1960, 19{1; Stokoe, *
Casterline and Croneberg,- 1965) i by McCall (1965), who m to devise
new descriptive tools and modify old ones to deal with the pew nodality.
ASL gained even more legitimacy in the eyesof social scientists when
it was used by the Ga.rd.ners (1969) in teaching lan;uuge to e chimpanzee
named Washoe. This novel expériment, coupled witi: incretsed intex:est in
unguisucs end in the problems of disadvantpged gnldre;i in the past '
decade, has helptd to stimilste new research into ASL and other gemd?
) languages, their syntactic a.nd semntic structure.
The results of current investigations into the stiucture of sign _

language may help bring about a reconceptualization of the nature of
language . " The broadened concept of language set forth above (p£. 23-24)

~
O Wt

gains support, to a great extent, from the very existence of gign

langpages, as well as frum the particular studies of sign language -

~ ~ - *

;vhich will be de‘ncribec‘l here. ,
Traditional definitions of language have made the phonological

system a defining characteristic o{mall langfages and -the only legitinate - ‘
. ] ’
t * 9‘ N +
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linguisti: pedium of commnication (Bloomfield, 1933; Hockett, 1958;
Sapir, 1966; Weinreich, 1966; Lyons, 19%68). Bloomfield spe 1fically '
dismissed the sign la.nguage of the deaf as "d€velopments of, ordinary

~gestures", and declared that "any and all complicated or ndt immediately

intelligible gestures are based on the conventions of ordiﬁery speech"
(p. 39). (But cf. Stokoe, 1960, on p. 24 of this paper, #or pré&sely

-

the opposite view.) Sapir, and only he, in his wigdom ac’mowledged that

r

"As a matter of theory it is conceivable that somef{xing ]f/ike a linguistic
structure could have been developed out o.f gesture or otber for;ms of
bodily behavior" (p. 1); but, unfortunately, he never e]Tabora\ted upon
thi.s speculation. Weinreich set forth a definition of j‘.a.nguage that
could certainly be filled b§ sign /language (his choice of the term "sign"
to represent a unit of 11ngu1st1c meaning is rather provocative)

". . . a language is'a repertory of signs, and . . . discourse oi.nvolves

the use of these sigﬁs, seldom in 1solation. The rules' of permitted

l
sign combination (grammar) are formulated in terms o clssses of signs

(gremstical classes). La.nguages ! contwin signs of tyao kinds: every sign

. - .

is, in general, a designator or a formator" (p. 145), &Strangely enough,

-

however, Weinreich specifically excluded, as non- age, any system

S

that does nct employ vocal signtvchiclés. On the bfasis alone of its
/

systematic use for commu.nication by a segment of t e human population,
sign language should be 1nc1uded in definitions of!uhuman la.nguagf/ But

there is ever more compelling evidence of the legitimscy of: si.gn language °

}

as & real language, possessed of & full grsmntical system as well as &

.

system that parsllels phonblogy in spoken lo.ngua.ges. ¢ '
Recent analyses of sign language have demonstnated the existence of
both & rule-based syntactic systeid and a lexicon. MeCall (1965) found

Q -
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’ ) ‘
similar constructions repeated throughout her corpus of ASL, and claimed -

“Tat this gramatical regularity mfunu the requirement of structural
consistency that is a festure of true languages.. Anslyses by Stokoe (1971), 7
I"iach:r (1971),- Battison (1971,’\1972), and Frishberg and Gough (1973) ) "
have further established and described grammatical regularities and L ’

consistent ‘semntic features in ASL.

2.3 "Phonology” of ASL ¢ : .

Stokoe (1960) discovered and described three kinds of conponents '
which mke up every sign in ASL-- sonewha.t an the analogy of phonological
features: "dez", the hand shape or configuration in-making the sign; ,

‘°~u818'-" the movement or change- in configuration of the hand c:r h‘anch; _lnd ‘ ;
"tab", the location on or near the body of the figper where the sign is .
'perromed. 'To these three features Bellugi snd Siple (X971) added one p
more.: the orientation of the hand within the "signing spQCe "e-palm up,
palm down, fingers pointed toward the left or the right, palm fa.ci‘ng .
toward the body or away from 1). Any cha.n'ge in any of these po.rmetera--
dez; sig, tab, or orientation-—will result 1n a ﬁorresponding change in
the meaning of the sign. Two signl that differ with respect to ony one, °
of these parameters ax\"e con.sidered e "minimal pair". Stokoe listed
£iftyMfive different dez, sig, and tab symbols, and devised & fairly

simple notation for them for use in tra.nscril{tion. As in spoken languages,

there are "dialectal" variations In the "pronunciation" of various signs:
some signs that in one par: of the countty are performed with both hands

may be one-handed signs elsewhere. There are io regiopal (and possidbly
social) variations in the tenseness or laxness pf' the hand(s) when

signing. This is & frpitful area for socio-lingulstic research.

o g
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Bellugi a.nd Siﬂ.e (1971) devised a series of experiments to conﬁrm
the psycbologicel validity of Stokoe s (a...d Bellugi s) sign classification
parameters. Deaf sub:]ects were presented a list of 150 eigns, one per

gecond. The subjects were then requi/red to recall as many oiz the si?s ) :
» &
as possible, in one of two ways: one group signed the signs they recalled, :

and the other group wrote the English equivalents of the signs they .

recalled. A hearing control group, presented with an English vord-liaty

in a parallel recall eJq;eriment, made formetion errors in recalling the -

vords--i e., they confused the stimlus word with a word which differed \

»

‘with respect to one or two phonemes. . The deaf subJects, similarly, .
. -

made errors by incorrectly substituting one of the above-described

[N

. ] .
classification parameters. As far as the "phomology” of ASL is concerned, -

then, its reality and psychological validity aré certainly comparable to

L]

spoken languages. ' ‘ . .-

2.4 \ABL Syntax .

In the area of syntax, however, there are a few very interesting

ways dn which ASL differs from spoken languages. Stokoe (1971) pointed

out one agpect of ASL which, because it is dependent upon the visual . A

nodality, has no possible perellel in spoken languages: certain signs » -
may /roduced similtaneously. In spoken larguages, mrphenea and words

mst always be sequentiel Anothxr differem-et, which 18 not. so obviously ‘a
a.result of the visual mbdw.lity, was examined by Fischer (1971). In her

study of reduplication i)r‘ocesse's in sign language, Fiscltxer found that ASL

tends to alqlow a great n.eixy more reduplications of almost a.ny sign than

are possible with any words in any spoken language, 8igns mey be repeated

any pumber of times--four is ngot uncom:n--wibhout, necesserny,




.

,roles in English gromar, are not signed. ‘Fant has cha.racterized the \

. ¢ * ’\
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substantive-changes in the meaning of, the sign. Occasionally r‘eciuplioa-
tion will signify plura.l in a noun-sign, but not always‘. Variation in .
meaning, hovever, is dependent upon the speed of the reduplivation, o '
feature which rischer;has_, not surprisingly, called [+Fast]. The
addition of rhylt;mici body movement to the [-Past).feature results qn
yet another syntactic/semantic feature, [-;Boringl' And'a-reeture ,
'associated with rast reduplication is the suprasegmental feature of - ,
horizontai movement E+Horiz. ] It should be noted at this point th‘M'/
facial exp)ressiOn: while never used as a sign by itself, ia necessary to
the "phonology" and to the syntax/semntics of ASL--in mch the same Wy
that. phonological stress is necessary to English morphology (or tone to .
tone languages), and intonmation to English sentence -atmcﬁure.. |

There are other differences between ASL and- English, but these ‘are . R
more comphr'able to the differences that exist between spoken languages.
Fant (1972) pointed dut ‘the absence in ASL (or "Ameslan", as he calls it) 5
of English-type inflections; the same sign means "git", sits", "sitting »
"sat", etc. As well, there is often no difference betwedn a verb and its ° '
corresponling rioun. ASL has no pas‘aive voice and none of the gramatical
moods. As in a number of notrterribly-exotic languages, there i_s' no .
sign to signify the copula "ve", but the sign for "true" is sonetime;
used for "am", "is", "be", etc. 8ign language :ﬁes no articles, but in
certain situations "that" is signed before the sign for an object or s

event. Prepositions which show some location’or movement are signed,

but prepositions such as "by", "at", and "of", which have structural 1

aynux of ASL as genero.lly resembling short, simple 5 declarative English

sentences, arranged in chronologica.l order. Moorea (1970c) " commented on \

33
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the d:;{rth of function words in ASL and suggested that this could cause
difficulties for the deaf child in learning sngiisr’x.

- One particular difference between ASL a.nd English which is presently
being studied is ASL's lack of tense or aspectual marking of a verb or

Rather than any verb inflection or' aw(iliary, ASL has
{

activity sign.
only time indica.tors, which provide a: time setting for the'given
or narrationa Frispberg and Gough (1973) have described these time

indicators in terms of directionality from the "time line --a line that

runs vertically from approximat®ly mid-cheek on ,the signer. Forvard

from the time-line indivates futurity; backward from it indicate; p'a.st‘ \

time. Certain time words, such as week, ’month, day, year, et¢., can be

inflected for number and time (present, future, and past), so that one

sign can express the concept "three weeks ago”. Thus, aii:hough.ASL

may lack elements which appear to be essential in many spoken languages,

1t compensates in ways that teke advagtage of the visual modality:

movement, direction, and depth perception. Anything that can be said
in'R spoken ‘langu;ge can be expressed in signs. , ) . ' .
\’Although’ recent studies have begun to demnstrate the "phonological”
syntactic, and semantic consisterlcies and regularities in ASL, »t%ere are
still those who question the "grmsticafity" of sign languages. In a
study ¢f Israeli Sign Language (ISL), I. M. Schlesinger (1970) 'Iasigned
a series of problems to determine first whether ISL hes & syntax, and, '
_if it does, whether this syntax depends upon sign-order (as a parallel
to word-order). The experimentera used a set of pictures which depicted .
the gramﬁic_e.l relations Agent, Object, and Irldirect Object. BSubjects

were deaf adults from Haifa and Jerusalem, some of whom hed beén taught

situ;tion




Y

. . - -
' Hebrew in school. THe task required one subject to describe a picture
\/to another subject in ISL§ the other qubject then was to choose the
S P) picture in his own pile which he thought was being descrihed. Results
' indicated that ISL does mnifest some aspects\or syntax, but spparently
herﬁo sign-order mecha.nim to show the rélations "agent of", "object of",
and "indirect object O‘f" '.l'he verb, although often omitted, never
oc:urred initially, and the ed.‘jective always followed the noun. ‘But

in the case of Agent, Obj?:t and Indirect ObJect, all possible sequences

<w

were used at least ouce. Sign-order was not coneistent for the -group u
a whole, nor for nine of the' twenty subjects taken individually. As'a '
result, there was a great dLl of, mieunderetanding between the partners 0
in the ta.sk. This study, ta.ken at face value, casts doudbt upon. the g
( universality of deep .eemntic relationships and their underlying tyntsctic
. regularities. It makes the "broadened concept";of language, which I set
r rorth earlier in this chapter, implausible » or at the very least suggests ~
‘ that there is one exception to an otherwise universal rule. But looking
more closely at Schlesinger's experiment, certain defects in the etudy
itself come to light. Sinc;e one--and usually the main--purpose of language
is comnicetion, and since there was a great deal of mieunderstandins
' between the partners in the signing task (1.e., & lack of commication),
we might reach the logical conclusion thet the signere were not "' speaking
.° the same language". We know little about Schleeinger 8 deaf eub,jects.

- ” And it is possible, given the relative youth of Israél iteelf, the diverse .

e (- P
RN WP ) Ll

€

origina or its population, and the amount of recent immigration from very
many countries, thet the subjects in this study were indeed not using the

same sign lmguage. 'l'here may not yet have been the opportu.nity for &
‘ye

~ . - . 35 : \




If such is the case, the 1nedeq¢ete comsmnication .betveen the subjecta

vthet the signer had clﬂbeen to describe.) Again, not emghm

- language, but 1t 18 eonceiveble that in a sual/geeturcl lencuege

. ( e [
single homgeneou: sign lenguege to he.ve established itself in Israel.

; .
is mdly uurpr,tamg Another -poumnty, vhich has been” pointed owt - ¥
by deef persons who knew of the expe nt, is that the eignere were
handicapped by not being allq&ed to use e11 of eign 1language. Ae wee§
nentioned above, raciel expx/esaion is emessentiel phonological and v
eyntectic component of 31571/ lenguages. 81gnere also feel that body
movement and "setting the pceﬁe" are elso essential to nnykinde of ‘
nerretion. In Schleeinse# ] experinent, the eigner was reqnired to- sit .

arfd eign--epperently wiyh his hende only--over a. low ecreen {The
screen was there to pre\rent the signer 's partner rron eeeing the pict\n‘e

exgl'e.ineﬂtebout how t/he experiment was conducted, dut 1£ the* signer
could not stand up,/:ené take Ehe various "roles" of Agent, Object, and
Indirect Object, ueing various locations around hilselr to mnem
grammatical reletionahipe, ambiguity night well have resulted. As yet, .
‘there has not bden much forni 1nveetiget10n of such nechlnim in sign

le-playing . could have a - grammatical function.

. ¥ ’ / a -

! : ) .

2.5 ASL Vocabulary : .
Juet as the phonological ehepee of most vordn in eppken languages

ere erbitrery with refdrence to their meeninge, the ehepee of most signs

in ASL are arbitrary, and are baeed on conventiton'el usage within the deaf
commnity. - However, most signs were originally-highly gesturally descriptive
(1con1c) of the actions or items they represented (Prishberg, 1973,
umbnma) There are still many cbseivable relationships batween ‘

1 A .
g
¢ -
.




| signs and their referex.xts. (There are; similarly, ommtofaoe,ic vo1:ds.1n- -

spoken lang\ngeN Stokoe, Casterline, and Croneberg (1965) outlined the

SN kinds of obsemble relationships that can exist between a sign afd its S

— : ( g
' referent: - . ) ) .

3 ) :

L (1) Pantonynic signa--the action represents itself. : o

(2) Imitative sighs--ome important feature of the whole action or .

’ s

ob;)ect is singled out .to represent the whole.

wyRe

~ (3) Metcxmdc signs--a relatively unimportant or mmua feature

e

of the object or action is used to repment the whole. - I

(&) Indicut!.ve signa--the act of pointing toward, thq referent.
;1

(5) Initial-dez aign--a sign whose hapd configuration (dezL is 1tn,
first letter (if fingerlpened in Bnglish) in the mamal nplubet.

(6) Name signs--often idiosyncratic signs used to refer to indiviayal -
persons. . o

0

Battison (1971) revised this description, using & bi.my feature
notation, [_-o_-ietaphoric] and [+metonymic]. , Utilizing tt@’ clusificatioh. S
syétem, the first four qf the above descriptions of signs can be accounted
for neatly and economically’, ) ! S

’

2.6 gglish-la_nggge Learning - ' , ’j
The purpose of the sbove descriptions of the’ “phonology s syntc,x and %

‘vocabulary of sign langusge has been to demonstrate some of tpe complexities

of ABL as well as the differences and similarities between ASL and Engiinh,.

and to describe s}ne studjes which, have been undertaken to find the | .

grammatical regularitiesfof ASL and other hign mmes. The‘pomt of M

all this is that sign 1 e is a vtlid language, which any future

deﬁnitioﬂ; of langusge should take into sccount. Furthermore,-those

BT SRR
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children--usimlly of deaf parents--who have learned ASL, or some o*r -
sign lapguage not based directly on a spoken language, necessarily :

encounter English as a second\ (or foreign) 1 As was suggested

eu-lie_r in this chapter, deaf children of hee;ring ents, unless

thwarted, appear to devise a gestural first langusge of their own. ‘fm.

is nece:seerily an 1diosgméretic' language, which insy not have the -oppbr-
tuaity (because of a lack of other speakerf the dearth of experiejiie of
the deaf child himself, or other reue&a) of developing beyond an early
stage in the complexity of its grammatical and semantic stmcturee. Deaf
children who know ASL learn English via their ﬁrst, gestural, code; and ‘
encounter many difficulties. When deal children who have not learned the "
standsrd sign luigt;aee (ASL) encounter English at school, they must map

a complex- (English) code ontc; their restricted one. Their difficulties

in Yearning Engl.ish' and the number of errors/j;he make can be expected to ° )
be proportionately greater tl;an those of the deaf children who knov a ¢ =

standard sign language. - o T . R

’

Deaf chi){ren encounter the same sorts of difficulties as mtive K
_ speakers of foreign languages do when they first encounter Engneh. In
nddition, there is the problem ocaused by the difference 1n modality

between eny sign or gesture language and English, and this coupounds the
difficulties. Any strange ,aml unnatural teaching method’s\vhich may be %

1n\ fashion at a given elchoo]. for the deaf also cause problems. It is no
wonder that deaf children perform as badly as they do in English and

related areas. ) .

2.7 ish as a Forei .

To test the above bypothesu , that deaf children have learned English '

- . !‘:’" 9D , ¢ T, . ﬁ;»i@
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as a foyeign or sccond language, Mw and Fletcher (1973; 1974, in _
"pres administered the TOEFL (Test of English as a !'oreign Lnngnga) 't
deat high school students. xmf (23) of the subjects were deaf chilﬂren o
of deaf parents, who had’ learned 8 fm of sign language 0‘1:" Asmtt

an early age, and half the subjects were deaf children of hearing pu'ents,

who had learmed Signed English, muich later, at scheol. The experiunt;_erd :f.

investigated the foll*lng three hypotheses: ,
L) - ]

(1) Since deaf children of deaf nts have, learned ASL early, &s f
a first language, and as a standard lnnpng%shared by other users, they

should outperform deaf children )& hearing pa;-ents on any test involving -

language skills, and particularly on a test of ish & second
language. : * - LY

(2) If deaf children of deaf parents learn English as a second '
la.nguage, their item-by-item performince on, the TOEFL should resemble
the performance of foreign students who have taken the test more closely.
th\n doem performance of deaf children of hearing ents. (The $

first lemguagé, if any, of deaf children of hearing par nts is restricted

and idiosyncratic, and their English competence, -based upon their idio~ L
L .- T

syncratic ]..anguage, is consequently expected to be restricted.)

3) Performances by deaf children of deaf parents on & test of

English as & second language and on & standard test of English skills M

(such as the SAf) "ghould be lesé related than p,erfomnéoes _by deafw
children of hearing parents on the two tests. (One would expect this
reault, beceuse the desf ghildren ot -heo.ring x;arents would not have
learned English through the mediun of ASL. - Rather, English would most

¥

likely be their first complete, unreotricted and shared m There

', ) ..‘ ‘ 39. * ’ y\
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should thus be littie "interference" from their First (idiosyncratic)

perform better in tests of English than deaf children of hearing parents.

languag;a, % prébably }.vae an uﬂcor;plex one at the syntactic level °.

of eirly‘)iéld language, and was not retained after its initisl use ‘s

a ml;esh'ift stopgap means of commnica;ion ). o .
Results on three of the four written subt.ests of ‘the TOEFL

supported all three of the a.bove hypotheses ’(See Tables 1, 2, and 3t .

Ppp. 37-39.) On the fourth subtest, Reading C mprehension, both graups

of deaf subjects performed equa:tly poorly, which suggests that more was

involved in this subtest than'English comprehension. (Given the poor

reading achievement scores of deaf students, the results in this subtest
o :

are not ‘urprising.) From these results, then, it appears that deaf

children of deaf parents, who have learned ASL as a first language,

Deaf children of deaf parents appear to have a.cqu:lred English as a aecon& .
language, more so than deaf children of _hearing parents (who perfora wore
poorly, and more idiosyncratically, in English) (See Tadle 4, Pp. hO )
And neither group can use English with the facnity c}r correctnen of a
native speaker.. The nonstandard form of Engligh that deaf persona do use )

is the ob:]ect of mnatigation in this diesertation. ‘ . ) ) :
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Means, Standard Devistiohs, and T for SAT Grede Placement Skrgs
of 13 HP and 13 DP Btudents on the Peregraph = . . .
" Mesning (PH) and Tanguage (L) Budtests .
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o P 6.65 2.9
Language (L '
P - 8.64 1.48
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Intercorrelations Between
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1}

. Group

Paragraph
Meaning (PM)  language (L)

,
i
:
| .
3
‘
.
3
3
i
3
s,
:
]
-~

%
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P
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*Significant ¥ Test for regression (p < .05; af. = 1, 1)
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Point Biserisl Correlations for Parentage (DP = O, HP = 1)
. v
With TOEFL and SAT Scores, Age, IQ, and Hearing loss

-

TABIE 3

Calculated for All 26 Deaf Subjects

4
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Znglish Structure (ES) T :
x;ocabulary (‘V)w .Gl T .
Reeding Comprehension (R€) “-.30%
Writing Ability \ R

T rota1 0B (1) - Ty .
Paragraph Meaning .(Pll) -.60*{*\ ‘
Language (L) "_’?5’- ‘ R
Sex =t .
Age A5 L
IQ =03 ‘ -
Hearing loss (HL) +00 |

#Significant F Test for regression (p < .05; af = 1, 24)
#¥ignificant ¥ Test for regression (p < .01; af = 1, 24)
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Means, Standard Dﬁviations, and T for ﬂ)sn, Scores of 13 HP,

AR - ,/ 13 DP and 113,975 Foreign saludents (8) [
| ./ _ j ‘ :J
’, N - I’ ’ E
/
/ Group Mea.n "~ 8.D. T Scor -
. ’ j -
e  28.15 3.69
: s : 5.7h#
English Structure (ES) . DP 3985 | 6.36
U | s* u9.00 8.00
HP % 5.11
| - 4,05%
Vocabulary (V) DP $3.85 6.09 .
s  L8.00  11.00
L \
: HP #%.15 ° 2.12 .
[ ' . -'59
Reading Comprehension (RC) pPp  VY30.31 5.02
s 48,00 8.00 s
HP 31,00 3.39
—  3.6e%
Writing Ability (WA) DP 38.54 6.72
. . s  148.00 8.00 Iy
; | HF 12823  10.69 - E
5.17% 0
Total Score (T) DP  159.54 19.04 )
t
Sb ; - -
. ‘Hea.ns and standsrd deviations for foreign students were taken from the
TOEFL manual (Test of English; 1970, p. 6).
bDiatribution of total scores for foreign students a.cross the four
mbtast! was not available.
*p < .01; af = 2k.
o !b * t
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3.1 Deaf English as a I:'igggnized Variety of mﬁish : ’
Most educators of the deaf and re'aearch'ers ht} deaf language
Problens are svare that the congenitslly pyofoundly deaf do mot learn
English as mtive speakers do. For obvious reasons, the spoken lngli-sh :
of the deaf never reaches the proficiency of the mtivg speaker, but -
F even their written English typically lhows a range of errors in syntax
and word uuge--"deanm Eachus, 1971) For exsmple, in Mu
studies of auch e.rons (Wi Quigley lnd llontlnelli, 1973, unpub~
1ished), preliminary f.indings have shown thit deaf aubdeqta have «

*

(= . ’

pérticular difficulty with pronouns, in such constructions as "He
pmxed up the ball and threw [1t]" (vhere the it is omitted), and with

-

reco@x%tién of referents in relative pronoun conatructions, smong other
things. Our ovn rindings from the TORFL (cf‘. Charrov and !'leteher, .

1973, abovg‘r)‘“’bhgged that deaf subjects wade’ fa.i.rly cons}stent errors

3

with rehtik%":@? , determiners, prepositions, compoqxcx’d tensel, » {

inflected tenses, fense agreement, and modsls. In spite of the fact that

1

most of our. subdect; had been in school, and leu‘ning English, for lan V
average of eleven yaprs, their performance m significantly worse than o
"th‘lt of foreign college entrants of conparab‘le age. By the age at wh:lch
these deaf subjects were tested (X = 17.3 years; 8.D. = 1.1 years), most
were nqg longer learning anything new in English. At that point, their

teachers vere trying to erase grmti.cal errors and "deafisms" which

appeared to have taken solid root and frozen themselves into the studenta

owm concepta of "Bngluh"
' The commonality of errors on the '1‘00'1., as well as the very common

45
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‘errors m\the English productions of other deaf students, attestpd to by

many teachers of the desf, led this writer to the Fonclusion thst\\porup-

deaf persons had scquired a.nd were using their own miety of}an sh.

PRELAPSS
. v Lov
o a ye b Al N

Since so many of their errors aéemed to be shared, it wasworth lnve i-

Zating whether they were indeed shared, and to what- ext.ent. Ir shlr
grammatical ¢ constructiona and word (mis-)usages could be found among &
fair xmnber of deaf persons, then 8 case could be made for the eatiatence
of a non-standard variety of lngliah, used gnafﬁ the deaf--a- "Deaf
English". It appeared to me thst once the gsverage dent atudeat has

\ ‘
A, . . -

1l N A .
Mﬁvmmg‘_.mmﬂmz Gy, e

learned enough English to get mo:t facts and idean across, to his own .

e
P
D b T Ay,
P Y Uy 3 0
e AL (e, Ty
N R e,

satisfaction, and to understand the simple written commnicaticas of

Y
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e T e ! e e
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other deaf students, these' grammatical and lexicsl forms become "a'rro.zern",
and very 1ittle further le wning of Standard English takes place: 4'!hi.-n
probnbly occurs in early a.dolescence, at about junior high-lchool age,
since at that time, according to Lemneberg (1967), hngnge-lumins
tapers off. Certainly, for the ‘deaf, ot that age there is s semru.
levelling-off of the rate of improvement in reldins md wrtﬁ.ng lbu.ity
and verbal f.cmty (Myklebust, 196b).. Except in rare cases, the mgu-h
that the deaf know at age ﬁrteen or sixteen is tho xnglilh they conti.me

e,

3

R :
- .l
. JY

By

to use throughout their 11vea. .

3.2 Structural Differences and Semantic Differences - ] .
If there is-s nonstandard vsrieﬁ of English--a "Deaf Engnah"--used }f

by duf persons in written commmnicaticns, what sorts of geneulizatiom .

can be made cbout it? Por instance, is 11: aafe to say that ‘such a dialect

would ‘be semantically different from Standard Englisn? Syntactically

different? lexically different? The questian's are difﬁcult to answer. ‘

r
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Cersainly, there ought to be syntactic differences, as 'tl;e‘se are the

" "deviations” that catch the attention of educators of the deaf. Whether
such atx;-face structm:'e differences reflect differences in deeper structure,
and ultimately in the semantic structure of the dialect, ‘'remains to be
seer. It is reasonallle to assume, however, that any syntactic or lexical
change might indeed involve a correspopding semantic change, although

this is not & -ecessary condition: It would not, however, be resgongble'
to assume, simply because the deaf .have made over Standard English input
into -a nonstandard dialect, that their cognitive processes a.re'dif‘feren{-.
from those of hearing persons, or that they.‘"perceive the world differ-
ently”, in the old Whorfian sense. The failure to master 8 given syntactic
construction may simp}y be a result of insufficient expoaure to it, or a

i "
misundersta.ndimg of jts function. Menyuk (1969), in explaining the

"errors" that very ym;ﬁg hearing children make in using the pronoun
subclass, says essehtially,the same thing: - "We do not think that the
usual difficulty lies in tin;rerentiaung' onieself from thg' rest of the
world or conceptually differentia.ting gendér and number as has often been
postulated, but, rather, primarily in the obscure syntactic role thik
subclass plays in the sentence" (p. 53). .

An analysis of the sorts of changes that deaf pera;:ns make’ in
producing "Deaf English” could provi&e valuai)le. information to.linguists
on those a..s'pecta of Engfish which are most redundant or m?st ,disposable
when raw commmnication is at stake. ' It could also add to our knowledge
of vhich aspects of English are easier and which are mprq‘:nfﬁcult to
le‘l.rli and to retain. "Deaf English" may be an example of pidginization,

as is suggested in the next section. If $his is the case, a study of

. . v
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its development, and an analysis of *its forms, could’ provide insight
<

, ~
into the pidginization procesk. Even if it is discovered that not all

1the nonstandard constructions in various deaf persons' English are

:‘gfjratemtic or shared with other deaf persons, we should stuNa able

o !

to gain insight info the difficulties in'learning Standard English, and

the likelihood that certain ll.tems or constructions in Standard English ;o

are less informative, more difficult to retain, or more redundant than

others.

3.3 Pidﬂnization and Creolization .

. This section deals with the Tossibility that "Deaf English" is an
example of pidginization, if not an actual pidgin. The section begins
with a general description and discussion of pidgins and pidginizatian,
a.nfi goes on.to define more specific charact‘;e;istics of pidgins, which .
:nay also occur in a "Deaf English". .

" Pidginization is a procelss of liriguistic reduction, which may or
_may not result in the formation of a ;.rue "pidgin". As yet, there %s mo
really comprehensive definition of a pidgin.. However, a pidéin can be
described as a fairly sta.ble pidginized rom or commnication between

. .languagea. An example of a pidgin is Neo-nelanesia.n, which developed

in Melanesia around & "superstratum" of English, with one or more of

the "native" languages as its sybstratum.
" When a pidgin acquires native speakers, the process is known &s

"ereolization". The pidgin jbecqmes? ela.bordted, its vocabulary expands,

and it. develops into a creole. If a creole is in contact with the -

. standard langusge (such as Jamiican Creole--an Enlish-based creole--in

contact with Standard English), it tends to approximate toward the

Qo ‘ A
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. the more modern viewlthat "[T]hese are genuine languages in their own

' 'Pidain-- ! .

.

standard. This proceas is"known as “decreolization ., .

g 3
. In general, the purpoae of the pj.dgin 1s fairly rudimentary

ot

comnication, usually confined to a few areas, such as trade. De Camp

(19{1) states the traditional v:lew of pidgins as.follows: "Eaeh pidgin

or creole has been traditionally classed as a deviant dialect of. a
standard language, usually European, with English, French, Portuguese, ‘
and Dutch the most frequent" (p. 15). He goes on, however, to present

4

right, not just macaronic blends or interlingual corruptions of standard

‘languages"’.

In his discusaion of salient versus substantive pidginization,
Samarin (1971) points out that mnw of the superficial npectl or pidgm
may not b? the defining c‘mracteristics of & pidgin. For exllple, he says,
"[R)eduplication is therefore a salient t feature of pidgins, mot i sub~ |
stantive one" ‘(p. 119). Samarin notes that as yet there 1s no cgz-eeunt
on what constitutes substantive pidginiution, but he doea feel ‘that tll
linguists would agree that simplification is a substl.ntive feature of

- < -

Hymes (1971) points out that simplification alone is not enough of. a

criterion for labelling & given dialect's pidgin; “otherwise eVen baby-talk

would fit the definition of pidgin. He states that the tvo other features
traditionally thought to imply pidginization, admixture and restricted
1nter-group use, are, taken singly, even less reliable indicators of
pidginization than simplification. And even if all three features are

present, "the relevant meanipg of each of the three must be specif}z ed--

how much, and what kind, of each is to count?” (p. 81). Moreover, if

wa
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. difference as follows:,

Since pidginizatidn 8 a process more general.than_
crystallization of pidgins, and since pidgins, once
formed, may be elaborated,in content and use, while
remaining pidgins, the \characteristica found in develop-~
ment to, and of, a pidgin admit of degrees. Indeed,
pidgins and pidginization are instances par excellence
of variable adaptation of means to an audience and
situation.

And, 1
+ « o Whereas imperfect learning of & second language

is set agide by Whinnom, for Samariy,.it, memory loss

-of one's language, field work jargons, argots, restricted.

codes, (Bernstein) and the like are all of interest, * -

inasmich as they are instances, not of pidgins necessarily,

but of a process of pidginization, which he defines as any

congistent reduction of the functioning of a la.ngunge : .«

both in its grammar and in its use. (p. 69) ' 5 o -

bl 0

- What eharacteristics would "Deaf English" have to poueu, in orﬂu'

»

to be cmsed as a pidgin? The following pa.rngrlphl defino ' 3 mnlbor of
common features, of pidgins.

Hall (1966) provides the classic ‘descriptién of how pidgins origimute;
¢ , N
"A pidgin normally owes its origin to relatively casual, m’ort-teu

contects between groups that d6 not have a language in common" (p. 127).
De Camp (1971), elaborating upon this theme, sets forth a definition -
of pidgins that most linguists would probably accept:

A pidgin ig a contact vernacular, normally not the native

language. of any of its-speakers. ‘It is used in trading or

in any situation requiring commmnication between persons \
who do not speak each other's native languages. It is

charactorized by a limited vocsbulary, an elimination of

many gramstical devices such muber and gender, and a

drsstic reduction of redundant fleatures. This reduction

50
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has often been called simplification, but it is now con-
sidered debatable whether the less redundant-pidgin is « -
simpler or more complex than the standard language: (p. 15)

)
To this, we may add Hynea' (1971) specification'

By definition, a pidginiza.tion aituation principally
involves adults. (Were the participants children, we
would call 1§ incipient creolization.)” The process does
not have the maturational basis of childhood agquisition, -
but is learning and adeptation, a selective acccptnnce

. oflexiconnndm,'sofaruamsourec.u‘ .
concerned, in a context of limited- opportunity, limited
‘need, and, as adults, of more limjted ability. From the
standpoint of the commmity or group,ithe process 1s &
visible one of sharing in the ad hoc | tion and

creation of a novel mesns of spoech. (p. 81). , )

Samarin (1971) defines & sociolinguiatic feature of pidgins:

The pidgin . . . is not normal, and when a person is
a pidgin he is limited to the use of a code wif .but one
level or style or key or register. . . . In other words,

"~ he does not have the rich variety of language stylas from
which to choose whatever is appropriate to the context,
situation, or person (or people) to whom he 1s talking.

« « « In sumary, the pidgin-speaking commmnity is not
normal from a sociolinguistic point of view. Neither is
the language normal. A pidgin is & language, but & different

kind of lnnguuge (p. 122

laboy (1971) points out another surfaqe feature of pidgins--the
apparent dearth of sysgematicity in both :lnology and syntax: "Pidgins

thus ‘seem to be unsystematic in both senses notéd: the absence of well- °

¥
-
defined norms and®the high degree of individual varistion" (p. u5h).

AY

3.4 Characteristics of Deaf English

None, of-the above preclultes the possibility that Deaf English is an

' > \ :

English-based pidgin. Beginning with Hall's (1966) description of the
origin of pidgins, cited above, I will demonstrate how each of the above

dencﬁ‘ptions or definiticns can be applied to the nonstandard ('uaually

written) BEnglish of the profoundly deaf: o e
e ‘
6
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(1) No language in common - ° \ _ ! N
Cemmf[y there exists no common first language between deaf

children on the one hand and their hearing parents (snd, very cften, 3
their non-cigﬁing grq.ut teachers) on the other; and deaf persons who
are brought up using som;e form of tign language, at first h.ave no
l_u?guage in cou:on with most ili'ea.ring persons, who have not vlearned
& sign language. In the more enlightened schools for the deaf, signing
1s used by the teachers along with the oral modes of instruction, but,
unlike native signers, vho use ASL, the teachers use Sigoed English, "
vhich usually is more like English than like ASL in its syntax and ,
.lexicon. (It is more like ASL in "phono]:oéy" and "expression” futur.ea.)l
As there is no common language between the deaf students, on the one
hand, and the teachers on the other, & compromise must take place. Thus,
vhen the need for a written language ¥rises, t , syperstratum mat be
English (since English has a written form @'a«- rot). But as the
doat students do 5ot know Standard Erglish, the result is pot Standhrd .
English. It appears that students absorb imperfectly 'the' oral, manual
and written English they are taught; misinterpret
spelled, spoken aid written English of their teachers,

add to this
their varying degrees of proficiency in ASL (if any). 7The result is s

mekeshift variety of English--a "Deaf English". -

11t nas been suggested (Stokoe, 1972) that the deaf students frocess
this mamual English as though it were ASL, which sometimes results in mis-
understandings of the teacher's message, or misinterpretations éf the .0
original intent. For example, deaf students, i1egardless of parentage, or,
for that matter, of method of ins tion, find English passive comstructions
very difficult to understand, de , and use correctly. Thus, if a ,
passive sentence were to be used by a teagher in Signed English, the
students might understand it (incorrectly) as an active sentence. Teacher
and student would be using the same commmnication modality--menual/visual-- ...

but they still would not bde ,genking the same language. ;S

ooy




years. - Furthermore, the number ‘of hours the deaf'child spends in eontaet ®

N 49

(2) Casual and lhort-tem contlct

The sverage deaf ltudent receives s minimm of eleven years' scbool-
ing, vith very great emphasis upon "English language oﬁ speech .ﬁm £
Hov, then, can one suggest that contacts with mgnah are "cuun-l or

ahort-tern"f The length of the deaf child's education m s 1s

n-storial Deafness imposes severe unitctiono on oral n.nd au-it ¢, 3
m@{igeuming Aswehlwabovmabm(mcpterme,ucﬁmlk o
and 1.5), it takes the desf child far 1onger to master mm the':
of English syntax than a heu-ing child. Deaf atuthntl m mu tmm
on the strueture of sizmple sentences well into high school. Anﬂ by thst
tine, according to Lenubberg £1967), ‘the human brain is mot winlly -
cspable c\>f very mich more 1anguage huning The amount of crfcctive
English-language lel.rning time for the deaf child 16 thus lou like six

with nnglioh are a tiny fraction of what the hearing chﬂ.d is exposed ea. .
The hearing child is bomba.rded with English ten or fifteen hours a day . . . %
rm birth; the deaf chim--given teacher time#lmutiom and Minc

on class size--receives perhaps two full hours of English exposurs -a day,
five days & ueek, from age five. . Furthermore, the English ‘that the deaf ' o
child receives consists of the few (perhaps 25 to 50 percent) cue‘s
resdable from the 1ips, in the simplest possidle English (often only ‘E
aingl\e words). In addition, 'i.f‘he is fortunate, he receives wha;:eve:

English is teught via Signed English, and fingerspelled English, in the
Yelatively few schools that employ these methods. It must be rehembérea,
once lcatn, that even Signed English as used by teachers does not provide
tbe same grmti.cal and semantic mtorution to the deaf as spoken

LA
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English does to the hearing: Signed English is English "trauslitersted’
into & manual mode, and most forms of it do not adequéteiy"déii with )
English verb inflections, tenses, moda.ls, prepositions and d.eterminers. .

They are, tedious to fingerspell, and are sometimes forgotteﬂ by the :
teachers and often overlooked by the students- - In an, essentie.lly _akg ;
1e,ngua.ge, such as English, lee,rning time and exposure tine mst be © . v :
prolonged for the déat" child, s.nd the years of expo,sure add up- to %. few . fi
montr’& most. Thus "short-term" where hearing persons in the ususl o *j:

pidgin situation are eoncerned, may well be used to describe the enmmt

85

of ree.l contact ths.t the deaf child b’ had with stsndsrd Bnglish.
(3) Reduction : -
De Camp's (1971) general description of pidgins, cited above, also -

£1ts vhat' ve Know of Deaf English. Deaf adolescents and adults 'mmg }
have limited English vocabulary--new lexical acquisitions tend to be

misus:d at first, and then forgotte;h An overview of the grammar of the ’ \, 3
~_Ei18118h vwhich 'the deaf use shows meny instances of elimination of nunber,

gex;der, tense markers, and other essentially redundant feet\;res._‘
(%) lzdult users ‘ /

-~

¢

Hymes (1971) description of pidgin users as adults also correspcmds
to ‘the“ Deaf English situstion. Although %he Deat English users that I hsve
described have been sdolescents, for linguistic purposes adolescents ere '
edults, it is at this age that 1an5us.ge-1es.rning apilities eppeu* to begin
to "etrophy (et. Lenneberg, 1967). In the case of deaf adolescents, =~ ° - )
!nglish usage has already "frozen or crystsﬁized" by this age;. it is
cherscterized neither by the short’ sentences and neat overgenerslizetions

of esrly ¢hild ls.nguege, ‘nor by the greater grammatical sophisticstion

,04 - -
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and competency of later st.ag?s of child language. The English of the
deaf adolescent {s, in most_"éases , the Engliois he will have for the rest
of his life--unléss it deteriorates. It appears to be, indeed, in
Hymes' words a "selecti ‘ceptance"” of English lexicon and gramr;
most certainly "in a context of limited opportunity, ‘l\i.mited need, and ’
. . . more limited ability".‘
(5) "Not normal"
Samarin's (1971) comment, that the pidgin-sneaking community cannot
‘be considered normal, also applies to the commnity of Deaf English users. -
The deaf are not in a nor@l situation; they are by virtue of their
handicap "not normal". Furthermore, the English they use is not adapt- .,
+ able to all situations--it is, 'genera.liy speaking, a wr:ltte.n language, ,
for use in written communication. Both because cf its written modality
and because of its nature--a nonstandard language, regtricted in form-~it
cannot express all those shades of me&ning and social fuhctions that a
standard, spoken language wouId veaf English lacks not only redundeacy,

but also registers and nuances. .

o

(6) "Unsystematic" . ) )

As for Labov's (1971) remark cdncerning the apparen‘t unsystematicity
of pidgins, we ourselves remarked above that Deaf Bnglis’h may not be ‘
wholly systematic in its non-standard constxz:xctions, a.hd that there may
be & fair amount of individual variation (for whatever reason), and
possibly’a poorly-defz.ned line between it and Star’xdo;rd English.

There are other possible characteristics of pidgins and of pjgdginize-
tion, to which we can compare wﬁa.t\‘ we know of Deaf English. Hall (1966)

) ‘ !

has added:‘ ”[F']ro/m the structural point of view, & f)idgin represents

~
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the very first stage or language learning, with the development of
linguistic structure and lexicon arrested at this level, except-for

whatever analogical extension is made using the resources of the pidgin

on
~  itself'.. And furthermore, "the crystallization of structure at this .
¥ N @
first stase 1§ Gue essentially to the slightness of contact involved" :

(p. 127) Whether this reason for the particular kind of simplification
involved in pidgir"x zation fits the Denf English situation remains to be
discovered. Not enough is yt known about "deafisms" and "deviant"
grammatical structures -in the' English of deaf persons to be able to say
whether certain basic (English) .gra.matical rules are consistently applied, -
wpile “igher~level rules are omitted or 'applie{ inconsistently, resulting
in constructions that appear to be "arrested developments" of English '
structure. From the little we do_know about deafisms (cf. Quigley,
Wilbur and Lbr'lt-anelli., 1973; Quigley, Montanelli and Wilbur, 1973;
Quigley, Smith and Wilbur, 197%), it is certairly possible that they fit
H{all'é desc?r!'ption of the pidginization process. The experiulent described -
in the next chapf.er was designed to shed more light oms this and other
aspects of t‘he Deaf English problem.

Objections might be .raised to the inclusion of Deaf Englipﬁ among

either i:nglish nonstandard dislects or English-based pidgins, if Dget;

»

English were found to have very 2any idiosyncratic grammatical construc- .
tions and 1exicai usages f.mong its users. However, any such idicsyn-

cracies could be explained as results 9f deafness, which by its nature s .
does not allow for mich feedback, corr‘ectionxor, widespread adoption of u

less-used, more esoteric yaMal construc 1.ons.2 Moreover, the

"discevery" of ASL and other grammatically consistent sign languages by

> \\
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linguists has necessitated a re-definition and a re-thinking of the

nature and form of human language. Since_the case of the deaf is

necessarily different from that of hearing persons, in a pidgia situa-
tion as in & fir;t-lenguage situation, it may be necess;ry’to broaden
the defihition ef "pidgin" to include tk ritten, crystallized English
Of the deaf. The very nature of deafness and the limitations it imposes
upon lgnguage learning, language spread, and oral and written communi-
cation, should be taken into consi(éfation as possible conditions for
the creation of a pidgin.

Thele<£} another pOssible objection to the inclusion of Deaf English

among ﬁidgins, based upon the descripti of the pidginizatﬂon process

in Vbegelin and Voegelin (1964). Here & pidgin is described as a result

)
of a nonwgeneral tendency in language contact: language A’'meets

language B and a new language, C--a simplified agglomerate of vurious
grammsti‘al, lexicsl and phono]ogicsl features of A and B--a pidgin--is
formed. But "the only safe criterion of a mixed language (Pidgin
Creole) is thst the unmixed languages A and B cgntinue to be spoken
beside the mixed language C (the Pidgin Creole)" (p. 3).

Deaf Engf:;h does not always easily fit “this description. For one
thing, there may not be two source languages in the strict sense of the

term,vsince, in some cases, ASL--or some other standa®d variety of sign

\
\\\‘ ' .
2 N oy

It should be noted that the deaf receive very little feedback or
reinforcement firom written materials, since the majority of deaf adults

»
2

. cannot read above a grade 5 level. Deaf persons are thus not exposed to

complex grammatical constructions and advanced vocabulary. Furthermore,
their poor reading comprehension discourages most deaf persons from
reading very much, and so their reading and fnglish-language skills do
not generally improve in adulthood.

- [




langiage--is unkncwn to the deaf student. As was hypotheaized in the

previous chapter, the deaf studeat)(child of hearing parents) ;\ay have
no shared linguistic code--no "language'--except an idiosyncratic set ¢
. of\g;stures. Often the makeshift Deaf English exists alone, a‘variant. ¥
of English imperfectly learned and "frozen" into its nonstandard form.
Moreuver, the Standard English-speeking "preatige;' gronp--the teachers
and parents--do n03t approve of or use the nonstandard variety. Unlike
' European traders or colonial administrators, Standard English speakers ;
‘ make no attempt to conlmnicate in Deaf English. - Altho‘gh written Deaf | '
English is sometimes accepted py the Sta.nda.rd English' speakers 1trom the{.
3 ‘deaf students, more often attempts are made to correct Deaf English--to}’
make it conform to the standard. Nor is there any real desire among the
deaf themselves to perpetuate Deaf English; -it is not a matter of lizxguistic
or cultural pride.among them.' Deaf Englieh may merelk be a convenient )
te stopping point for them in their arducus task of learning English. Never-
theless, this situation does not necessarily privent_bealr English f;‘oﬁ
l;eing classed as a pidgin.
Even if Deaf English is found to be more unstable and to have more
idiosyncracies ir; its grammatical constructions and’ lexical items than }
most spoken pidgins, e_ven/ if some Standard English features are included 7
with no apparent cQQe-switching rules, n.ng’even if Deaf English is found ‘
to change with every school generation, it could fit Labov's (1971),
Deéa.mp's (1961), or Reinecke's (}96#) above descriptions of processed
of pidginization, and certain descript;one of decreolization. Jﬁst as
it may be the case that many users of Deaf English mix standard construc-

tions with their nonstandard variety, or alternate between the two, the

. FALTIC rd
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same phenomenon occurs in pidgin and creole usage. DeCamp ‘explains
. that Jamaican Creole covers the whole range of English usage from the
most backward pidgin to Standard English. . <

[Nlearly all speakers of English {NJamaica could be

arranged in & sort of linguistic continuum, ranging from

the speech of the most hackward peasant or laborer all the

way to that of the well-educated urban professional.

Each speaker represents not a single point but a spean

of this continuum, for he is usually able to adjust his

speech upward or downward for some distance on it. (p 82)
-~ . ) - '

‘But as Labov and others have shown, this variation may even occur within
a aingl\e sentence, and may. not have'any apparent socio-linguistic
conditioh;ng. Mary Hope Yee (personal commnication, 1973) has found
many instances of this within-sentence variation in West African Pidgin.

Furthermore, the speaker himself may not be at ell aware of thq differ-
9 .

ences in the types of rules he is using when code-switching, or of the

.

fact that he is not speaking "pure" Standard English (Rebecca ﬁgﬁeyisi,
n

personal communication, 1971). A similar observation is made

Creole Language Studies, Number II (1961):

A \
A questioner mentioned the fact that in her teaching
experience in Sierra Leone she had found it much easier
to teach (in English) those children whose native
language was not Krio. Teaching now in a Jamaican
school she fei. that the difficulty both in Sierra
leone and Jamaica was that the children did not realize
that Creole (or Krio) vwas a different langusge system
from Standard English; th. confused the two. \(pp 119-120)

“»

»

3.5 Pidgin Signed English

‘There is still another way of viewing the question of whether Deaf
‘,

English can be & pidgin. Woodward (1973) discusses & sign language pidgin--
Pidgin Signed English (IfSE)--and produces evidence for the existence of

a PSE continuum, with American Sign Language (ASL) at one end and

*

—
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Annd;rd English (signed and fingerspelled) at the, other. Signérs ‘often
‘va;-y their‘sign language usage to different degreeé by incorporating
’ different ratibz of features from each source language; PSE is thus a
v;rial?le s}gn language, with structures from ASL, usually in English
wo{-d-order, and employing some of .the 1nf1ectioris of English at various
«times, with or without sociolinguistic Justificstion for this variation.
Some signers use some inflections or tense markers 'm tll;is variable way;
other signers use others. Woodward presents a convincing case that the
resulting sign language is & pidgin. , . N
It appears from Woodward's descriﬁtion of PSE that Deaf English is
its written analog, but is closer to Standard English in the continuum.
Deaf English appears to be characterized by-the same type of variation
as PSE. Star;dard English- rules are applied optionally and certain
features of ASL appear to be used in Deaf English--although, obviously,

\ the purely sign (gestural) aspects of ASL are not present in the written
form, and more English-type features are pre'sent. If one were to
translate PSE into the written mode, ﬁ; is very probable that the result

W . would be very much like Deaf English as I have characterizet'i it.
All this is further--if indirect--support for the status of Deaf

.

English as an English-based pidgin. .

1

3.6 The Analogy with Black English

It is only recently that Negro Nonstandard English (NNE) has achieved

“the status of & dialect in the United States--most commonly called "Black :

"English”. Before that, it had been felt (as it occasionally still is)
that many Blacks spoke English without regard to proper pronunciation

and correct grammar. limuy Black persons were felt to be "linguistically
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deficient" and culturally and linguistically deprived. It was thought

that they were not as verbal' as whit.es (but cf. Baratz, 196‘9.; Labov, 1969j,
and ev;sn that they supplemented thei‘r‘scanty and ervor-filled English ' "
wlth mea.\pingleas noisés--grunts--and gestures. Whole early childhood .
developnent:. and Head Start ‘programs were based upon these premisges. '
v _ Closer observation and carefully controlled experiments by such gocio-
linguists as Labov (1969), Baratz (1969), ‘and Stewart (1969), have
- fiisproved assumptions that Blacks have a'linguistic deficit. Careful
studies of the laqgt:.age produced by Black children and a.dul'u' in various
perte of the count;y have turred up phonemic, grarmatical, and laxical
A rem;laritie‘s'which lend support to the exister;ce of the fairly regulgr,
-Jnonstanda.rd dialect of Englisl? which has come to be called Black English.
There appear to be some similarities betv;een othe situation of' Blacks
and the situation §f the deaf with regand to language. Both groups are
loaked upoh as un'derprivileged, and linguistically and ctflturally
deprived--although for different reasons. Both groups have greater
than usual difficulties in school (some of which are seemingly a result
of their language problems). And both groups are felt to suffer from
early "environmental d.eprivation"--the_‘Blafk ch\iltii}ecause of the pover:.y
and the lack of ‘education of those around hin;; ;;xe deaf child, because of
the commnicative ‘limitations imposed upon h.im by his handica.p".
_Obvious\ly, there are difficulties in drawing a parallel bq}etween .
Black English and Deaf Egglish: For one t’;hing, the deaf rarely comminicate
orally with each other, or even with hearing persons-~certainly not as
much as any hearing people, black or white, speak to each other. Even if
De\;f ﬁnglish is consideruvd in its written form, it would still be propor-

tionately less prevalent than Black Equish, since many deaf people,
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"because of their difficulties in learning English, have difficulty (ana
feel ashaned)l writing in it. Some deaf persons have very great difficulty
learning to read and write, with the result that they emerge from the
schools as functional illiterates. And mrgierf, for .those who do leq.rx:
to rea:'and write, Yritten Deaf English canmot truly be considered s
primary mode of commnication, comparable to sinken.Black English. None-

" theless, although written Deaf l}nglish 'is certainly not used u much l;
spoken Black English, and is certainly not as si)ont'a'neoua or as productive
of new forms, for many situations it is comparable to Black English. In’
commnicating with hearing persons--very often their own parents and
family-=-the deaf may cl:a\(e to rely upon written Deaf English. And ceri;ainly
in commnicating with each other at a” distance, whether by teletype or
by letter, the deaf must use the writing mode, mich as hearimg persons ’

would use a telephone. (Since, in any case, the deaf would be likely to

produce more, and mére coherent, written communications t;an oral ones ’
written Deaf English appears to be a reasonable form of language production
to study.). . . ' ‘ |
There are other differences between the Black child and the deaf -
child--particularly since the deaf child has a real, physical handicap,
and really isn't receiving sufficient lingui‘!tic (ver:a.l) input, feedback
and reinforcenent. Nonetheless, particularly for those deaf children vho
have ASL.as a first language, or Signed English as & first dialect ..f

English), the analogy between Black and Deaf ponstandard language groups

has g certain validity. The substantiated |existence of Black English as

a nonstandard dialect suggests the possibility that a parallel nonstandard

~

dialect of English exists among the deaf.

-
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* The possible existence of a "Deai’sEnglish", however, raigses some

problems. If it is found that the same forms and features are used

* \

consiltently and frequently by a verf gree.t number of deaf persons,
then the comnonality of usage that one expects from a dialect exists,

and the: theory (the existence of Deaf EnglishQ is automatically sub-

3y
\

stantiated. If, however--what is more likely--monstands.rd constructions

and lexical items are used by only some of the ﬁopulation some of the

time, alternating with the Sta.\idard English formq, does than mean 'there

is no "Deaf English"? If, furthermore, some npnstsndsrd ‘constructions
Lt /

" are used by‘some deaf persons, ‘and others by oth‘er deaf persons, snd
sti‘]'.l' other constructions appear to be idiosyncratic, does than mean
that there is no such entity as Deaf English? If there is no Deaf English,
how can we account for devia.nces from Standard English that keep cropping
' up, consistently, with a certain--as yet undetermine}i--probsﬁlity, in
every deaf population (e.g., tense a.nd article omission)? Where, in

+

short, do we draw the line between & nonstandard dialect and erroneous
- ’

Gsage‘? Can we cortinue to impose the stigmas of "erroneous usage" and

_ "deafisms" upon a ‘whole group of people, or cah we learn to accept and

- understand their various deviations from Standud English, until some
A} \

more effective way 18 found of teaching them Standard English?

Not all of these questions are impossible to answer.here. To begin
with, when considering the possibility thnt not all the "deatisms" and
nonstandard constructions in one deaf person's English may be found in
another deaf person's English, it shqtild be pointed c}ut that even
dialects--and particularly such widespread nonstandard dialects as Black
English--are not totally consistent in all their conmstructions. That is-

L d ’%z L4
to say that rather than total agreement among all the speakers in all
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aspects of the dialect, there are Black English features that sppear

fairly often in the speech of most of the spea\kers (Labov, 1971; p. 468).
The s;'aciolinguist- thus can predict fé..irly accurately how often certain
noqstmdard features can be expectéd to oc?ur relative to Standard English
features in a sample of utterances b;'oduced by Black English speakers.
At the same time, he may not .be able to pfedict a.ccuratély the ratio of
occurrex;ce c;f one nonstandard feature to its correspc;nding standard
feature in the utterances of one Black English s.peaker. Furthermore,
diale.cts such as Bl,ack Eng}.i;h (which is thought i;o have originally been
a creole). now show features of Standard EM@lish %n those items that vary.
This may be due to dialect mixt;ure, free variatioﬁ’f or, as Labov (1971)
has suggested, optional rules with variable ccnstraints anon their

application. There exists & great deal of variation within Black English,

indeed within the -speech of one speaker of Black English, and even . -

within one sentence uttered by one speaker of Black English (ct. Labov,,
p. 462). uohétheless, it is ragreed amon; linguists that Black Englisii is
a dialect of English.3 The variation that is found may be due to the
existence of a dialectal continuum between "pur:" Standard English on
the one hand and "pure" Black English c"n} the other. It m.ght alslo be &
;'esult of variation within Black English 11:.3,elf--1.e. , optional ;'ulea

which may be applied under certain conditions (although very often the

31t should be noted that there are several degrees of variation--
conditioned and "free"--within all sorts of dialects of all languages.
This variation is rarely reported, often because the linguist prefers to
focus upon the invariant aspects of language; more often, possibly,
because the investigator has collected his data from only one informant
and cannot say which items and constructions are common enud which are
idiosyncratic. - Thus, anything that has been said above concerning
variation in Black English could probably be said about dialects in
general, to a greater Qr & lesser extent, depending upon the dialect.

S o3 -
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evidence for their application in a given utterance may not be apparent,
hence "free" variation) and which may weflect an earlier stage of the
dialect. ' et
Thus, in the case of Deaf English, to the extent that the‘usagea of
nonstandard features are widely »ahnred, we are not dealing with idio-
"syhcratic erroneocus English. Iﬂ it can be,*nstreted that a certain -
pe,z:cent_age of the exberimental pulation uses various nonstandard con-
atruetions ("deafism") a certam{ percentage of the time--even in free o
variation with the correspend;ng% standard-constructions--then there is
evidence for the existence of a nonstandard Deaf English in tl;at pomll:-
tion. The ve;y deviances from Standard English I referred to above,
which keep cropping' up in every deaf population, are tantalizing sugges-
tions of dialectal\?egmauty, and will be dealt with in‘the experiment

in Chapter 4. v

- It has been demonstrated fairly convincingly that Black English was l

originally a creol? and is presently in a post-creole stage, moving in
the direction of Standard English. Creoles have been (lescg'ibed as ‘
"elaborated pidgins"--that is, the pidgin has been made grammatically
‘and syntactically more complex in order to deal i‘lith more complex ideas
and situstions. Tt can certainly be argued that the syntax and grammar
f Black English is just as complex as that of Standard English, and that
" one.can use it to express any idea, without recourse to the .circumlocu-
tions that are necessitated by the generally limited grammars of pidgins.
It is possible that when more thorough analyses of Deaf English have
.been~ cdnducted, we may not find & grammatical comple" ity equivalent to

that of either Black English-or Standard English, nor may we find the

N

’
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same capacity for expressing complex concept. Such thing; as the omis- N
sions of plural markers, tense markers, determine' and some prepositions
may be evidence of interference from:-sign language ratl;er than dialectal
regularity. Deaf English simply may not have the cagpcity to express
complex ideas in succinct ways, and there mAy not be very much rgguhfity
or comona‘lity of ueage of its more complex‘constructions. But in the {
event that we find only "simplification” of Stardard English grammar, we
have still found regularity.- Mhemre, we can still px:ovide evidenc;z

that Deaf English may be an English-based pidgin, and not simply "erronecus

-

usage”. .
3
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k.1 The Experiment
The problem of Deaf English is an 1nuerestiné one linguistically,

and investigations ‘of 1t vould be valua.ble in p:;ov‘iding insight 1.nto thé
ways in which the deaf learn and process spoken/writtln lancmge, the '. -
difficulties they entounter, and ghat might be done about these g;rri-

culties. ~

The Charrov and Fletcher study (197%, in press) appears to indicate
Since

that Standard English is not the mative language of deaf students.
< . .

ASL is the native language of oniy a spall minority of desf persons, °

attempts should be made to a}certaiq what is--or can be thought to be-<the

-
-

N . 1Y :
native language of most congenitully deaf persons. I have suggested in

Chapter 2 thut the average prelingually deaf child of hearing parents has
no la.nguage in the sense of a shired code. Unless he is thwarted, he

14

robably devises his own we.ys “of organizing reality and expressind‘ at

leas*, some actions and relationships by mea.ns of an idiosyncratic gestural

* 1anguage.

I have suggested that for all profoundly prelingually deaf
. »

‘children English'is learned as a second, or foreign, language. The result

‘of this second-language learning does not, for the most part, appear to

be Standard English, but rather & nonstandard dialect (or s pidgin) of

- English--a "Deaf English"--which until now has been regarded only as

"errors'; or "deafigms". Nonetheless, this is the English which the deaf
. person uses when English is required, and although it may 1.mprove in ttﬁs
direction of Standarg English, in most cases it probably will not.

The pupoa;:;‘:u dissertation is to demonstrate that there is a

variety of nons English--a "Deaf English"--which is used, usually

L
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in written form, l')y most deaf persons in's given geographical area. If
deaf persons understand each other's written cqmmunications, it,is becpuse

‘the grammar df these commnications is Deaf English grammar. It is also

probable that. déaf persons do not 'comprehend Standard English ag vell -~

a8 they comprehend Deat Engliah. In the "Deal English" subtest of the’

AN

experiment belov, I have used grammatical constructions which appeared
" typical of deat usage (as judged by experienced teachers of the dect),
tlong with some constructions which were linguiatically interestins hut

whose typicalness vas more doubtml Results of an error mly-il abould
indicate which i'cems a.nd constructions m shared by” the deaf mbdectl,\ -
and which are idiosyncratic. These x:eq\ults can servg as & basis for s .

/

linguistic description of Deaf English. ' LA
" The experiment itself might best be described as an inveltiptiﬁn

of the grammaticsl competence'of ugerd of Deaf English. According /to

Chomsky (1965), competence is "the Qpeaier-t;earer'n xnowledge of his .

language”, and it shotild not be confused with performance--"the ac

_use of language in concrete situations" (p. ). Performance may be

affected by grammatically irrelevant conditions such as slips of the
tongue, memory 1imitatidn|, inadvertent errors ami distractions.

élp‘tmco » by definition, cannot be affected by cny such condiiionl.
This very dcfinition, however, makes it exceedingly dirficult to exanine

’\\conpotonce with any degree of validity. It is impossible to look at

linguistic competence without observation and measurement £f some aspects
of performance. There are some performance measures which felt to

come closer to exmiiing competence than others: those that rely upon

the subject's unconscious liﬁguistic intuitions and -at the same time, by '

~ ~

o . .
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their structure and methodology, attemp§ to utilize memory limifations
as a variable (e.g., Miller, 1962). Typically, in tests of liné;istic
competence, subjects have been asked to judge the ralative gr;;;ﬁiida;fEY“
(or "rightness") of a number of similar utierances. Eean Berko (1958), . -
in the well-known ?wug" experimeat, questioned children,ﬁusing specially
constructed_p}ctures and nonsense syiiables, to get at their growing
knowle&ge of English morphological rules. In another el ssic stu@y of )
child language acquisition, Fraser, Bellugi and Brown (.363) asked,their '
child squects to repeat sentences with and without corrésponding pié%ures
as cues, to discover wheth;r‘know}edge of certain grammatical rules must
precede both imitation and prcduFtion capabilities--the ICP Test. Thgir .
'. results indicated that very young children produce more correct responses

in an imitation task than in a comprehension task, and more correct

responses in the comprehension task than in a production task. \\

The Present experiment is based in part on the methodology of Fraser,

Bellugi and Brown, although I have not s§arted from their premises, nor

have I used vefy young children as subjects. The experiment albo‘sharei.

the premise of Baratz (1959) that ‘if a dislectal hamdicap is "equalized" I .

§63bey should perform as vell as staﬁ&an{

L
language speakers. That is, if bersons primarily use a nonstandard

dialect of a language,. they should perform as well in their own dialect

for nonstandard speakers,

as the standard speakers do in the standard dialect. By the same token,

the standafd speakers should perform more poorly in the nonstandard

dialect than the nonstandard speakers.

The final premise. of the expegimenz is that, if persons know two

dialects of a language but are more fluent in one of them, they shouid
¢
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_ perform better in their stronger dtalect than in tlhe weaker one, in a

.

test which measures in a lzé\la.nced way their competence in both dialects.
If there 13 a édialect of Stu{dard English, or an English-based pidgin, },
“common t~ the dedf in this geographical area--a "Dea.f English"--and if
the items on the test I have ?.evised are representative of Deaf English,
then, if ‘f,he deaf subjects are more "fluent" in Deaf English than in
Stander English, they should/ perf&rm better in imitating Deaf English
sentences than in i.mitating S'Zte.nda.rd English sentences. Indeed, &ccording
to Stokoe's (1971) obsgmt;(on of deaf students, it 1s p0381b1e that the °
dea.f subjects would process Standard English sentences as though they
were Deaf English, and believe they were ~1m1tat1ng Standard English when
they were actually producing the Deaf English equivalent of a Stn.’dard -

English model.h T¢ it can further be shown that hearing Standard Englilh

N
speakers perform lge'tt}gr in a test of .Standard English compatence than

the deaf—sub;jects , and worse in a test of Deaf English competance, then

it would be reason le to assume that the Standard English and Deaf
English items were/valid for testiug the hypothesis, and that Deaf Eng]_.iah
is the more normal mesne of (wri*ten) commmication than Standard English:
for the deaf subjects. If both groups were to perform equslly well/poo:z
on the Standard English items, it could méan either that one hypothesis

is disproven--i.e., the deaf are as competent in Standard English as the
hexfing--or that the Standsrd English items vere imvalid. It is highly

unlikely, however, that both groups would perform equally well/poorly

- .
on the SE subtest--unless the Standard English items are too easy--since &

~

hsmila.rly, speakers of West African Pidgin often believe they are
speaking Standard English, even when they have heard both varie’ties of .-
English spoken (R. Agheyisi, personal communication, 1971).

R '




all previous tests have shown the deaf to be markedly inferior to the
hearing in Enélish. If both groups perform equslly poorly in\the Deaf
ﬁEnglish subtest, ‘it could mean that the other hypothesis is disproven--
i.e., the Deaf English represented by the test sentences- is not a dialect
of the deaf or the hearing. Or if both groups perform equally ;ell,'it'
might indicste thst the items were too easy, &nd could be memorized by
both groups in spite of the strange grammatical structure. The most
. likely assumption, however, would be that the Deef English items chosen
'for the test represent a simplificstion.‘of Standard English--like a pidgin,
‘-,;zrhaps--thst is as easy for ‘a Standard English speaker to use and
remember a8 it is for a Desf English user. This might well be the case,
'9 as I suggested (in Chapters.2 and 3) that Deaf English is a "freezing"
of English grammaticil structnre.before 411 of English grammar can be
assimilated and ihtegrated. it may be a "simplMied" English'(cf. Menyuk,
1969, pp. 126-143). \ A '
There is also the possibility that the deaf sybjects may perform
‘better in the Standard{English items"than in the "Deaf English" items.
In that eventuality, there are three possible explanations: (1) the .,

most obvious explanation, although not necéessarily the true one, is that

the»hypothesis is‘disproven--Deaf English is not the more normal means
* of written commnication for the deaf. (2) More plausibly; the "Dea®
English" jtems used.in the test are notfcommon to all the deaf subjects--
/ i.e., the Deaf English which I have const:ucted for the purposes of the
experiment is not:the real Deaf English. (3) It is possible that no.
clear line can be drawn between Standard English snd Deaf Enélish. Deaf
‘ English acquisition is not, after all, lihe regular language acquisition,
in.which, accoroing to Menynk (1969), a series of approximations to

| o :
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Standard English es fingily results in correct use of the Standard.
English rules. In Deaf Bnglish there probably is not enough input md
feedback to confirm or negate any but the grossest hypotheses about’
English gramtic;l /;éructure. what may then result is & number of
warring linguistic Aw'pbtheses and concomita.ptly variable mélish

_/"

language rules, yielding in some W&/ deaf individual--a-
closer .sﬁproxu:at‘;}gnﬁ to-Btandard English than in other cases.

Whatever the results of the exp‘erimant\', they can provide insight .
into the deaf adolescent's knowledge of English. The data may.yleld
some specific information on the nature of English processing errors '
the deaf person is most’nkely to mni:e, and the commonality of these
errors @m tHe dea.f.‘ .

Since the sub.jects under investigation here are deaf, the test was
a writtén one,A which may have led to non-oral performnce erroru. There
is nothing inherent in this . procedure which would confound the results.
If a plural marker or other morphological ending is omitted in the
subject's written repetition of a Standard English sentence, that tends
to indicate a lack of kno;rledge in this area of Standard English grammar,
rather than sloppy wﬂtin_g- skills. And since there is a hearing control
group, any such errors on the part of tﬁe deaf subjects would have to de
viewed in ight of the probability of such errors occurring among the
hsariné controls. If the deaf subjects make more such errors in Standard

English than the hearing subdectst one could fairly conclude that tpé

"error" is not s performance error, but rather an 1ndex of the deaf subject's
- \

+

competence in Standard English.
‘ Studying the written form of & language or dialect necessarily has

S 7
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its own pitfalls. Because it is by its nature not as spontaneous as
oral conimnication, it is more likely that the forms produged will be

more carefully thought out, and less likely to be "pure" Deaf English.
. “

' Certainly, if theMeaf student has beerf taught for many years to use

" determiners be')ore nouns, even though by inclination and by the rules

"a.gree& upon" by the deaf linguistic community determipers are to be
omiffed, in a writing situation he might find Lis inclination at war’

with his training. As a result, he might produce in some w—riting samples
no determiner, .in others the correct determiner, and in still others the -
incorrect determiner. Thus' samples ’of' written Deaf English from the same
person n@ght include structy.reb s'parf‘nine the ent:ire spectr{lm of English
usage--~8ll the way from grammaticdl Standard English, tl;ropgh less a.nd
less grammatical forms, through the¢ nonstandard but shared structures,

'I';o the very id{osyncratic ;mes (c\f. Dalb;t, 1971, p. 119). Since the

deaf child has these warring influences of linguistic commmity versus
educators, like -the“ Black Nonstandard English speaker, but, unlike the
black chilq, has little feedback and reinforcement from either direction,
theldialec: may not have as clearcut boundaries as Black English (although
it 1‘13.5 been suggested that the boundary between Black English and Standard
English is itself not clea.z_-cut). Thus, it may be that constructions in
Standard English and Deaf English are used and interchanged optionally,

with fewer social and linguistic restrictions on their use.

4.2 Method
Subjects were fifteen profoundly prelingually deaf students in Junior
high school at the California School for the Deaf in Berkeley, California.

Seven of the subjects were qhﬁdren of deaf parents, who had learned ASL

/3
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from their earliest years, and’ eight were children of hea.ring parents,
who had learned ASL much later, at va.rious ages, in school / Four of the
deaf children of deaf parents were female, and five of th;e deaf children
of hearing parents were female. 1In addition, there was a. control group
of nine hearing subjects, nine .a.nd ten years of age, ghree female, six
male. All .were in grade four at a Palo Alto elemenfary ;lchool, and were
controls for readiné grade 1e‘ve1. -All the deaf sybjects had I.Q.s in the
- a.verage or slightly above average range (DH: X #/106 8, SD = 4; DD: x = 110,
SD =9). I Q. scores ‘for the hearing controly were unavailable, but were
judged by the principal to be in the a.vera.g7’ or slightly a}:ove_ averages (
range. Reading grade level for fhe deaf subjects r_a.ngedbfrom 2.5 to 5.4,
~ vith & fean of 3.6 (8D = .7) for the de/qé children of hearing pazents and
a mean of.3.9 (SD = .T) for the deaf /ufnildren of dea.:’ pa.reuts. These
scores had been obtained at the em} of"the previous schooi year, and 80
there probably was some growth m/ the reading grade equivalent gcores in
the 1nterven1ng eleven months. // Other studies of deaf children 's reading

o
\‘ attainment (Wrightstone, Aro/ow and Moskowitz, 1963) have indicated that

e 16.%, 80 we can agsume that the reading scores

i

reading grade equivalent s /clareq typically therease less than one grade

' level from age 10.5 to /
of the deaf subJecfs ;&f; this study had not increased more than ..5 grade
level. No readin{g_‘ cores were availablle for the hearing fourth graders,
but all were fel}'/ by their teachers to ‘Se average readers, and none was
judged to be rfading above the fourth grade level.

The ingtrument was a written test, presented to each subject individ-

ually on ,‘f “FEC" computer terminal and cathode ray tube. TI}B test consis-
ted of/flj)b sentences, £ifty in "Deaf Engiish", based upon sentences

/
/ ’
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written by deaf adolescents, and fifty equivalent Standard English

"translations" (see Appendix A). The sentences were presented-on the

- cathode ray tube in different random orders generated for each subject.

Instructions for the test were given orally to the hearing subjects,

and in T{%al Commnication’ (orally and in Signed English) to the deaf

. subjects. The subjects were also asked to read the instructions (see

Appendix B), and weré then given two sample items to perform to make
certain they had understood the'instructions. The experimenter then
asked if there were any questions or problems, answered them, and

permitted the subject to begin. The subject pressed any letter on the

.- keyboard, and the first sentence appeared‘on the screen. Each sentence

stayed on the screen for 6.5 seconds and then disappeared. The éubjecps

had been informed that they could repeat the sentence aloud when it‘

appeared, or (for the deaf) sign or fingerspell or say it. - Once the

sentence disappeared, the subject was required to write it, as he or 12_‘

she remembered it, on an answer ;heet provided for that purpose.

Subjects had unlimited time‘for writing their responses, ﬁhd vwhen a

subject was ready for the next sentence to appear she/he pressed any

letter on the keyboard. No more than two subjects were tested at any

one time, and each subject had his own TEC, which generated and then

stored thé random sentence order for each subject. The deaf subjects

took one to one and one-half hours to complete the test, while the

hearing controls took two to two and one-half hours. This time difference

is not surprising if one keeps in mind Epe difference in age between

the two groups. Although all subJecté/;ere reading at the grade four

level, the he}ring subjects were actuallf.fourth graders, nine and ten
‘m. i) [

wonwans | ©
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years old, who had only Just learned cursive writing. The deaf students,
on the other hand, had & mean age of- 14.9 years (X = 1.6, 8D = .5, for
the deaf children of deaf parents; X = 15.2, 8D = .5, for the deaf

children of hearing parents), and a great deal of experience i'n. writing,
spelling and copying. The -time difference was & function of writing {
speed, but this does not appear to have aff.ected the results.

4.3 Test Construction

The "Deaf English" sentences were devised first, and the Standard
English s'entences were then composed to correrond to each Deaf-'mglish
sentence. The Deaf English senteuces were baced upon & corpus of letters
and conpositions written by deaf junior high-schocl studenta on teletype
at & mumber of schools for the deaf in California and Wubington, D.C.

I went through this corpus, looking for frequently occurrlng gramatical
constructions, and made a list of ore hundred and fifty of those )
sentences with phrase-types, clause-types, and lexical items which scemed
most typical of the whole corpus. I then gavé this list to’teachers of
the deaf in San Francisco, Palo Altc;, ‘and Berkeley, California, and asked’
them to find those constructions and lexical items in the 150 sentences
which théy" felt were most typical of th)e deaf children they had uugit. \
The ‘teachers represented different methods of deaf education: ' there were

two oral teachers, from Palo Alto, and three Total Communication teachers,

from Berkeley. One of the latter had been an oral teacher up until a

few years 8go, and the other two were themselves deaf. There was one

Total COnmn'xication teacher from San Francisco, who was also deaf.

g Those sentence items that three or more of the teachers agreed vere

common among the deaf students they had taught were retained for the test.

e L .




In cases where fewer than three teachers felt sure that the item in
question was common among their students, that item was retained (for
investigative purposes) if it was linguistically interesting. Those
constructions or lexic;1 items that‘none of the teachers-had encountered
before were elimin;ted. This investigator later alded two or three
constructions pf her own, for investigative purposes (these are‘starred;
ef. Section L.5).

Using thertypes of constructions that deaf children themselves had

written unfortunately limited the scope of this investigation of Deaf

English;\a %}fferent corpus, from different studenﬁé, might ﬁave provided
other kinds of constructions that the deaf use fairly frequently and
consistently, or types of grammaticai constructions that they might’
process more easily. This is another aspect of the competence/peréormance
dilemma: these deaf students' written outputvdoes'not necessarily reflect
accurately their grammatical competence. It is possiﬁié that the stﬁdents
who produced the original sentences were "on their best behavior linguis-
tically, and were producing relatively less common o; less "natural" (to
them) types eof cpnstructions. Because teachers would be fami}iar with

such constructions from other exercises where the students have "tried

their best", they might consider these the more common constructions,

- overlooking the less fiequent--perhaps more erroneous, but more "natural"--

constructions. Nonetheless, the method used was a reasonable way to
construct and validate items, although h;pdsight may suggest some 9ther
pospibilities. .

,  The Standard English sentences ranged in length from 8 words--10
morphemes (sentences §5 and g4), to 14 words--18 or 19 morphemes (sentence

99). The Deaf English sentences ranged in length from 6 words--7 morphemes

$ogpe




(sentence 30), to 11 words--14 morphemes (sentences 8 and 49). Mean .

‘. sentence length 1n‘ Standard English was 10.3 words (13.8 morphemes ) ;
mean segtence length of Deaf English sentences was 8.7 words (10.5
morphemes). This difference in mean sentence length is one of the
salient differences _betwein‘ Standard English and Deaf English (whatever
its sctual form). Deaf English is hypothesized to be, in essence, &
"gimplified" English, ﬂth’less n;orphological' complexity than Standard
-‘English.

Some of the Deaf English and StandardQEnglish sentences used in the
test were constructed specifically to test certain hypotheses dealing
with implicational universals. For example, it appeared from the deaf .
children's writing samples that if a sentence rglating to past time were

\\to contain more than one verb, then in the most likely case there wéuld
S be no past tense merkers; but if there were\%o be a tense marker, it would

: attach itself to the first verb in the sentence.

.4 Pilot Test

In order to determine the optimnﬁ?expoaurf/ghme for the sentences
on the TEC screen, & pilot version of the test was run, using four pre-
lingually deaf junior high school studints in & class for the deaf st
San Jose High Schooi. (Total Communication was the method of ;nstruction
utilized in this class.) For the first pilot subject, the test was
programmed to run at 8 seconds per sentence, but the subject found this
very easy, and produced almost no errors in either the Standard English
or the Deaf English sentences. With the next subject, a speed of 5
seconds per sentence was tried, but this proved to be too fast for her

to read. Finally, 6.5 seconds was tried, and this exposure time gave the
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two remaining pilot subjects sufficient time to read each sentence, but
not enough time to memorize it. This presentation speed appeared to be

+ ideal for gettiﬁg at linguistic competence, as it provided a trade-off

L)

between memory load and linguistic comprehension.
Results of the pilot test also underlined the necessity of drdering
)
the sentences such that no sentence in one dialect (e.g., Deaf Erglish)

would be immediately preceded or followed by its counterpart in the

other dialect. : . K

.- v . ?
A

4.5 The Test Items

-

In this section, I will pnovide a brief linguistic description of
the Deaf English sentences withﬂrefererce to their Standard Engliah ”\
counterparts. In all cases, the differences between the two are surfuﬁe‘
structure differences, due to one of the foll' 4ing: a lexical-differeﬁce;
non-application offStandard English rules; application of the inappropriate
Standard English ; or application of a non-Standard English rule.

The semantic structure underlying each pair of senténges is essentially
the same--they are intended td mean the same thing. It is only the ways
of saying it (syntactically) ihat aiffer.

T will outline the differences between the two types of sentence
in terms of (Deaf English) deviances from Standard English. Some of the
differences are analogous to differences between English and ASL; others
-appear to be misinterpretations of Engiish lexiéal usage. Some zay be &
result of overgeneralization of Standard English rules; and some may turn
out to be idiosyncratic. It is more practical at this point--when the
structure, and even the existence, of Deaf Epglish is hypothetical--to

describe the Deaf English test items in this manner, rather than to
e 4
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construct & whole set of rﬁlesblfor their derivation. Such a treatment
is more reasonable in an exploratory study like this one. Once the
regularities of & Deaf English have been established, syntactic rules
can be written. ..
Starred (*) 1£ems in the outline are those which the expex:imenter ‘
added to the test, to discover whether the subjects were "translating”
literally from signs to English, or "simplifying"’ in a type of pidgin-
ization process. (For a list;.ing of the: test items, see Appendix A.) o
(1) SE "likes"™s DE "like to": omit preseqt tense marker i // ASL); / '

\ substitute [V + Comp] (like to) for
A Y

[
. false, analogy) |

vtra.ns] (lilse) (overgeneralization,

SE "won't be able to" — DE *"will can't": substitute "ean" for
. "able to" (reiexification‘gf concept);

transfer Neg from Modal (will) to "can"
(// Asr)

(2) SE "weng" — DE "go to": omit past tense marker (// ASL);
add redundant Prep "to" (false analogy (\

.

. vwith ."go to atore") " RN

SE "he" — DE #"Jack": antecedent replaces Pronoun (pidgin-type
simplification)

SE "™had a sore toe" - DE ‘"sore his toe": reinterpretatioﬁ of "sore" .

as a‘verb (// ASL; analogous to "hurt")

_ (3) sE "told" -» DE "say": omit past tense marker (// ASL);
' gubstitute "say" for "tell" (semantic
simplification)

|
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(%)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

SE "was" - DE "am": omit past

SE "I was late" — DE "late":
"]
SE "thinks" - DE "think so":

e

2]

8.

"smart enough" —/DE "smart":

"ig" » DE ¢: 'omit copula BE (// ASL; pidgixijpz

omit Possessive (// ASL) °
"was" - DE #: omit [copula BE + tense marker] (// ASL)

"full of" - DE "full”: omit Prep (Comp) (// ASL) U
1l of .,

omit past tense marker (// ASL) .

tense marker (// ASB}f
omit redundant Pronmu;" and Aux EE
(simplification; // AE;L)‘

omit present ’tense marker (//- ASL);
substitute [V + Comp] (.think so) for
[V] (think) * (overgeneralization of
SE ldiom’"I think so") * S~
simpnrication)

omit quantifier (simplification)

hmit article (// ASL)

omit past tense marker (// ASL)

t

omit quantifidy (simplification)

"L = "git on/in/ete.")

'simplification')

- omit past tense marker (// ASL)

// AsL) ‘
wsrd-order change

or omission of Prep "to" (simplification)

L}

SE "the™ - DE #:
N ]

SE "danced', -» DE "dance":
SE "was" - DE #: omit Aux BE (// ASL)
SE "brave enough" — DE '*brave :
SE "in" - DE ¢: omit Prep (// ASL:
SE § - DE "I": reiterate Pronoun (pidgin-type
SE "wrote" — DE "write":
SE "a" - DE ¢: omft article (

', . ] M
SE "write you a letter" — DE #"write letter you":
SE "at" - DE #: omit Prep (// ASL)
SE "night's" —» DE "pight":
SE
SE
S8E "to” - DE #: omit Prep (simplification)
SE "slept" — DE "sleep":




A SE "at" — DE ¢ omit Pre‘p (// ASL)

(9) SE "a lot of" - DE "many": substitute one word for phra.se (siupli-
‘ rica.tion) |
"i{ver" - DE "livers": add plural marker to mass Noun (talse
a.na.logy, or misunderstanding of Noun
class [Mass])
"corn" —» DE "corns": add plural-merker to mdss N (false-analogy,

] 1
- or misinterpretition of Noun class)

"played" - DE "play": past tense marker (// «SL) ]

"a" - DE ¢: omi icle, (// ASL)
"enjoyed oﬁrselves - DE endoy/: omﬂ; past tense isrkor ( //\ABL);

t 'redundant’ rerlexive

t
|
I

"sa1d" - DE "say''t omit wz tense markes (// Asv)
SE ¢ - DB *“you overt mifes‘tation of underlying Pronoun
(possiyle pidgin-type 'sinplificatibn ) -
. SE "the man is" —»DE man"- omit article (// AsL); °
"+ tomit [copula BE) (// ASL)

(12) SE "bought" -» DE "tu&\'ed'": substitute past ;éense marker (mse analogy)
gr. "a lot of" - DE "muy" substitute one word “for phuse (au:pliri-
' aqtion; // ASL) . : .
SE "ﬁx::niture" - DE "furnitures': add plu;'al marker to masd Noun
/Galse analogy, or misunderstanding

of Noun-class)




(13)

(14)

(15)

SE

SE

SE

SE
SE

BE

SE

SE

"finished" — DE "finish": omit past tense marker (// ASL)

"what I was doing" - DE "to do": substitute infinitive for

relative Noun clause (pidgin-
type simplification)
"played" —».DE "play": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
\ .

"told" — DE "say": omit past tense marker (// ASL);

4

substitute "say" for "tell" (semantic
simplification)

"ate" - Df.! "eat": omit past tense mzrker (// ASL)

"a" 5 DE ¢: omit article (// ASL) '

"of" » DE #: omit Prep (/) ASL)

"pbrushed" — DE "brush": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
"teeth" — DE "tooth": omit plural marker (// ASL)

",

"put on" - DE "wear": omit past tense marker (// ASL);
substitute single lexical item for

[V + Comp]

"interested" — DE "interesting":. substitute present participle
for past participle (false

A »

L analogy to "X is interesting")

-4

"in learning" — DE. "to learn": substitute Infinitive for [frep +

, | present po.rticiple'] (simpl:lfica.tion)!
"wha.t' .Lincvoln said" - DE "what did Li‘ncoin say": su‘b.stitute
direct question for 1n¢i1rec£ ques,tion
{generalizatican of con.junc:tion z;ule;

overgenel ali‘zat.ion of earlier rule)




N
"whose" — DE g: omit Relative Pronoun (// ASL)

"went" - DE "go": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
"a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

"restling” — DE "wrestle": omi+ participial (Adj) ending (// ASL)

"likes" — DE "like" £ onit presént.tense marker (// ASP)

"to" -+ DE ¢: omit infinitive marker "to" (// ASI.).

"for ® walk" - DE "to walk": substitute infinitive for SE
idiomatic ph’iraae (simplification;

§
perhaps false analogy)

"a" 5 DE ¢; omit article (// AsL)
"young girl" - DE "girl young": [Adj + Noun] - [Noun + Adj]s .
word-order change (// ASL)
"heard" —» DE "heared”: substitute wrong past tense marker
_(ovez:generalization ozl falge analogy)

"a" - DE ¢: omit article (/7 ASL)

"a" - JE ¢: omit articie (// \Agh)
"vater"(V) - DE "give water": substitute fahiliar [V + N] for
. less familiar [V] (pidgin-type
simplificasion)
"‘the"' - DE ¢#:. omit article (-// ASL)
"to make it grow" —» DE "grow up": substitute [V (+ Comp)] for
| . infinitive phrase (simplification):

omit Pronoun (// ASL);
omit overt\ (redundant?) ceusative

(simplification),

DR " S




81

(21) SE "there are" — DE "we have': substii:ute more freqﬁen,t [Pron + V]
construction for Aless frequent one
‘ : [_ex'r;letive + BE] (.simplificatio\f;)
SE "living" -» DE "that they live": substtt';ute subordinate clause for
ﬁresent ga.r.ticiple (false analcgy; ,
<or relexification of concept); .

add Pronoun "they" (clarificatinn)

- .

SE "on" - DE g: omit Prep (// ASL) L -

(22) SE "rabbits" -» DE "rabbit": omit plural marker (// AsL)

-
-~

SE "are" - DE "is": omit plural marker on copula BE (simplification)
SE "as soft as" — DE "soft *alike": substitute AdJ "alike" fox.-
7 Adj "like" (// ASL);
, substitutq‘ ‘Ad) "alike for
coordinate conjunction "as...as"

(// AsL)
} SE "pillows" - DE "pillow": omit plural marker (// ASL)

(23) SE "met" - DE "meet": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
" SE "a" - DE ¢: omit article (// rASL)
SE "who" -» DE "that he": substitute Relative Pronoun {indefinite)
+ Pronoun for Relative Pronoun (rglexifi-
cation ot concept; or overgeneralization
of conjunction rule?
SE "wrote" —» DE "write": omit past tense mrker (// ASL)

SE "books" -» DE "book": omit plural marker (// ASL)
& o

¢
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(24) SE.';ounger" - DE "young": omit comparative ending.v\(simplification)
SE "younger brother — DE "brcther young": [AdJ + Noun] - [Noun + Ad))
. (word-orde‘r change; // ASL)

SE "stays" -» DE "stay": omit present tense -marker (/) S‘ASL)

g .

"to" - DE #: omit Prep (or Comp) . (// ASL)

(25) SE "is painted" - DE "paintiyg": substitute prefent participle for
Passive (simplification; // ASL)

SE "has" - DE_*"with": substitute Prep for V (simplification?)

=]

"a" +DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

(26) SE "tkere is" -» DE "NP/;’haé NP": substitute more frequent construc-
/ , tion type for less frequent type

i (simplification) .

SE "in front of my house" - DE "my front of house": substitute

v idiom for prépositional phrase (false
/ ’ analogy to el.g. , "my cup of tea"
8E "a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL) | ”
SE "trees" —» DE "sree': omit plural marker (// ASL)
(27) SE "NP will be put" - DE "house will put NP': substitute sctive for
. passive construction.(// ASL) -
/ SE "a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

(28) SE "a" - DE ¢: omit articié (// ASL)
SE "black dog" - DE "dog black": [Ad] +‘Noun] - [Noun + A&J]; word-
. order change (// ABLj
SE "ran" —» DE "run": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
SE "after" - DE *"follow": substitute V for Prep with similar

- meaning (pidgin-type simplification?)

T8k
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SE "little boy" — DE "boy little": [AdJ + Noun] - [Noun + Adj]

(word-order change; //ASL)

\
SE "a" - DE #: omit article (// ASL)

(29) SE "plays" — DE "play": omit present tense marker (// ASL)

SE "plays a game" — DE "game play": omit article (// AsL); ”

[v + NP] - {NP + V] (word-order —/

“ change; // ASL?)
. . /‘(
(30) SE "the"(2x) - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

SE "is"(3%) -/DE #: omit copula BE (// ASL; simplification) /

-~ SE "very" = DE "too™i Tsubstitute superlative for Adv épidgi,a!t;&pe

simplification) - t T
s »
.
/!

SE "a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

(31) SE "have eaten" — DE "finish eat": substitute [V + V] for compound
| tense'V with sinilar meaning;
< —_— omit perfective "en" (// ASL)
SE "a lot of" — DE "many": substitute one word for phrase (// AsL;
) ‘ simplification); %ncorrect use ofj‘"many"
vith mass Noun (false analogy or mis- - .
understanding ot Noun class\)‘

SE "am" — DE ¢: omit copula BE (// ASL)

SE "of" — DE ¢:~ omit Prep (or Comp) (// ASI‘.»

(32) SE "won't be able to" - DE #"yi11 can't": substitute "can" for
"gble to" (relexification oi concept);
. transfer of Neg from Modal 'wi.ll" to"

"can" * (// ASL)




SE

(33) SE

"

(34+) SE

SE

(35) 8E

(36) SE

84

Mis" - DE *"Tom": substitute antecedent Cr Pronoun (simplifi-

cation; // AsSL)

"his hand hurts" — DE "sore his hand": reinterpretation of "sore" ¥
Lo . as V (false analogy to V "hurt"; // ASL)
"1ikes" -» DE "like to": omit past tense marker (// AsL);
substitute [V + Comp] "like to" for
YN ]
) [vtran s] like d\false analogy)
"ghe" — DE *"Mary": substitute antazced'eht for Pronoun
. |
*(simplification) ‘
"gent" —» DE "send": omit past tende marker (// AsL)

"a"  DE ¢§: omit article (// ASL)
"sent me a letter" —» DE "send letter me": word-order change or

cmit Prep (// ASL)

"arove" —» DE "drive": omit past tense marker ( // ASL)

T~
~

"a"(2x) - DE ¢: omit articleN// AsL) .
"gat" - DE "sit": omit past &nsez marker (//"AS\L)
nip" o DE'@: omit Prep (// ASL; "sit" = "si on/in/etc.")

"oretty girls" -» DE "girl pretty": omit plural marker (// ASL);
(Adj + Noun] - [Noun +
(word-order change; // ASL)

ok
"on" —» DE ¢: omit Prep (simplification; or reinterpretation of

\ "live" as [vtrans]) { . ‘
8

"interested” —,DE "interesting": )substitute present participle
Zor pest partic‘ple (false analogy to "X is

interesting"”)
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N
“

\
SE "in reading"” - DE "to read": substitute Infinitive for [Prep +
’ present participle] (pidgin-type
$implification)
(37) SE "says" — DE "say": omit present tense marker (// AsL) )
SE "has" — DE "have": omit present tense marker (// ASL)
SE "brothers" — DE "brother": omit plural marker (// ASL)
SE "sisters” - DE "sister":. omit plural marker (// AsL)
(38) SE "fought" —» DE "fight": omit. vast tense marker (// ASL) ¥ J :
SE "ran" — DE "run": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
‘ -
(39) SE "eating”" — DE "eat": omit present participle ending (// AsL)
-SE "to" - DE ¢ omit\ﬁ'ep (simplification)
(40) SE "is" - DE #: omit copula EE (// ASL)
"SE "as modern as" — DE "modern like": substitute Adv for coordinate £
conjunction (// ASL) \
SF "houses" — DE "house”: omit plural marker (// ASL) ' \ .
‘ )
(41) SE "is" - DE #: omit copula BE (// ASL) :
s
SE "breaking" — DE "break": omit present participle ending (// ASL)
(42) SE "scared" — DE "scare": omit past participle ending ,(// ASL)
SE "a" - DE ¢:  omit article (// ASL).
SE "bit" - DE "bited": substitute vrong past tense farker (false
. analogy or overgenera.lizat on) (’
(43) SE "a" > DE §: omit article (// ASL) ; , ,
SE "who" - DE "that he": substitute Relative Pronoun (1ndef1n1te) + ‘
Pronoun for Relative Pronoun (rélexification
of concept) ) ’ ¢ 11
\ |
J
|
1

.
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SE "looks" — DE "look": omit present tense marker (// ASL)
SE "like" — DE #"alike": substitute Adv for Prep (// ASL, where
. "like" = "alike") )«
(4s) SE "have- learned a lot" —» DE "have a lot of learn": substitute
. frequent present tense conatruction\"hnve
(a lot of) N" for less frequent cw-
tense "have [V + en] (a lot)" (simplifice~
/ tion, or relexification o’f concept, or
/ false analogy--e.g., "have & lot-of X", |
where X = "learn"; NB.in ASL "learn" =
"'lea.ming") ‘ .
(1;5). SE "said" — DE "say": omit past tense marker (// ASL) )
SE ¢ - DE *#"you':: overt manifestation of underlying

(pidgin-type ' smpugi&tion' )’

\
!

SE "the™- DE ¢: - omit article (// ASL)
SE "us" - DE £: \\o'mit (rgdundant) surface ObJ (simpliﬁcctiox;)
SE "is" -+ DE ¢§: omit copula EE (// ASL)

(46) SR "the" - DE ¢: omit trwl.) )

SE "asked" — DE "ssk": omit past tense'marker (// ASL) Ty

»

SE "was" » DE #: omit [copuls BE + pmeT(W asy)’

(47) SE "trees",-;sixz"'tree": omit plural marker (// ABLB
SE "N will be planted” — DE "back yard will plant N": subdtitute
active for passive construction (// ASL);
) ' (or false analogy, using inanimate Agent
“"back yard")

| S R
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}
"X was fed by Y' —» DE "Y feed X": substitute active for passive

construction (// ASL); -

omit past tense marker (// ASL)

4
A
>

"went" — DE ';go":’ omi/t past tense marker (// ASL)

"to" » DE ¢: omit Prep (pidgin-type simplification) ’
"got:’—» DE ."get": omit pgst4tense marker (// asL) / \
"a lot of" - DE "x:any": substitute one word for phrase (// ASL;

simplification)

"sand™ — DE "sapds": add plural marker to mass Noun (false
)

analogy or misunerstanding of Noud cqse)

L :
"shoes" — DE "shoe": omit plural er (// ASL) ™ ‘.\

a |

"washes" — DE "'wash": omit present tense marker ( // "ASL)
"the"(2x) — DE #: omit artiéle (// ASL) \
"washes the Iﬂoor" - DB "floor wash": [V + N] = [N + V] (word-
order change; // ASL)
"cleans" — DE "claa.n": omit present tense marker (// ASL)~
"oleans the car" —» DE "car clean": [V7+ N] = [N + V] (word-order

A change; // ASL)

4.6 Scoring Method

Cert'ain errors were expected from the subjects: errors cf omission,

addition, and substitution; word-order changes; changes from active to

H

passive; and changes from passive to active. In ?ﬁ/itibn to these errors °

within the sentence, it was assumed there might te errors that a.ffecped

-~

the entire sentence: omission of a whole sentence, or substitution of

either an anomalous sentence or a (grammatica)) sentence entirely different

91
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from the stim'}lus. For the coding of these \error types, see Appendix C.
Errors within the entence might occur any morpheme, word, or
words in the sentence, as well as between any two words in the sentence

(e.g., additions), and so each sentence was divided into columns. Each

colum contained eit‘her a morpheme or t;xe space which occurs between

words or at the end of the sentence. Thus, "I ate three cookies" wouid
ha.veo ten columns--6 for the 6 morphemes (i, eat, [Past], three¢ cookie,

[Plural]), 3 for the 3 inter-word spaces, and one for the spad at the
end of the sentence. In this way any omiséion, addition, or subsévj.tution,
etc. (cf. above paragraph) could be skown to occur in a given colum\n of
& given ‘sentence. Errors by other subjects, in the same column, cm.ald
thus be compared, or added, to determine grOug error ptttelrns.

» In addition to the Type of erzor, and its location, a third parameter
was deemed.necessary to churacterize any éiven error: erzor Inténsity;
There are seven 1ntensit1esr

}ptensity l.(P An insignificant error, one which effects no real
change in either the grammatical form or the meaning of the sentence.
< Intensity 2. Also an insigni.ﬁca.nt error, effecting no real change
in the grammd@of the sentence, tut p‘sib}y changing the meaning of it
slightly (e.g., the substitution of the ve.rb "run" for the original
verb "walk"). Intensities 1 and 2 could occur in both De;/t: Engiish}n,d
Si:a.ndsrd English sentences. . -

' Intensity 3. This error intensity could occur only in the Standard

. Engli.uh sentences. It denotes a serious error affecting the grammatical-
1ty of the Standard Engl:lsh sentence, resulting in what a native speaker

¢
would nomlly consider an "ungrammatical" conatruction (e.g8., "goed"

instead of "went", or "they has been").
Q - te Y
‘ . ) ) 92
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Error intensities 4 a.nd 5 could occur only in the Deaf English
sentence-;, since they are errors that affect the gra.mmaticality" of
these sentences. ]

Intensity 4. This describes the sort of error in which the item or
construction has been changed or "corrected" im the direction of Standard
English. Since Deaf English is expecte?;o have certain grammatical
forms that are different from Standard English, and, in certain cases‘,
to apply (obligatory) Standard English rules only optionally, then a
change in the direction of Standard-English might be considered an’ "error"
in Deaf English (e.g., "furniture" instead of the (hypothesized) Deaf
English ".fu:jnitures"), l ) .

Intensity 5.- This describes an error in which the item or grammatical
construction has been cha;lged or "corrected" in such a way that: it is
even less like ftmdard English than the original--making the construction
"mor'e-deaf", perhaps. In a number of the Deaf English sentences used in
the dest, certain s«(andard English rules, which were felt to be optiona{
in Deaf English, were incorporated into the original sentence by the
experimenter (e.g., some articles were used, and some tense mrkers)

- If the subject omitted these--i.e., failed to apply the optional ryle~-

then the change was made away from Standard English (perhaps in the

. direction oy;sni, and might thys be thought of as a less standard and
more "deaf" construction. Simi.larly‘, any ‘change of a construction or
item that is already Deaf English (e.g., "buyed") into yet another non-
standard form (e.g., "buy", in‘a par .ime situation). would also be
considered an intensity 5 error--away from Standard Enélish. v

( Intensity 6. This:'err;r‘could oceur only in Staniard English

sentences. With this Antensity error, the grammar of the senten npe mey
Q | I
S RN I




" anomaly and an ungrammaticality wae often very difficult to mke.

not be affected, dut the.mea.ning of the sencence is, and the result‘aie‘

an item,. construétion, or sent;nce that makes no sense--an ahomly o
Intensity 7. This is a.n omission or omissions within either ‘

Standard English or Deaf English sentences (usually toward the end.),

as & result of memory limitotions--omiasion via forgetfulness. This -

error intensity was added when it was roted that subjects sometines left

out the ends or middles of sentences simply because the item was too

" long to remember. Intensity 7 errors are to be considered separately

 from the other error intensities. i . : -

:rhus, for each subject in the experimont, the errois or -changes made
can be thought of as forming a lb-way mtrix whose pa.rametera are sentence
mmber, column within the sentence, error Type (addition, substitution,

" etc.), and error Intensity (1—7, sbove): In this way, any of these four
p:raneters, ag well as any combination of them, could be exanined for
each individual subJect and for oach group of subJect\s. Any number of
'qiiferent a.nalyées can potentially be performed on the data, by ‘virtue
of this scoring procedure--a.lttiougt becauoe of time limitatiors and the
noceug 1y limited scope of this disaerta’tion, only the moat 2rucial ones
actually have been performed. /

For the a.ctual analyses, error intensities 1 and 2 were collupsed
and referred to as "trivia.l"g.rrors. These were finally cgaaidered not
to be errors at all, and unyl;’sentence which had only tri‘vi;sl‘errors was
considered perfect. Intensi\ties 3 and 6 were also collapsed, as there

were relatively few Intensity 6 errors, and the distinction 'between An

|

L]
i




4.7 Analysis - 1

'The data were analyzed using a multiveriate ‘analysis of variance

|

b

(fb; unequal N).\ Three aspects of the data were examined: (1) overall M
_errors--i.e., the| relative frequencé’s,‘fcyaeh g;b;xp, of perfect
sentence’s (or- those with only trivial-—f[;tensity 1 or 2--errors), omitted
‘sentences (error 1), and sentences with one or -more serious errors
(Intensii;iesj, b,\5 or 6). (2) Errors within sentences, i.e., in those
séntences with one br more serious errors, the{relative frequencieé‘QE
each error Intensity for each g/roup. ’ In this ;.nalysis, significant
differences between‘ he perfirmances of the n?rmal subjects (N), the

deaf children of deaf parents (DD), and the d;af children of hearing
parents (DH) in the DE and SE sentences could be_discovgfed. (3) Errors
;ithin -sentences in d ffe;ent parts of speech. R¥lative frequencies of
liipart-of-SPeeéq;erro's in the SE sentences were compared for the three
groups, to determine specific differences in English coOmpetence. Simi-

/
larly, frequencies of 9| part-of-speech errors in the DE sentences were
Y - .

compared across groups. !

.
i

The 11 parts of spjch examined in the SE sentences’ were: Present

Infl:ction, Past Tense Marker, Copula, Preposition, Fresert Farticiple,

Past Participle, Definite Article, Indefinite Article, Plural, Mass, and
Future. The 9 parts of ech examined in the DE sentences were the
same a8 the first 9 p;a.rts\ of speech examined in the SE sentences.
Comparisons were also mdf between SE and DE for each of these 9 parts '
of speech within each gro{}p of subjects. This was done to determine
whether there was any relgti‘onship for a given group b}etween the number
” of errors made in SE and {;he number of errors made in DE fér ; given part

of speech.

95
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4.8 Results . .‘ o

. 4.8.1 Oversll Errors -
Frequency of errors (trivial, serious, omitted sentence) in SE and
DE. Questions and reeults follow (fér\i\sumary of the results, see
. S L. -

Tables 5 and 6, pp. 98-99).

, Groups. Was there a s

DE)? Vi T '

Averaged 0‘7/ the 3 kinds of errbrs in both measures (SE and DE),

A

/ : .
the difference between the K group and the two Dedf groups (BD and DH)
V

is significant (p < .01). The difference becween the two Deaf groups -
4

-

is not s/igpificant (n.s.).

. . _ . \
[ ' § Y (ma4DD)TT T -

K4 . > -~ ; -

M205‘6 N 91.1‘7-~~ ’
) Y
Figure 1

>4

f v

Language. Was there a signi\ficant difference betveen SE and DE ~

N

perfomnce, aver&ged over all groups? L , \ '

<

/

i Averaged over all groups, the difference between SE and\Dl perto
ance is not ,gignificant. (However, Langiage by Group 1nteract19nl gg
eignificant, cf. below.) _ I ‘ . <
Error. Was there any significa.nt difference between the ahrenge .
frequencies of the 3 types of sente\nce error (omission of sentdrcge,

sentence perfect or with only trivial errors, ‘gentence\ with 1 or more >

-

serious grammatical errors), averaged over all grc;ups? ’

/ . * . . .
Ecror is highly significant (p < .601). There ere significant . -

v O - 58

» v AR

. ) .
4 B
. . / ; , . /
) “ N N . . /

v - / 1e . ~

o | . 96 . . .‘ \




.

differences in the average frequencies of ihe three types Bf sentence

LY

error, averaged ovel all groups. Further analysis reveals that the

‘largest proportion of the variability assopiated with this source is .

N
v .
’ 4 . Y

accounted for by the dxiference between frequency of omissions versus -
the other two types of sentence erx\\\(p < .01).

Interactions:

Language x Error. Is there a significant

average frequencies of the 3 types of overall er#®r in either of the two

i fference between the <

languages (SE 3nd DE), averaged dver all groups?

,

Language x Error is significant (p < .01). The.two one-degree of

+ freedom questions reveal that the significant‘intershtion can be accounted

for by the differences between the numbers of trivial versus serious

errors in SE sgnteﬁges versus DE sentences (p < .01).;'éee Graph 1 (p. 94), ’

. B

-

. ; SE DE '
0 jTeiviel | 25.0 | 13. R .
R fI o Oxtnissions €0 2.8
"f ‘Serious -|_ 218 26.8 |- "

| - —
\ Figure 2

. Group x %ﬁge. ~Are there any significant differences among the .
th;es groups on SE versus DE, averaged over all errors (inciuding R /
triiial/perfect)? . , Y ¥

Gr?up x Language is n.s. The three groups did not perform signif-

icantly differently on SE versus DE averaged over all types of errors,

roup x Brror. Is there any significant difference among the, three

groups -in any of the 3 types of overall eryor, averaged over language

-

(sE, DE)? . ' '
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Group x Error, although on]:y ma.rgi_na.lly significant, appeared ‘l':o be
a t_r;e_nd‘ that was wor%h investigating further. Further analysis feves.lgd ‘
that the difference between the Normal subjects and all Deaf subjects on

- Sentences Omitted versus the other two Error,classifgcatig;xs was
significant (p Z ./QL')'.u

" Fﬁrthermdre,‘ there was a signif'icant.diffex"ence (p< .0_1) between
Normals a.nd‘ all the Dga.f ‘on Trivial/Perfect ve%sus Serious errors.

' Thus, the difference here is Normal versus all Deaf, as Graphs 2,

3, 4, and 5 (p. 97) and Figures 3-7, below, show.

SE DE - SE DE
- ' !
Seriouss |- ) Serious .
per - 7.6 25.2. per 30.3 27.7
Subject : Subject ’
Trivial/ . Trivial/
Perfect Perfect .
per 36 ‘h ¢ S 13" 3 per 18 02 13 ol"
: Subject + Subject 2t
Normals Al'l Deaf
Figure 3 ' : . Figure 4
. Normals  All Deaf ‘
' Omissions B
' , per 1 0.0 1.8 .
. Subject .
‘ Trivial/
Perfect .
49.8 . 1.
per 9 3 ] 6
Subject -
‘ Serious '
per 32.8 58.1
Subject .
. Figure 5 .
1
] / ot - - -
99 «




83 DE ‘SE DE -
Omissions 3.’ 6.3 Omissions 1,1 ) ) 0:7
Serious , Serious 1
. + hs.l 38.6 + haes hlel
Trivial . _ Trivial .
Normals All Deaf
Figure 6 . Figure 7'
”~ ) /' % -

Grm x_Error for SE. For the SE subtest, were there any signifi-

cent differenceq between the three groups of subjects in the frequency
»

‘of occt'u'rence of the three overall sentenée errors (sentence omitted,
perfect or erroﬁeom)? ‘ . )

For SE ‘alone, the following differences on the 3 overall sentence

errors were significant:

Sentences with Perfect ‘

Scores or only Trivial .
Errors Normals vs. Deaf (p < .01)
Sentences with 1 or _ '
more Serious Errors , Normals vs. Deaf (p < .001)

There were no significant differences mong the three groups in the pumber
) . A
of serntences omitted. There were no significant differences between the

two groups of Deaf subjects on any o'f~the 3 types of ov‘ex;ell sentence

error. )

P . .

Group x Error for DE.
differences among the three groups.of subjects in the frequency of ogeur-

For the DE subtest, were there any significant

rence of any of the 3 overall sentence errors?

For DE e.lone, there was only one si,gnificant difference, between the
Normals and &11 the Deaf on sentences omitted, significant at the .05

level. Group x Error;or SE and DE is summarized in Table 7 (p. 100).
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) . TABIE 5 )
( ‘ Miltivariate Analysis of Variance, .
: . Oirersll, Sente'nce Errors
Sourc¢e of Variance -4 - F-statistic
N A\ Lo
Groups (Normal vs. Deaf) 12,32 2.95%* :
. Language (SE vs. DE) 1,21 0.9 |
Error (Omitfed, Perfect, ., : Sy ' .
Erronequs Sentence) . , 2,20 SR - -1 -
. .
Language x Error . ' 2,20 - 26,0%% |
Group x Language - - 2,21 ! 0.12 -
Group x Error o k40 ) 6.1-
##p < .01 :

#Hep < 001
“marginally significant

N.B. The analysis of.varia.nce.is multivariate; therefore, mean squares
- _ were not produced_fgr eadh source, but were in matrix form.

4
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S ‘ : TABIE 6

) ) ’.‘
Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Overall Sentence
' : Errors, Purther Analyses
‘. Source of Variance - T I F-statistic
Groups (1) Normals vs. - vt
. All Deaf : 6,16 - 8.0 -
(2) DH vs. Dﬂ ] 6,16 0'3
- ’ _ Error (1) Omissions vs. : ‘
- : theRest ., - ® 121 b1, 6%n%
(2) Perfect/Trivial . .
g vs, Serious . 1,21 10,1%% >
Language ) -
x Error (1) Omissions vs.
- - the Relt . 1,21 Y 008 )
o (2) Perfect/Trivial
vs. Serious 1,21 53.2%%
. ]
x Brror (1) Omissions vs. '
. the Rest . - . :
(a) Normals Vvs.
N An De&f * ‘ 1,21 10.2**
(v) DH vs. DD’ 1,21 0.3
(2) Perfect/Trivial ) / .
vs. Serious’ //' .
4 v (a) Nomlﬁ vs. <o .
‘ (v) DH'ws, DD 1,21 ° 1.07

# p < ,0I

) ‘ C‘), ‘ *“*p( .001 . o 103
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4

Multivariate Analysis of Varjiance , Overall Sentence Errots,

.o

4 _ R N
' SE and [ng Sentences -
0 " Y — - d - . .
» Source of Variance }[ - arf g-stétispgc
. . < 7 P A- . !,
SE Sentences . T / ‘ ‘\ .
' Perféct Sentence: e 1,.21 -21%8**,
. 121 -1'.?
'Omi,tteg,,sgg&eﬁce:"‘ N vs. A1l Deaf T vk
DH vs. DD /‘ 1,';.;'1 0.5
Erron'eoua Sentence: N vs. All Deaf 1,21 ) 38.7,"{!!-!-»
DH vs. DD 1,21 15’
DE Sentences / .
Perfect Sentence: N vs. All Deaf 1,21 0.0
DH vs. DD 1,;'31 " 0.2 ,
Omitted Sentence: N.vs. All Deaf 1,21 12,.5%
' _DH.vs. DD ‘ 1,:—3,} 0.1
Erropeous Sentence: N vs. All Deaf l,aé. - 4.8
~ 'DH vs. DD 1,21 0.1
*p< .05
** p < .01
#*% p < .001 ’
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h, 8‘2 Serious Errors Within the oentences (SE and DE)

' I'&'equency of serious errors (omissions, substitutions, additions,
word-order changes) within- the SE and DE sentences, a.nalyzed by Type and -
Intensity. Questions s.nd results. follow (sumry in Table 8, p 106)

M. Is there a sigm,-t‘icent difference-smong the 3 groups of
subjects, averaged over 1 faur Types of serious error? i

Groups is n.s.--the difference among the threé groups of subJects
“averaged over all four Types of error is not’ significsnt.

E_.r}_'gx;. Is there a significs.nt differe//ce in the frequency of

occurrence of the four Types of error (avera.ged over all suthcts)?

Error is significa.nt (p < :01), ad the figure ‘andegraph below .

indic&te- . ' Y -" * . ‘ 7 l ) ' -t
- < . - (vord-order)’
“ : Omission ~ Addition Substitution’ - Change
X . b3.2 *40.5 - + 18.6 b1
. A
- 1] . - ] ;
Figure 8 .o .
- \ . “
-‘ . -
50 |- o |
Errors ’
" per .
Subject b
- ~
(x) . o
20| . ) g}
) . )
) ]
0 A ~ . 8 c
' Graph 6 -
o .

Errors .Per Bubjeci- %’;‘yﬁ? :"-

. 4
.




P SE

Specifically, all four Tyr=s of errors are different from each
other: ‘(1) Omissions are significantly different from all the rest.
(p < .01). (2) Frequency of Substitution err&s are sigrificantly
different from the average of Types 3 and 4, Additions and Word-order
Changes (p < .01). (3) Frequency of Additions versus Word-order Changes
' is highly signiﬁcant (p < .001), and accounts for most of jﬁg%mi : )
ability. (There were very many fewer WOrd-order Changes W any other \

Type of error.) ' ‘ .

Inbensity. Is t'ere s significant difference in the frequency of

'ogcu,rre ce of the three error Intensities (ave?aged'lover all subjects)?

ntensity (3 = serious SE error; 4 = erroiE in DE in the direction

of SE; 5 = error in DE in the direction of DE) is significant at the

.01 level. Further analysis reveals that this difference can be accounted

for by the diffex;ence in frequency of errors of Intensity‘h versus errors

af Intensity 5.

Interactions: ' K
Error x Intenaitx.. Are there any significant di;?ferences anong the |

four Types (0, A, 8, C) of ‘error, in any of the thres Intensities (3,' b
- e )
% N

pa0d 5)? _ \
Error x Intensity is significant gt the .0l level (see*Figure 9

‘and Graph 7, below). See also.Graph 8 (p. 104). - e
’ Intensity

. 3+6(88)  b(oE)  5(oE)

* : .
x 3{?.5. hS.'S 2.5 |

| Figure 9

. | . . L e




Groups

Errors

. per
Subject

(X)

L]

Groqg\x Error.

.20

4o

Group xError 1s n.s.

1
A
A
B

Group x Intensity.

three graups of sub;jects 1n the f
(O,A 8,C)?

i

346

Intensities

" Errors per S%ect by Intensity ‘

Are tﬁere an:

|

signiﬁcant dirferences among t‘he
equency of the four error 'l‘ypes

et

1s there' any significant difference among the 3
-groups of subjects in the ’frequericy of the three error Intensities (3,
y 5)?

Group x Intensity is significant (p < .O1)

(See Fig. 10 and Graph 9.)

» Intensity N
| 3+6(sE)  b(oE)  5(E)
Normals! 10.1 —§5.2 13.9
mt\ 59.88 45.8 - 29.2
m | 50.7 45.7 26.0
| Figure 10

&
e

307
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TABLE 8

Serious Errors Within Sentences,",

Group x Error

Error Type and Intensity —

_Fistatistic

1.4 \

-
or Varianc'e . df

24,20
Error Type (0,A,8,C) S 319
Intensity: (3,4,5) . 2,20
Error x Intensity 6,16
§ ‘ 6’38
Group x Intensity 4,40

* p < .01




Vo . i . . .
All of the \tariabi\lity‘ in Group x Intensity can be accouﬁted for by

.the difference between the Normals and all the Dea.f on’,,Intensity 3

f

ve:s;as the a.verage of Intensities 4 and 5. — f
p oo A S
[

4.8.3. Serious Errors Within the Sentences’ {Parts-of-Speech) ) I!
i

I

. . ‘ 3
Serious errors within the sentences, in different parts-of-speech.
. Y * ’

|
* Questions and results follow (see summary in Table 10, p. 109) }f
(1) In SE alone; are there any ° .; .
[
|
|
|
I

>
»

Parts-of-Speech Between*GrouLs.
"significant differences between the three groups of subjects for any bf

. -

the eleven parts of speech’
For the :1 parts of speech in the SE sentences 8, there were ei@iﬁ-’

i
|
!
~— I
f-v\
i S
i -
i
|

i
»

.ﬂ'
ca.ni. differences between the Normals and all the Dea.f suh.jects on the

following measures.- : . |
= . - I
/

i TABLE 9 . , /
. . - .' | 4 .
SE Parts.of Speech, Normal Group vs. All Deaf ° %’;
- - " ' T
Pait of Speech seoar ( S F-statistic /
. % ; —— ~
Copula 1,21 / 14 .4 ),
1 ﬂ . I
Preposition 1,21 - 213w
Indefinite Article 1,21 \/ 23.2%%
. o ; ,
Plural & . 1,21 | 1&.8*.
. - ’ ) .
Mass Noun : . 1,2 / 18.8% . /’
° - ' [
*p < 005 / /f *
Mp < .01 : P - ] . _ / ’
o T . ’,/ | .
( a




. . . /
There were no significant differences between the two groups of Deaf
. . ’ / *

suojects on any of the eleven parts of speech. (See Tab e 10, p. 109).
- .\‘ . . v “

! - -
(2) In DE alone, are there any significant diffgreqces among thel
. AY -
three groups of subjects for any of the 9 paxts of spezh, averaged
. . i s
over tensities N axid 52 _‘ . / . g f\

There were no significa.nt differences among the/ groups 1n any of
\

the 9 parts of speech in the QE sentences (but gf./ lysis of Intensity.-

4, below). - T / )

-

Intensity 4 vs. Intensith—-Par -ofyspeec}{ Within Groups. In DE

alone, are there any significant differences bet’ween §rror Intensity b

.(1n t}:e direction of SE) a.nd error Intensity 5 ( 1n the direction of DE)

for any of the 9 parts of speech, ta.king each roup sepe.rete].y?
In DE alone ’ there were significant differences between Intensity 4
<
and Intensity 5 for each group of subjects, as shown in To.'ble 11 (p. 110)

Intensitx h--Partg-of-speech Between Groups. In DE, on error

Intensity 4 (1n the dizjet.tion of SE) alone, are there any significant
differences among the three groups of puﬁjects for any of tfxe 9 parts of
speech? A, . ) <

In Dl?, for 'e)}ror inteneity 4 alone, there was only one significant
difference: bétween the Normal group and both Deaf groups on past

partieiples (p < .05). There were no, significant differences betweon ‘\
- . . \

. the two groups of Deaf subjects. - v

- ’ | ‘ [
Intensity 5--Pa.r1;ﬁ/-‘of-8peech Between Groups. In DE, on error \

.
Intensity 5 (in the direction of DE) alone, are ﬁherﬁw significent

‘differences among the three groups of subjects for any of the 9 parts

of speech? - ' /

113
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Y BetVeen Grmms Differences in Prequency of Serious Errors
Vﬂthin Sentences, for 9 Parts of Speech, in SE and DE

P 3
> i

TABLE 10

»

P-statistic :
Source of Variance ) , "SE JE
. ) : _
Present tense marker: N vs. Deaf 6.0- 2.0
LN ‘ .
) DH vs. DD 0.0 1,3
Past tense marker: N vs. Deaf 11.7 4.7
. BEvse.DD . ., 0.9 0.9
Y
Copula: . -N vs. Deaf ., pUR 0.5
' T
DH vs. DD 0.1 - 0.0
" Preposition: N vs. Deaf 21.3% 0.7 <.,
DH vs. DD 0.5. 0.0 -
‘ ) .
Present participle:” N vs. Deaf 6.5. 0.2
R
' DH vs. DD 1.3 0.0
Lo i ) * .
Past participle: * N va. Deaf - 10.1 l{.3
DH vs. DD /.0.9 0.2
Definite article; . N vs. Deaf ¢ 7.1 3.4
- 8. DD ‘(0-1 0-3
‘Indefinite article: ws. Deaf 23.2%% 3.9
DH vs. DD 5.9 1.8
Plural: N vs. Deaf - 14.8% 6.6
DH vs. DD : 0.0 0.6
Mass: N vs. Deaf 18.8%
_ DH vs. DD 3.7
" Future: N vs. Deat 1.9
DH vs. DD 0.k
*p< .05 (af in all cases = 1, 21)
# p< .01 e
£ .
, 114 .



. ) ‘\{'
Error Intensity 5 ("Deafi.sms"’t for
S ‘

Normal, DH and DD Groups

Part of Speech

hd Py

* i
Normals

*

a0
' ., _}:—gtati;gic ’ J | ’

4 DH 1)) I

' T 115

- _ Present tense marker 6.1 . 8.8 7.9 ’
Past tense marker 23.9%* 19.8%+ ’ 17.1%
Copula , 8k . 8.6 - 8.2
Preposition / N 35.9% 3.3 - 7.3
égeseﬁt participle - : 3.3 0.4 0.0
Past participle N 26 .2%% o.} 0.8
Definite article 3L 0.9 . 2.5
Indefinite articl 27.6%* 27 ;3w 29, 1%+
Plural . | . * 11,5' 2k ,gmx 13,7+

; .
” marginal v’
# p< .05 ‘[ ’
* p< .0l N |
*_** p < .001 N ; .

. .(4f in all cases = 1, 21)

/



. M Y . .
*+ In-DE, for error Intensity 5, there were no signififmt differences
¢ . M * ‘

among the groupé for any of the 9 parts If speech. &

v s o~
. Normals--Parts-of-Speech in SE vs. JE. For the Normal subjects

Alone, is there any significant difference between SE and DE in the

) . ‘
e pqrcentage of errors made in each of the 9 parts of speech common to
~ P ""the two subtests?
\ ¢ . ’ -
For the Normal subjects, the following differences between SE and

DE *in the percentage of errors in each of the 9 parts of speech are

’ .

significant:
X. .Past tense marker (p < .05) (many md;e errors in DE)
l . ’ Gopule. ' maréixlal (many more errors in DE) ‘
- ér'eposition (p < .001) (many more e.rr_ors in DE)
’ , * . - past participle ,;(1_) < .01) " (many more errors in DE) (\{

Deaf--Parts-of-Speech in SE vs. DL.. For both the Deaf groups

. . . - P .v .
..together, are there any significant differences between SE and DE in

b

\ 1
- the percentage of errors”’ made in each of the 9 parts of speech? (Since

there were no significant differences between the two Deaf groups on
. SE and DE scores, they were treated as a sinéle/grqup for this question.)
( . L )

5I’ercent;a.ge of errors in SE; for a given part of speech,.is def{ned
as the average number of errors per subject committed in.that part of
speech, divided by -the. number of opportunities of committing that érror.
Thuswlthere were 100 past tenses %b the SE sentences, and a group of

[

Ss made [an average of 20 errors per gubject involving past tense, thes .
percentage of past tense errors for that group would be 20 per cent.

In DE, many of the errors’ committed involved the addition of parts/
of speech which were not present in the original DE senténce. 'l‘hereforé,
in order to cdlculate the number of ,opportunities for cormitting an error

" in any of the 9 parts of gpeech in .ﬁE, it was necessary to project how -
many of the 9 parts of speech would have been present, had the sentences

been in Standard English. Thus, if there should have been 100 ¢opulas in
the DE gntences (if they had been in Standard English) and a group of

i
e

. a . 116
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{ . - , "112°
L} \ 8' ’. « . .
1 + \ . -
N ‘ M o
\ ) (‘ \
/l/’ o - ’ m
) , ABIE i2 ,
. o - ! y , o
/I ‘ . _" ’ 3 . - ”
_ ' _Percentage of Errors in SE vs. DE.:n 9 Parts of Speech :
/ for Normals and All Deaf e ‘
// - . .
= =
/ F-statistic
/SOnrce of Variance Normels Deaf
Present tense marker ' 5.9 16, 3%#
Past tense marker m.ox 2, 3#%
. % - . . ’.
Copula - 1.5 19
Preposition , 8l , 8we : 30.6**'
Present participle 5.2 0.7
; 3 .
Past participle ‘ , 26.0%% 0.1
Definite article 0.2 1,8 %
- .
Indefinite article ) 9.5 20.0%% ‘
2 L4 ‘
Plural \ 10.0 N 16.0% 7
. . : \
- mrginal‘ , (af in all cases = 1, 23) -
*p< .05 ] )
# p < ,01 - g "\
% p < ,001 i
fo ‘4 '
: T 11
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For the two Deaf groups (here treated as a single group), the

A

N following were significant differences between SE ahd DE in the percentage—

of errors made in each of the 9 parts of speech.

L oae Present’ tense m.rker (p < .05)
E ’ Past‘ tenSe marker ' ' (p < .01) ’
. ) Preposition (p < .Qlj
Indefinite \artlcle . (p<-.01)
‘ Plural s (p<0s),

'
I

(See Table 12, P 12.)

(many more errors in DR)

unany more errors in DE)

(mny more ertors in DE)

(ms.ny more er’ﬂors in DB) -
(me.ny m,re'errors in DE).

|

. N o

‘Within "Groups Errors in SE ys. "Corrections": in DE. 1'7:e following

] |
questions were asked to determi{e whether any of the groups of subjects

" were omtting (erroneously) +the. same percentages of given fpe.rts of speech

from SE that they were adding to DE ("correcting” in the ﬂirection of

o ' W
.. " 8E). For example, the DH groupr may have omitted 25 per (cent of the def-

inite articles from the SE ‘sentences, nroducing gramati’cal errors. At

/
/ the same time they may have "corrected” the DE sentences by adding 25 per

cent of the definite artpi>les that should havelbeen there, had the senten-

<

ces been in Standard English.

/ R
/ ¥

/

' ‘ (1) For the Normal group, is there any significant difference
|
|

between SE and DE- tensity 4 in the percentage of//errors made in each .

of the 9 parts of speech? (2) For the DH group, i/s there any ;i-gnificant,

difference between 'SE and DE-Intensity 4 in the ﬁerpentage of errors made

)

subjects added an average of 50 copulas per subject, then .the percentage

of errors (Intensity 4--in the direction of SE) would be 50 per cent.

If, in addition, ¢he group added 25 articles per subject, instead of the

projected copulas, there would be 25 per cent copula errors (Intensity
- 5--in-the direction of DE). The percentages are, in fact, normalized
scores for two tests with unequal scales, and can thus be analyzed as

/ though they were absolute veiues.

EKCW"““‘“ 118 .
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”
in each of the 9 parts of spee.ch? (3) For the DD group, is there amy

114

significant difference "betwedn SE and, DE-Intensity b in the percentage

of errors made in each of the 9 ‘parts of speech"

significant dirferences in thia analysis would indicate that a group

[Note:.

Any. pon-

was adding (or correcting") ayrt of speech in IE the sahe percentage

of the time that they were omitting (or erroneously substituting) it in

S8E.] Results of the analysis appear:in Table 13.

<« TABIE 13

Percentage of Errors in SE vs. "Corrections" in‘%E
in Each of 9 Parts of Speech for :
' Normal, DH and DD Subjects

. \g;statistic L} ,
Part of Speech Normals - - DH DD

Present tense marker 0.4 10.1 0.5,
Past tense marker 5.7 0.1 0.3
Copula - / 3.4 0.4 0.2
 Preposition 20.7%* /" 0.9 0.5

" Present participle 4.8 0.3 1.8
" Past participle * 18.8%x 0.9. k.1
Definite article 2.8 0.7 @ 1
In;efinn{\srticle 13.7% 5.7 7.7
Plural ' 5.6 3.8 3.3

* p< .05
#* p < ,01

\ .

(af in all cases = 1, 21)
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’ Finally, the means and standard deviations :were determined for the
proport}.ion of the tim; each group made errors in each part ‘of speech,
" 1in SE and in DE-Intensity k. The results appear in Table 14 (p. 116).
A nofe on significance: th;e significance level was arrived at by
dividing the original significance level (usually p < .00l) by the number
of hyﬁqtl;eses 1;1 the given proéram. Thué c;rigiﬁa;i obl lévels of signifi-

¢ '/ cance v;a}-e reduced to .01 levels (since there j fe about 10 hypotheses).
s "

<«
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o o TABIE 14

. Means and Standard Deviations for Each Group, for Percentages
of Errors in 11 Parts of Speech in SE and
9 Parts of Speech in DE-Intensity '

N
-

B _ Source of Variance Normals DH DD
) .Part of Speech * Subtest X sp .X 8D X 8D
_ ol

Present tense marker - SE 5 5 126 1 *® 6

DE-4 ‘' .16 16 -2 12. 20 16

Past tensé maiker " SE v 4 1785 13 1

‘ ’ ] DE-b 207 2k 16 27 [6

Copula SE 12 15 12 . 16 1

pE-4 T 19 15 23 23 ¢ 20

Preposition SE 4 3 177 16 8

- DE-h @ 16 21 °9 23 11

: Present participle SE '3 6 21 20 . 35 3
| \ : DE-4 6 1 2 1 11 1 -
\ ' . . ‘ - .

| Past participle SE 3 6 21 15 29 25

—- . T DRk - - k2 731 10 11 6 10

~— = Definite article SE v 5 9 3 20 39

' .  DE-4 10 8 12 9

Indefinite article ' SE Loy © 8 12 6

DE-4 21 2 1 27 14

Plural SE 1 20 10 20 17

, DE-4 23 19 36 15 36 16

Mass SE o o0 25 12 W15

Future " 8B , 0 o0 6 1 4 9

4

e e R - - - - - - -

N.B. - Underlined items are thidse in which the Mean is equal to approx>
_imately 2 or more times the SD--i.e., items with a rea.sona.ble
amount of variability.

11




"CHAPTER FIVE nTE

\\ —

5.1 D}swséion _ ,
I this chapter, I will explain the significéﬁi results of the /
. various data analyses described in Chapter 4. I will then discuss the:
© results in tht/a light of the hypothesis that there is a non-standard
diaiect of English (or an English-based pidgi;l), "Deaf English", that ‘\

{Qhe deaf use instead of Standa.rd English. On the basis of the experi-

N\ - -
L

5.2 Over 11 Errors
Groups. There was a significant difference between the Normal group

and all the _’ﬁeaf in the frequency of errors, averaged over SE and DE.

P

This result appears to be due to two types of errors: Vs

. (1)‘Perfect/1;i'ivialz The Normal subjects repeated many more SE_
scntences correctly (or with only trivial errors) than either group of
Deaf subjects. q.'his explanstion is supported by t‘he a.nd;lysis in Chapter
4, and will be discussed at greater length in the- e:cplanation below.

(2) Omissions: The Normal subjects also omitted many more sentences,
in both DE and SE, than either group of Deaf subjects. However, the
analysis in Chapter 4 reveals that it is only in DE that the Normals
omitted significantly more sentences than the Deaf. This suggests that
the Normals found DE sentences more difficult to recall Vhan the Deaf did.

* This renult will be discussed more funy 1rr the explanation of ‘Group x

Error for DE, below. s

ts I will also -propose some linguistic rules for this "Deai/



. . .
. —significant —Further—analysis; however; tevealedthatthedifference
:
. :

118

Error. There were significan% differences in the average frequencies.

of the 3 types of sverall error, aver;ged over all groups. The largest
part of the varidbility is accounted for gy the différence iarfrequegcy
between -omissions and the other twé types of sentence error. This simply
means that there were very many fewer sentences omitted than'there were

sentences perfect (or with only trivial errors), or gentences with one

or more serious errors. /

7

cant./ This interaction can be accounted for by the differences in

Language x Error. The interaction of Language x Error was signifi-

freqﬁency between trivial and gerious errors in SE sentences versus DE
sentenc;s. This means th;t there were very mdny morétsentences with
.only Trivial errors or Perfect senténces'in SE than in DE. There were,
concomitantlj, very many more DE hentences with Serious errors than
there wére SE sentences with Serious:errors. ‘

' Group x Error. 'fhe interaction of Group x Error was marginally

between the -Normal subJecfs and both groups of Deaf subjects, on
sentenc;E omitted versus the other two.error classifications, was
significant at the ;Q;:level. There was also a ‘significant difference
between the Normals and both groups of Deaf on Trivial (6r Perfect)
versus Serious errors. ) |

This means that th Normal subjects performed very differently
from both grouﬁe of Deaf subjects with regard to hopth Triv{al erro;s
and Omissions (averaged éver both SE and DE sentences). This result

will be discussed further in the explanations of Group x Errer for SE

and Group x Error for DE, below.

R - R
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r’xs

Group x Error for SE. In SE, the Normal group repested significantly

more sentences correct'ly (or with only triv%al errors) than either group
of Deaf subjects (p°< .0l). At the same>ttme, th;y<had significantly

¢+ fewer gentences with one or more seriousAgra.mmaticall errors than either
group of Deaf gsubjects. (There was no significant difference among the -
three grqups/ in ‘the number of sentences omitted in “SE. )

Tﬁs result 1nd1cates that the Norimal subjects had very little
trouble with thg SE sentences; the sentences were easy enough for normal
9- and 10-year-olds to remeiber correctly, bu?not very easy for the
14~ and 15-year-old deaf subjects to remember. It thus appears' that the
SE, Sent‘ences were representative of the dialectkof English used by the
Normq; _§ub;]ecbs ‘(Standard English). But they were probably not repre-
sentative of the-dialect of English used by, the Deaf subjects.

l .
Group x Error for DE. In DE, there were no significant differences

R .
between the Normal group and the two Deaf groups on the number of sen-

3
<
The

-’ . Pl - . . 2
. tences Perfect (or with only Trivial errorsj. Nor was there any signifi-

cant difference among the three groups on the number of sentences with ,
one or more Serious errors. .

However, the Normal group omitted significantly more sentences than
either of the Deaf groums. This suggests that the DE sentences welt
somevhat more difficult for the Normal subjects to remember than for the
Deaf subjects. Although this and later analyses indicate that the DE
gentences used in the experiment probably ére not ,entirely rgpresentative
of the dialect of English used by the Deaf, this result (Omissions) does
tend to show that the Deaf subjects can remember this "DE", and repeat it,

somewhat better than the Normal subjects. Although the DE used here may

oA%4 |
C N\ ’
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not be the true "Deaf Hnglish", there is a hint here that we are on the

rigbt;track.

5.3 Serious Errors - Type and Intensity

m. There is & sighificant difference in tue aversge freguencies
of the 4 Types of errors (Additions, Omissions, Substitutions and Word-
c;rder Che\‘nges). Most of the variability can be accounted for by the
frequency—' of Word-order Chanées. That is, t.hc-‘:x;‘7 were very many fewer
Qword:grder Changes than imy other error Type.

Intensity. There were significant differences in the average
frequencies of tl:e 3 error Intensities (3 = serious SE e;:ror; 4 = error
or "correctilan" in DE sentence in the direction of SE; 5 = ®rror in DE
gentence in the direction of.DE). This differencel can be accounted for
by the difference in frequency of errors of Intensity k’versus‘s error‘s of

Intensity 5.

‘This result means that in the DE sent2nces, all three groups of

T

subjects (averaged) tended to mae more errors in the direction of SE
("corrections") than in the direction of DE. This result is easy to
explain for the Normal subjects: one would suppc;se that as speekers of
Standard English they would be inclinéd to "correct” a non-standard

- variety of English to make it more like the Sta.ndgrd. The Deaf, however,
are not usex;s of Standard English (cf. the discussions of Group x Error
for SE and Group x Error for DE, abovei, and so it is more puzzling /‘that
theg' would "standardize" non-standard comstructions. It may be a result
of the way the deaf are taught English in 'sct;oolz they are taught
English "rules", and their mastery of them is usually evaluated in tasks

involving filling in blanks, or choosing the proper grammatical form

LA 1{1:_-
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from a number of %ssibilities. Since in the present experiment] the

~

subtiects had as much time as they wished to write their responsés, 1t

Y ]
is possible that they "corrected" as they wrote. /

.f CoL
Error x Inbensitx. The interaction of error Type by erroy Intensity

was significant at the .0l level. This means that in Sta.ndard/! English
there vere more error§ involving Omissions than the‘re vere in E whether
; of Intensity 4 {"corrections" in the direction of SE) or Intemsity 5 *
} ("dea.fi:sm.")_. Furthermore, there were many more Additions to/ DE that

resulted in Inten\sity L errors ("corrections”) than resulted [in either

1
)

Intensity 5 errors ("deafisms") or grammatical errors in SE [Intensity 3). .

This result is understandable in the light of the discugsio:{ of Int_'e;mity,

\
above, where it was evident that 511 st/xbjects had "correcb®i" the DE -

i
l

sentences, to some extent. These "coyi'ect:.ions" generally took the form
of Additions of parts of speech, and yielded errors of Intensity 4.

ssions and Additions account for most of the variability in

Intensity in DE. Co /
| Since the SZ sentences were longer than the QE sentences, and
contained more parts of speech, it is not surprising Yhat there were
more Omissions and Substitutions in SE than in DE. Norl,fis it surprisﬁipg /
I

!

"that there should have been more Additions (in the forml of "c?rrection ")
in the DE sentences than in the SE sentences. l /

\

nces betwegn/ the

N ‘ Grog@ x Intensity. There were significant differ
threle groups in the frequencies of the 3 error Intensi/Lies. AlY of the

variability in this measure can be accounted for by tl?e difference between

126 |
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the Normal group and all the Deaf on Intensity 3 versus the average of
Intensities 4 and 5. In other words, the Normal subjects made sigﬁifi-
cantly fewer grammatical errors in tle SE sentences (error Intensity 3)

\\ -than did either group of Deaf subjects. There were 1o significant per-

rfbrmancerdiffErences'on Intensities 4 and 5 among the three g}oups.'

5.4 Serious Errors - Parts-of-Speech

_ Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. (1) In SE, there were significant

differences between the Nbfmais and ail the Deaf on 530f the 11 parts of
speech: Copula, ﬁ}eposition, Indefinite Article, P}ural, and Mass Nbun:
In other words, the Deaf subjects made most of their erfo;s.iﬁ SE in
these 5 parts of speech. ‘There were-np sign;ficant differences ﬁetween-
the t&o Deéf gr;ups on any of the 1l parts of speegp; thus parentage
(deaf or hea:ing) cannot aecount for any of these‘!&bjects' difficulties
éith the SE subtest. J

(2) In DE, for the average of Intensities 4 and 5, there were no

¢
significant differences among the groups. (Howeve. ef. the d&sgussion

-

v

'/Lf Intensity 4 alone, below.)

"
v

Intensity b vs. thensitLj £ Parta-of-Speech Within Groups. In DE,
for each groub separately, thege we;é a nuwber of significant differences
"in.th frequency of errors of Intensity 4 versus Intensity 5, in various
partd of speech. For Past Tense Marker and Indefinite Article, all three
groups made significantly more errors in the direction of SE ("correctioﬁs")
than in ;he direction of DE. ;Fbr Preposition and Past Particlple, only

the Normal group made significantly more errors in the direction of SE

than in the dircction of DE. For Plaral, the two Deaf groups made sig-

nificantly more errors in the direction of SE than in the direction of

f

. < . 1
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DE, while for the Normals this difference was only‘ marginally. signifi-
cant. The giff;arences between the Normal and the De'af groups appea;

. tobe a result of the fact that thier ﬁormal group made almost no errors
of Intensity 5 (in the directio‘n\ of ISE);’Envolving Preposition, and | .
none involving Past Participle. \ﬁéiﬁ Dea.f; .groups made Inten'sity 5 ) p
errors .in these two parts of speec;h. .

Inténsity 4 - ‘Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. In DE, fokr error

Intensity 4 alore ("corrections" in the direction of SE), ij.he difference

—

between the Normal group and l;oth Deaf groups for Past Particiﬁle was
significant. This was because almost every Normal subject "corrected” .
past pa.rticiples (usually by adding the’ requisite morphological ending);

whegeas very t.‘ew of the Deaf subjects did so. This is probably a part

of speech thad-fthe Deaf sub.j'ects are not very fa;lliliar with. '

. Normals - PArts-of-Speech in SE vs. DE. For the Normal subjects s

alone, there were significant differenc:s between SE and DE in the
percentage Qf errors made .1n h,pa:rts of speech: Past Tense Marker,

~ Copula (marginal), Prepoéition, and Past Participle. The Normals, as
has been demonstrated, made very few errors in SE. They made most of
their errors in DE.in these 4 parts of speech--and most of the "errors” '
in all L parts of speech were Gﬁntensity 4 ("cor;'ections" in the

-
direction of SE). (Cf. the d‘cussion of Intensity 4 vs. Intensity 5,

\ v

.above. )

. Deaf - Parts-of—Sneech\in SE vs. DE. The Deaf groups, on the other
hand, made very many errors in SE within sentences, and- about the same
.number in DE, except for 5 of the 9 parts of speech. For Present Tense -

Marker, Past Tense Marker, Preposition, Indefinite Article, and Plural,

-

o _ ' 1S




’

the deaf made significantly more e%rs in DE. Ilnlike the Normals, ]
however, not all of these errors were gtensity L, corrections" in
the direction of SE. As the discussion c* Intensity & vessus Intensity
5 a.b0ve, shows, there was no significant difference for the Deaf
‘between Intensity h a.nd Intensity 5 errors for Present Tense Marker
and Preposition. 1In these 2 parts of speech in the DE sentences, the
Deaf made about as nany. errors in the direction of DE as they made

- in the direction of 'SE. It appears, then, that their knowledge of '

’ present tense markers and prepositions is qnit;‘ different from that
of the Normal subjects. ‘ ' .

Within Groups Errors in SE v8. "Corrections" in DE. This analysis

was performed in ‘order to asce:;tain whether each of the three groups
was "eorrecting" the same parts of speech in DE that they were erring
on in the SE sentences. Only the non-significant differences were

of interest here. Furthermore, si‘nce'the Normal gz‘oupAma.de very few
errors in the SE sentences, any non-significant differences indicated
that they had made very few errors ("corrections") in the DE sentences.
The three significant differences 0011 Preposition, Past Participle, and
Indefinite Article) between .'the.Norma.ls' performances in 'SE and in DE-
Intensity 4, are indica.tions that they had "corrected" a significant
number of ‘.consltructions involving these 3 parts of speech in the DE
sentences. ’ . :

Neither group of Deaf sub.jects, however, showed any significa.nt
differences, in any of the $ parts of speech, between SE a.nd DE- Intensity
4. 8ince they made very many errors in SE in most of these parts of
speech (cf. Table 13, p. llk) , this indicates that they mede approximately

the same percentage 6f corrections" (Intensity 4 errors) fcr the same -

VL ‘
rd
Lo
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parts of\§peech in the DE sentences.” This is a very interesting and |
provocative result, and suggests the existence of "variable rules" among
the Deaf subjects, accounting for this variability in performance.

Summary Discuséion of Meané. Tablé 14 (p. 116) indicates tﬁé o

percent?ge of the time that each group made errors in the 11 parts of
speéch in SE and in the 9 parts of speech in DE-Intensity L. I
For the Normal subjects the mean percentages of errors ﬁaﬂe in the
SE sentences were very fow, and theﬁst&nda.rd deviations very high. Such
errors thﬁ appear to be fairly random, and indicate that the Normals
really tend to make very few errors im SE. .
In DE-Intensity 4, there were only 2 parts of'speech where thé
. varisbility among the Normal subjects was fairly small (SD < 50 per cent
-Sf the Mean): Past Tense Marker (i = ?0, SD = 7) and Preposition
X = 32, SD = 16). This indicates that there vas a fair amount of
agreement among the Normals as to the necessity of replacing these
2 parts of speech’which were missing from the original DE sentences. T
For the DH subjects, there were 6 parts of speech in the SE
sentences which showed a fairly smail variabitity (SD < 50 per cent of
* X).. These were Present Tense Marker (X = 12, 8D = 6), Past Tense Markér
(% = 17, D = 8.5), Preposttion (% = 17, SD = 7), Indefinite Article
(X = 20, SD = 8), Plural (X = 20, SD = 10), and Mass Noun (X = 25,
SD = 12). For these parts of speech, then, there was a fair amouét of
consistency in the DH groﬁp in the percentage of errors they made in SE.
In DE-Intensity 4, the DH group evinced fairly low variability
in 4 of the parts of speech in which they had shown low variability

for SE. These were Present-Tense Marker (X = 25, 8D = 1253), Preposition

140




' *situation, and to "correct" or replace’ the same part of speech in

|
|

(X = 21, 8D = 9), Indefinite Article (X = 32, SD = 11), and Plural

(X = 36, SD = 15). As one can see, they tended to‘correct a greater
percentage of each part of speech in DE than t;e percentage they

had erred on in SE. This behavior strongly suggests that the D'H group
bas varisble rules at least for these b parts of speech--rules that

cause them to omit (or otherwise err in) the part of speech in one

another situation.

For the Di_) group, there were only 3 parts of speech in SE that

‘showed-small variability. - These parts of speech were Present Tense

Marker (X = 11, 8D = 6), Preposition (X = 16,-5D = 8), and Ind;giﬁite
Article (i = 12, SD': 6). PerYormance .within the DD grou'p .was.more : -
variable--less “consistent--than in the DH group.

For DE-Intensity 4, the DD group showed fairly small variability

in 3 parts of speech, only 2 of which correspond to the partg of speech —

consistently "corrected" Present Tense Marker (X = 11, 8D = 5 e
Thus, in 2 parts of speech (Preposition and Indefinite Articizy\‘\“

both groups of Deaf subjects acted in the same, consistent way: they \\\.

made a certain percentage of- errors in SE, and a generally similar

pez;centa.ge of "corrections" i DE. In 2 other parts of speech (Plural

and Present Tense Marker), only the DH group behaved in this way.

Besides this /evidenc:e for variable rules, each group consistentiy

(i.e.y low v‘riabinty) made errors in SE (DH consistently made SE -

errors in 'ﬁast tense msrkérs and confused mass with count nouns;

14
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DD made SE errors in present 1nf1ections) Only the DD group con-
sistently made "corrections" in DE on 2 parts of speech (Past Tense
Marker and Plural) without makin@’consistent (low variability) errors
in the same parts of speech in ?g: For these 2 parts of speech, éome
members of the DD group seem tg/have a fi;rmer grasp than others of the

SE rules. ) //’ -

5.5 Summary and Conclusions

i

' F‘n?{ the ‘overall analys:/is performed on the data (Chapter &4), it

of the Deaf subjects, rega/rdlesa of parentage They comit very mny
errors in SE--significantly more than normal children five years younger

7 ’ than themselves.

) . /
. The results of the overall analysis of the DE sentences indicate

. / . .
that the Dea;subdecﬁé found the DE sentences easier to remember and

repeat than tHe Normal subjects did. (Normals omitted significantly

is evident that Wsta_pgaxfg_ _Eyﬁ/glish is not the normal means of communication

more sentences than the Deaf.) However,. comparing the Deaf subjects'
/;yiults in SE and DE seﬁteﬂces (overall errors), it is evident that

the;'r found the DE sentences no easier than the SE ‘gentences to recall

/
/ and repeat correctly. BSentences in "Deaf English" did not "equalize

./ the nha'ndicap" of the Deaf subjects. It is appe.rent that certain adpects

L/
of the "Deaf English" used in this experiment are not part of the Deaf

Y

* gsubjects' linguistic competence. .

[

The results of the second set of analyses (errors within sentence--

Type and Intensity) confirm the finding of the overall analysis that

" the Déa.f found the DE sentences no easier than SE sentences to reca.ll

and r,epea.t. The Normals were shown to have made signmificantly fewer

192




[ .
#rrors within the SE sentences (Intensity 3) than the Deaf subjects,

/

which reinforces the finding in tﬁe first set of anaiyges: the SE
sentences do represent the linguistic competence of the Normal subjects, .
but not of the Deaf -subdects. Within the DE sentences, there were no |
significant differenceé between the Normals and the Deat: either with
regard to number of "corrections" (Intensity 4) or with regard to number
;af errors (Intensity 5). It was necessary to perform analyses within
sentences on \'rarioﬁs”parts of speech to see whether the Normals and

Deaf performed in precisely the same way cn the DE sentences.

~~ - The results of the third set of m};’rser(errmmmmeenewf——
3 - /

Pa.rts:-of-Speech) indicate that although overall scores for errors made
in the DE sentences were the same for the Normals as for the Deaf, there
were significant differences between Normals and Deaf for errors and
"corrections" in specific parts of speech. In DE, the Normals made .

significantly more "correcticns" (Intensity 4) than the Dee? involving

3}'

prepositions-and past-participles. -There were slsc—similapritiesand-
differences between the performanceé of each :group in the relative
frequency of DE errors (Intensity“j) versus "corrections" (Intensity 4).
All 3 groups made aignificantls; more "corrections" than errors for
past-tense markers, plurals, and indefinite articles. But only the
Normal gréup mede significantly more "corrections" than errors 1nvollr1ng
prepositions and pasdt participles.

Thus, it is apparent that.the Deaf did yiot treat the DE sentences
in the same way as the Normals did. ('I'here~were no aignificant diﬁ;er-
ences between the performances of'the two Deaf groups.)

The bulk of. the errors made by the Deaf subjects in both the SE

. . 7

and the DE sentences involved tense and aspect markers, copulas, plural

\ ; T
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‘that many of the Deaf subjects know rules of article 1nsertioi1, plural

markers, determiners, and prepositions. The Deaf subjects often . -

inserted these functors into the slots where they logically should o
have gone in the Dﬁ eentences » Sometimes 1ncorrect;1y. Int';erestingly,
they very often onitted these same functors 1n" the .SE sentences (cf.
Table 14, p. 116). This seems to indicate that the Deaf subjects

have learned most, or all, of the SE grammar rules, but can apply

them only inconsistently, possibly es an afterthought. The deef learn
these rules in school as part of their grammr programs, but, possibly
because the rules are acquired so late and there is so little feedback,
obligatory SE rules become optional _Bi'GEriiﬁalé where the deaf are’
concerned. From the\ir performnce in the DE sentences , 1t is evident

LA

marking, tense marking, and use of prepositions gmd copulas. But , .
) s S

“from their performance in the SE senteng€s,~{t also appears that those

rules are not fully understood or assimilated. They do not segm to B

-
- i s

\

be part of the Deaf subjects' competence.—~ (This lends further support 3
to the idea the.t such rules are )peciﬁc to English, and are not ' %
linguistic universals.)

I would like to propose the following variable DE rules to.explain
the 'performa.nce of the Deaf subjects in certain English parts of speech.
( ) indicates optionality.

Present Inflection

(1) V + [Pres] »V ((.:8}) N
(2) EE + [Pres] - |
8
ARE
id;

— =



Past Tense Mérker

(1) v+ [Past] >V ({:‘:d) ‘ : ..

(2) BE + [Past] = ({m}) . N

Article - '
TR '
. ART - \ ’
| . Plural \/ . ;
| F !
o )
iL \

N+ [PL] 2N

Mass: There is &-strong tendency to overgeneralize all Nouns

(Mass and COunt) to Count. Herice Mass Nouns are often

pluralized .

_For all these rules, envirorments hnve yet to be determined. It
= would be worthwhile to lnvestigate vhich option is taken ina given

7 *

- situation. | ' o
As the rules indicate, the main systematic differences between
SE and DE that were found in this experiment are in low-level worpho- '
logical rules. There may be differences in transforﬁtion&l rules--
possibly the non-application of t higl}ér-level SE transformations--but
such differences were not withia the scope of this study.

t

Those DE constructions which the Deaf sub:)ects found "acceptabhe"
(in the sense that two or fewer Deaf sub:)e'oba mde ¢rrors in them) are'

presented below. There is & list of the.constructions which were
scceptable to both groups of Deaf subjects, as well as lists e,

% o constructions acceptable to only the DH snd\gnly the DD group. There
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~

is also a list of-the forms that were acceptable to the Deaf but which
the Normal subjects altered. It shouyld be understood that the/Normal
subjects, who know SE--and’ made almost no changes in the SE se/ntences--
have the ability to play with language, and some imes "'improved upon"
the DE ‘construct:.ibns. (Overall, tﬁe Normals MAL as many errors in IE
as the Deaf. In a few cases, the.Normals "out-deafed" the deaf--cf. the.

1list of forms altered by Normals--omitting more possessive pronpuns and

coordinate conjunftions and tﬁus producing even leéz standard constrac-

tions.) This does not-detract from the validitﬂ oi(‘)' these items as .
examples of DE. Only if the Deaf subjects were unable to repeat them

properly were they considered not to be DE.- 1 & ' |

Not included below are most of those errors which i:’xikrolve the

~

‘\ \ (7) my house full people —
\ ,

Deaf subjects' veriable rules (hypo?ﬁesized abové). . l\ ) T
. e v N
5.6 DE Cohstructions Accept:._able to All the Deaf Subjects .0 L .
Sentence: _ _ ' ‘
(1) but Joi.m (repeat antecedent instead of using Pronoun) :

>

(?) Jack (repeat antecedent instead -of using Pronoun) °
(3) Iam adrry late . (
(4) she think s0,X ’ o o
- ghe not smart (omit "enough")
(5) brave to dance (omit "enough") o

(6) I sat my chair (or "in my chair") ~

(8) came over my house®
and sleep (my houge)

(9) many livers




A

(10) we enjoy very much (omit "it")

(11) you show me (overt use.of underlyitlxg Pronoun)

3 '

where man Al .
(15) I brush my tooth

and wear my clothes (or "the clothes", "clothes")
(16) I am interesting (to) . . .
(27) n\v.brgt.her name
(18) 1ike go downtown (of "to dowutown")
(19) hear voice
(21) we have (instead of "ther/; are") ’

live my street (or "live/ in my street")
(25) my house painting (or "my house paint Y ’
. (26) my front of house (or nw front house ")

has la.rge\lawn (or "ha/ve large lawn")

132

27) liviné;room will put new rug soon
(2&) ‘boy little

/ (29) rabbit too cut‘; \\

because rabbit baby ~

Y (30) I finish eat

and I full rice (or "rices")

-(33) X like to me ' ' .

(35) many girl pretty (or "girls pretty")
live my street (or "live in w.streét")

(37) and no sister .

(38) Ed fight Dick : ] .

and Dick run home (or "ran home")

v
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(59) I finish eat
(40) modern like other hcuse
(¥1) Mike very sad
about break his arm (or "breaks", "broke") /

(h2) X got scare ] !
(44) I have & lot of learn from . . . .
(45) you te‘ll us

(46) new teacher d

what my name (or "what name is", "what is name")

(47) back yard will plant X )

(48).my father feed . , ‘ ¥
-(49) I go to beac/l’l (orig. ";t go the beach")

many sands

A\

—(. s floor wash

car clean

5.7 DE Constructions Acceptable to DH Subjects Only

~ Jentence:
13) I finish{eda] to do ¢
(13) 1 { 4_]
(17) go to wrestle match (1 S substituted "go wrestling")
(20) I have hose (1 S added "a")
(31) many rice (1 8 omitted "many"; 2 added "s" to "rice")

r

(33) send letter me (_1«§@;ad Prep)

5.8 DE Constructions Acceptable to DD Subjexts Only

Sentence:

(1) like to Alice 138



2.9

(6) and I write

.(12) many furnitures

(14) pic e pie (1 8 added Prep)

(16) to learn (1 S omitted "to")

(24) brot'hez" young

(42) b;aca.use doé .(1 8 added "the"; 2 added#'a") )
(43) alike my brother |

(k6) ask me | ‘

Changes Made by Normals in DE Oc;nstructions
Sentence:
(1) with - 3 omit

(3) I am sorry late - 4 omit "am"
(6) I sat my chair - 4 omit "my"

134

~(8) my jouse - 3 omit "my"
(12) many m;-nitures - 7 omit Plural ending
(13) I finish to do - 2 add "what" (to do)
(16) I am interesting - 3 substitute "ed"

to le&rn\

- 4 omit "to"; 1 substitutes ”to';
(19) in her room - 3 omit "her"
(21) live my street - 6 add “on"
(25) my house painting - 3 substitute "ed”
(31) many ri’ce - 4 omit "many"

and I full rice - 4 add "of" '
(37) and no sister - 3 add Plural ending

(38) Bd fight Dick - 2 add Past "ed"

and Dick run home -~ 2 omit "and" -

139
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|
|
{ .
(h2} got scare - 6 add "d" |
substTtute "Like"
(“90 Igo the beach/7/h omit "the"; 5 add *to"
(ﬁb) and :ar clean 3 omit "&nd" !
I

// In general, uhgée changes were not made by the Deaf. The omission

q{ possessive pronouns was an error tﬁgt only The Normals consistently

/ made. It anpe,ars that they had their own ideaof what this strange

!

variety of English should look like. |
' |

In conclusion, there does indeed appear to be a variety of non-
standard English that the Deaf subdects use iﬁstead of Standard English,’

The constructions chosen for the DE subtest of the experiment did not

riety of/ English used by

-~
Certain constructicns were recalled without errors,

all seem to be representative of the actual

the Deaf subjects

———*———h—————1nni—othéfs‘kE“ﬁ?‘féﬁnited—incorrectiy*or not &t all, %tfii other construc-
ions were recalled correctly some of the time, while at other times
subjects substituted the Standard English form of the construction. *

(This was-especially true of present and past tense markers, articles,

Plural markers, and prepositions.)6 It is suggested that in addition to

a number of relatively invariant non-standard capstructions (invariant
.for a ‘,iven geographical location), Deaf English posseoses.variable rules.
Anotaer way of stating the case would be to sa& that the deaf have

learned many (obligatory) Standard English grammatical and morphological

rules, but they apply them optionally. An investigation of contextual

Al

6The_suggested implicational rule concerning the use of past tense
markers in a past-time-sentence--i.e., if there is a past-tense marker
it will occur on the first verb in the sentence--did not appear to be

valid, 1 40
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“ _ : ——
or sociolinguistic factors which may condition these variable rules

would be valuable. ‘ .

X The real "Deaf English" is probably fairly 'complex, ‘more complex

‘ than most pidgins. ~It‘. can, however, be considered an instance of &
pidginization process, as w?s suggested in Chapter 3. A longitudinel
study of the acquisition of Deaf English would provide insight' into
this procesé. It would be inteiesting to investigate the effects of
' differené educational methods upon the resulting. varieta\r of (Deaf)

English. It would also be worthwhile to attempt to ascertain how/ mach

_____ ~ influence ASL has upon the resultant variety of English. Itis gossibie :
‘that such phenomena as omission of articles and past tense mlrkers have
mthmg to-do with interference from ASL, but are simply redundant, ,
no*: essential features of English that are difficult to learn and easy

- to \ov rlook. . r

A

The “hand cap of profound prelingual deafness has created a linguistic

minority. L 1stic investigations of deaf persons' (gestural) language
\ competence m’g;i ‘bgeir (societal) language problems can be of great

value both to the ?nguist and to the deaf themselves.

. = ’

S
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1.
2.
3.
‘b,
5.
6.
T.
8.
9,
10.

APPENDIX A

Listing of Test Items

Deaf English Sentences . @

John like to Alice but John will can't play with Alice.
Yesterday Jack go to home beq,a}lse Jack sore his toe.
Yesterday I say my teacher I am sorry late.

She think so she not smart to pass test.

Many people da.nc-e but I hot brave to dance.

‘Yesterday I sat my chair and I write letter you.

Last night party my house full people.

Last Monday Ann came over my house and sleep my house.
We ate many livers beans and corns for dinner.

We pley football long time and we enjoy very much.

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

Policeman say you show me where man.

Mother buyed many furnitures for our new house.
Yesterday 1 finish to do then I play ball.

I say my father I eat plece pie with ice cream.

That morning I brush my tooth and wear my clothes.

I am interesting to 1.arn what did Lincoln say.

W brother name is Bill go to wrestle mg.tch yesterday.
Every day my family like go downtown to walk.

Girl young heared voice in \her room. .
I have ‘};ose and I g‘.vé water\ to grass grow up.

We have ten families that thgy live my street.

I think all rabbit is soft a/].‘ike pillow,

Today Ann meet man that he write many book.

i
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24, My brother youngﬁ stay very close my mother.
25. My house painting brown and white and with red roof.
26. My front of house has large lawn and few tree.
27. The living room will put new rug soon.
28. Yesterday dog black run follow boy little.
29. Our team game pla.y tomorrow 1n Oa.kland
30. Rabbit too cute because rabbit baby.
31. I finish ea.lt rice and I full rice..
. 3?. Tom wiil ca.ng play"ball because Tom sore his hand
33. Mary like to me so Mary send letter me. '
" 3. Yesterday I drive car but my brother {uTt chair all day.
35. Many girl pretty live my street now.
36. I am_interesting té read about i'ndia.n people.

37. Jane say she have three brother and no sister. —

38. La.at Thurﬂday Ed fight Dick and Dick run home.
39. I finish eat breakfast and I go hchool.

.40. My house not modern like other house.

41. Mike very sad about break his arm.

k2. Jim got scare because dog bited him.

43. I kndw boy that he look alixe my.brother.
\

1

b, I have & lot of learn from my teacher.
1@5. Father and mother say you tell us where dog.

4é. Re/w teacher ask me what my name.

47. Next week our back yard will plant five tree

\3. Last night ny father feed my bady sister. N
49. I go the beach and get mtny sands in my ehoe.

50. Today mother floor wash and father csr clean.

43
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. ‘ Standard English Sentences
John likes Alice but John won't be able to play with Alice
Yesterday Jack went home because he had a sore toe.

Yester_day I told my teacher I was sorry I was late. \ )
She thinks she is not smart enough to pass the test. N

Many people danced but I was not brave enough to dance.

Yesterday I sat in my chair and wrote you a letter.

At last night's party my house was full of people.'

Last Monday Ann came over to my house and slept at my house. gl

59. We ate a lot of liver, beans and corn for dinner.

1

60. We played foot‘phll a long time and we enjoyed ourselves very much.
. 61. The policeman said show me where .t‘ﬁe\man is.
62. Mother 5ought a lot of furnitﬁre for our new house.
63. Yesterday I finished what I was doing then I played ball. )
6. I told my father I ate a piece of pie with ice cream.
K .65. That morning I brushed my teeth and put on my clothes.
66. I am interested in learning what Lincoln said.
i 67. My brother whose name is Bill went to a wrestling match yesterday.
68. Every d;.y my family likes to go for a waik downtown.
. 69. A young girl heard a voice in her room.
T70. I have & hose and I water the grass to make it grow.
Tl. There are ten families living on my street.
T72. I think all rabbits are as soft as piilows.
73. Today Ann ’met a man who wrote many books.
T4 .‘ My younger brother sta.}l's ve;y close to my mother.
75‘. My house is painted brown and white and has a red roof.
76. There is & large lswn and & few trees in fr;nt of my house.
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A new rug will be put in the living room soon.
Yesterday & black dog ran after a little boy.
Our team piayé .8 game tomorrow in Oakland.

A'I"l‘:e rabbit is very cute because it is a baby.

\

I have eaten a lot of rice and I am full of rice. .
*

Tom won't be able to play vall because his mﬁ‘& llls .

Mary likes me so she sent me a letter.

Yesterday I drove a car but my brother sat in a chair all day.
Many pretty girls live Aon my street now.

I am interested in reading about Indian people.

Jane says she has three brothers am; no sisters. \
Iast Thursday Ed fought Dick and Dick ran home.

I finish eating breakfast and I go to schonl.

My house is not as modern as other honses. .

9%

Mike 1a very sad about breaking his arm.

Jim got scared _beca\ue a dog bit him.

I know & boy who looks like my brother...

I ha.)re learned a lot from my teacher.

Father and mother said tell us vhere vhe dog is.

The new teacher asked me whaf. Dy name was.

Next week five trees will be planted in our back yard.
Iast night my baby sister was fed by my father.

I went to the beach and got a lot of sand in m\"shoes.

Today mother washes the floor and father c\léa.na the car.

[

s | /
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APPENDIX B

Test Instructions

This is a test of your memory. It is not hard. You will see
»

some sentences on the screen. You will see each sentence for a few

seconds. When a sentence comes on\the screen, read it. When the
8entence goes away, write on the paper the sentence you saw. Write
ea.cil sentence just the way you remember it. \
Some of the sentences may seem funny, or they may not.look like
good English.- Don't worry about that. Don't try to makefthem better..
Just write them the way you remember them. * . .
When you are ready to see the next sentence, type any letter,
/ and the new sentence will comc on the screen. Do not write until
3]

*the 'sentence goes away.
! | i .

: Do you have any questicns?
/I will now show you 2 examples, so you can try out the test.

/
When you finish the examples, I will begin the test.

) L]

Exaxpple 1;

e e

Example 2:

Ve i .
\ ﬂl_j N -



, APPENDIX C

Coding of Errors

. -

A. Error Type (1-9)
1l: Omit entire sentence )
2: Omit word/part of spee;h
3: Unrelated sentence
4: Word-order change
5: Substitution within part of speech
6: Substitutions
T: Additions

8: Passive to acthive

—9:  Active to passive

B. Error Intensity (1-7)

''''''

1: Effects no grammatical or major semantic change in the

sentence (lexical change)
'2: Effects no ungrammaticality
3: Effects an ungrammaticality (for SE ohly)
b Changes DE in the direction of‘SE
. aranges DE in the direction of DE
6: 1Is grammatical but. anomalous

T: Omitted via forgetfulness

“
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C. Part of Speech Classification for Use with Error Type

1. Foun 19. Adverd
2. Proper Name 20, Definitg Article- 1
- 3. Pronoun 21. Indefinite Article
4. Relative Pronoun .22. Conjunction (Coordinating)
5. Verb Stem 23. Conjunction (Subordinating)
6. Copula 2k . Gender (f) |
7. Auxiliary .25, Fumber (N,_, )
| 8. Modal ' 26. Day (Monday-Sunday) .
. / 9. Tense (Past) 27. Interrogatiw‘re Adverb
10. Conjugation (Present)< 28. ‘Interrogative Pronoun
* 11, Future| '29. Present Participle (-ing) °
, ' 12. Negative 30. Comparative (-er) :
i3. to (Infinitive) 31. Superlative (-est)
14, Preposition 32. Locative
15. Pl‘ural 33. l’lass | .
16. Possessive 34. Case (for Pronoun)
17. Adjective ~ 35. Past Participle (-ed, -en)
18. Quantifier . 36. Subjunctive

“

Example: Omission of a preposition in colum 6 of a sentence, resulting
ina grammticﬁl error in SE, would be coded as follows:
(2 - 14, 6, 3) where 2 = Omission (Error Type); 14 = Preposition
?r (Part of Speech); 6 refers to the column; and 3 (Error Intensity)
| is a serious grammatical error in SE.

14y | S
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