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INTRODUCTION

In this paper the hypothesis is put forward that the prelingually

deaf, after seven or eight years of instruction in the'English langﬁage,

do not bec@me proficient in Standard English; Rather; they develop a
non-standérd dialect of their oWn, ﬁhich méy tenfati#ely“be cailed
"Deaf English". This dialect may include structures that can be
identified as Standard English, and it nost certainly includes con-
strucﬁions énd éraﬁmatical forms that cannct be identified as Sféndafd

English. In the past, such forms have been considered érfoneoué, and

.have been reférréd to aé "deafisms". it iz the contention 6f'thi$2
author that certain of these ﬁdeafisms” are quite widespread'among'the'
deaf¥—pérticularly among the deaf at a given educaﬁionai institutién—:
and that, Beéause.they are shared cdnsﬁruction55 they shduid not be
coﬁgidéred.errors. Ratﬁér, becaﬁée of fhis factor of Sharedhusage;.u

"deafisms" might be looked upon as the earmarks of a dialect of English——

nonétandard;—ih somewhat the same vein as Black English.

'Thé.pﬁrpose of this-diséertation is to determiné.whﬁt'sort ofr
grammatical éonstruétions.are uéed by deaf students in their.written'
English, which seeﬁ,moré '"natural’ to them, and how common these -
coﬁétructibns are from’éne student to‘tﬁe next. Two pfiﬁéipal.qﬁéstibns

are raised:

(1) Is there a fairly regular (non-stendard) dialect which the
deaf use for their writbten communication--a "Deaf English"?

(2) Will deaf subjects perform as well in a written repetition

test using a "Deaf English" as normal-hearing subjects would in a

similar test using Standard English?



To determine the answers to these questions I will first discuss
the historical background of déaf educatiqh,.and the linguistic and
: cégnitive gbili#ieé of the @eaf, Chapter 2 will cover in greater depth
the linguistic competence of the deaf, in Sign Language, English, and
idiosynecratic (gesture) languagé, and ﬁill offer evidencé that the deaf
"~ learn English as a fo;eign language. Chapterr3'will describe some
common “"deafisms”, and Wiil compare them ﬁithrthe sort of constrﬁbtions
found in_non-standard dialects and pidgins. Tﬁe first ﬁhreé chapters_'
suggest a partial answer to quesfion (1) above, by presenting historical
and-anecdotal evidenée for the existence of a non-standard hDeaf English".
Thg differenc¢s between Deaf English and Standard English appear fo.bg
due to various aspegts Of the handicap of deafnessf a dearth.of inpuﬁ,
a lack of feedback, and, possibly, interference from American Sign
Language or other gestural communication. Chapter howill describe_thé
experiment which this author used to determine empirically ﬁhe_validity
of the hypothesis that Deaf English is a dialept, and will_presént the
results. The experiment also attempts to answer question"(z)rabove,
."equaliziﬁg the handicap" (Baratz, 1969) by giving deaf subjeéts a
written pepetition task in "Deaf English" and_Standard English, and
~comparing theix performance with that of a hearing control group. The
fiﬁal chapter will discuss the results with reference to the hypothesis,

_explain the findings, and concludefl




CHAPTER 1

1.1 Historical Background ofrDeaf Education in the United States
Until recently, there have been two major trends in the educatioh
of the deaf in the United States: (1) the purely manual (gestural); and

(2) the purely oral.

1.1.1 Manwal Education
It is reascnable %o say that the purely manual'method-has been
around much longer than the purely oral method, as it relies upon natural

gastures ih a modality thaet is normal and reasonable for the deaf--the

visual/gestural modality. Nor does the fact that this method is old
necessarily detract from its value. Best (1943) explains that the

Hebrews, Egyptians, Greeks and Romans appeared to have used:a_finger o

notation or gywbolization (for commpnication purposes)5.and notes that
illustrations of the manual alphabet extend back into the early Chrigtian
era. The first regular instruction of the gggﬁrby means of signs, however,
'probably did not take place until the sixteenth century, in Spain, by
Pedro Ponce de Lecon. This was followed by the publication in 1620 of

the letters of the one-handed alphabet, by Juan Pablo Bonet (Abernathy,

1959).

But probably the best-known and most important individual concerned

with the education of the deaf in the manual mode is Charles Michel,

Abbé de l'Epéé. In Paris, de l'Epéé founded the first institution for

the deaf without regard to social condition, and in 1776 published the

first systematic method of education for the deaf, L'institution des

gourds et muets par la vole des signes methodiqggs.




It was de 1'Epée's philosophy and methodology of deaf education
which became the basis for American education.of the deaf in the early
nineteenth cehturyf-rThomas Hoﬁkihs Gallandet, an‘Aﬁéfican edﬁcatbr of
the deaf, opened the first pefmanent school for the deaf in America,
'.in Hartfora, Connecticut, in 1817. Gallaudet had ﬁreviously vigited
England in order to learn methods of educating the deaf. Hoﬁever, he

had been refused access to the (oral) programs for deaf education in
both London and Edinburgh, because of the secretive-and,monopolizing
“spirit prevalent in England's schools for the deaf at that time. As a
result, he travelled to Paris, where he was very much impréssed by the
system of deaf educaticn instituted by de l'Epée,.and was instructed in
the language of gigns andrthe manual alphabet by de l’Epéé's successof,
the Abbé Sicard (Abernathy, 1959). The education of the deaf in the
:_Uhited States began with signs and finger-spelling upon Gallaudet's
Vretufn. Nonetheless, from a century ago, and until only recently,

- "tsigning' has been strictly prohibited in a few schools, discouraged

or neglected in the rest" (Stokoe, 1971, p. 1).

- i.l.2 Oral Education
The ﬁurely oral method cof educating the deaf in the United States

is based upon the 1700 work of a Dubch religious leader and oralist
bionéér, Joﬁann Cdnrad Amman. It was Ammﬁn who influenced those chari-
:, table organizations which conducted ﬁhe early education of the deaf ih.
_Engiaﬁa. Thééé insfitutions ﬁeré run by fierce evangelical reformers,

who based théir educational philosophy on Amman's docﬁrine that "speech
ig argift of God and that its imperfection is a ;most melaﬁcholy proof!

of man's fall." (Siegel, 1969, p. 97) This purely religious motivation




for oral education was later modified somewhat: the premise which

: underlies books: by John Herries (The Elements of Speech, London, 1773),

Joseph Watson (Instruction of the Deaf and Dumb, London, 1809), and

Francis Green {Vox Oculis Subjecta, London, 1783) is that human speech

is the distinguishing characteristic between human beings and animals.
Oral education of the deaf in the United States was ﬁegun in 1867, with
the founding of the Clarke School for the.Deaf in Northampton, Massachu-
setté, and a small Jewish oral school in New York. Despite initial
opposition from the American Schocl for the Deaf in Hartford, the oral -

method sodn became the preferred mode of instruction.

1.2 _Current Edﬁéation

| Thé oral method of deaf education, which is restrictéd to éfeééﬁ,
speechreading (lipreading), reading, writing, and hearing amplification,
has dominated the administraticn and education of deaf students in_ther
United States for the past century. Since'thé inception of cral éduéa-
tion in the ﬂnite& States, there has Teen no purely manﬁal educational:
system bf deaf edﬁcation. Any school which employs sbme sort of manual
method also téaéhes oral skills (speech and speechreading), altﬁough.
pbssiblj‘with less emphaéis on hearing amplification and the ﬁtilization
of residual.héaring than in.the purely oral schools. In turn, in soﬁet
oral schools, Whiéh as a rule prohibit or discourage the ﬁse of signs and
fiﬁgerspelling, the deaf child.may.pick up sign language from his peefé
(or the studeﬁts may.develop a8 gesture language among themselves-—Nancy-
Frishberg, personal communication,.l973). Nonetheless, it.is possible
that ;«; given deaf child (of hearing parents) will never learn any acceiated

form of sign language because of the lack of exposure to it, and in spite




of lengthy exposufe to oral methods, may never learn an acceptable form .
of English--spoken or written--because of the impracticality and unrealism
of the method and of the teaching technigues it requires. I shaii
discuss this gituation further on in the paper. 7

- Recently, there have been some innovations in ocral and manual
educational techniques. At Gallaudet College, Cornett (1967) has developed
a variation of the oral method, called Cued Speech, not primarily as a
teaching technique, but. rather as an aid to déaf adults in comprehending
gspoken material. Cued Spegch is-spéechreading accompanied by a few
specially deviged hand movements (not signs) performed by the speaker
near his or her face. These gestures act as "distinctive features" to
signal differences betweeﬁ phonemes which cannot be discerned from the
lips alone (e.g., the voicing distinction between /b/ and /p/, or nasai-
iéation). The Rochester Method, which has been in use for some time at
a few schools for the deaf, is primarily the oral method (speechreéding
and speaking) supplemented by éimultaneous fingerspelling (Scoﬁtén,.l967).
The "Simuitaneous Method"”, also called "Total Communicétion" (Santa Ana
Unified School District, 1971), has begun to be used in schools.for the
deaf and in a few preschool programs in a number of places in tﬁe United
States. This method combines all the oral skills (and hearing amplifi-
cation for those.childreﬁ who can benefit from it} with fingerspelling
.and a form'of slgn language--Signed Bngligh--which corresponds té spoken
-EBnglisgh iﬁfiections and word-order. A form of manual.English which has
récentiy been devised for use in Total Communication situations is S.E.E.--
'"Sigﬁing Essential English". This system of signing attempts to duplicate

the entire morphology of English, and provides signs for English




determiners, infléction35 ténse-markers, pronouns, and other items

which would (normally)} have to be fingerspelied in ordinary Signed
English. The goal of §.E.F. is to restructure sign language suCH thét

it conforms exactly to the morphology, grammar and syntax of Engiish
(American Sign Language--ASL--has a very different grammatical structure
‘from English), in order to facilitate the deaf child's. lsarning of -English,
spoken or written {(Washburn, 1972). As yet there are no reports of any.

systematic evaluations of any of these new mefhods.'

1.3 Evaluation of Oral and Manual Instruction

Debate has raged between supporters of the manual and orél techni@ues
of deaf educatién, regarding the relatiﬁe values bf these two main
ﬁetﬁods. Oralists argue that.any signing én tﬂe part of thé.déaf.child
shouid be prohibited, as it will detract from his learning‘and accurété
usage of English. They believe that all poséib‘le emphasis should be
placed_on teaching the socletal language, érally and wlth auditoryuémﬁli—
fication, since the deaf child must.learn to function amoﬁg heafiﬁg |
pepple, who speak Engligh. Mahualists are not averée to the_deaf'child’s
learning Engiish, and speéking and speechreading skills, but fhey argue
_that education of the deafl should include (andrin many cases_e%en bégin
Wiﬁh).? formal language of gestures: some fofm of glgn cémmuﬁicéfion
and fingerspelling. They do not fear that szgn langusage w111 retard or
dlscourage the acqulsltlon of Engllsh or of oral skllls, but they do |
believe that w1thout manual communlcatlon the deaf chlld is truly handl—
capped, unable to communlcate until Well after he has begun school, in a
modallty and a language that are forelgn to him in all ways, and excru=

c;atlngly difficult to master. Thils debate has been labelled the Oralist-




Manualist Controversy, but given the fact that no oral progréms iﬁclude
signing, and all manual programs include an éral component, this is
actually = misnomer; |

Of late, there have been a number of studies comparing the felative
merits of the two systems of deaf education. Nearly all of thege studies
have indicated that manual training facilitates the cognitivé, educational
and social development of the deaf child. Results of the many studies
revieﬁed by Mindel and Vernon (1971} and Vernon and Koh (1970) showed
that manual groups were superior to comparison oral groups in overall
educational achievement, mathematics, reading, speeéﬁreading, and gocial
adjustment. Only cne study among those reviewed showed a deficit for.
children.with manual traiﬁing, and that deficit was specific tolthe area
of speech (Quigley, 19693 Quigley and Frisina, 1961)., In a;later stuﬁy
vernon and Koh (1971} used menually trained deaf children (of deaf |
parents), and oral.preschool deaf children, of hearing parents with
.pedigrees of genetic deafness, te rule cut the possibility of Bréin
damagé. Results once again indicated that the use of early manual
communication prﬁduces better overall educational achievement, including
superiority in reading'skills and written language. In another study,
Vernon and Koh (1971) found that children with early manval communication
training were superior to deaf children in an oral preschool pfogram and
to deaf children (of hearing parents) without any preschool training;.
both in certain language skills (reading and paragraph meaning) and in
general academic gkills. In speech and speechreading there were no
.significant differences among the three groﬁps.

fhe gbove research casts doubt upon the appropriateness today of a

strictly oral program. Changes in the etiology of deafness in the lagt




fifty years (cf. Meadow, 1967; Vernon, 1968) support this-éonclusion.

o In thelpast, a large percentage of the deaf ﬁopulation had lost their .
hearing as-a result of scarlet fever, mastoiditis, meningitis, ear-l
infections, .and other post—lingual, adventitious conditions. Nbﬁadays,
only & gmall percentage of the deaf lose their héaring ag a result of -
waccidents or diseases in'childhood; rather, most deafness today is either
genetic in origin or .a result of maternal rubella, CénSequently, in the
last Tifty years there has.been a marked increase in prelingual deafress
relative to post-lingual deafness. .Whereas, early in this-century,:
approximaﬁely two-thirds of the deafl had lost their hearing prelingually,
today sbout 95 percent of deaf children are prelingually deaf, and this
trend toward more prelingual deafness is likely to continue (Brill, 1963).
This change in the age of onset of deafness may correqund-to changes'in
the deaf child's performance capabilities which will necessitate a
transformation in the methods of educating the deaf.

The above studles seem to demonstrate the value of early manual-
language training for deaf children, and show the superiority of manually-
trained deaf persons over crally-trained deaf persons. anetheiess,-in
comparison with hearing children of the same socio—economig background,
all deaf children, regardless of the teaching'ﬁethod they héve.been
subjected to, have.generally been found to be_ﬁeficieﬁt in eduéation&l
achieveﬁgﬁt and reading_and writing abilitj..ult.was.thought for meny.
yeafs thatsfhis deficit céul@ be atﬁributed to a general.cogﬁitive deficit
which was felt to be a:concomitant of deafness.; Indeed, results_pf
numerous early reSearch studles examlnlng the cognltlve abilities of

the deaf tended to uphold thls tradltlonal V1ew that the deaf were
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soﬁehow mentally ér cognitively inferior fo-the hearing. - In their (1941)
review. of a series of studies of mental deéevelopment in the deaf, Pintﬁer,
Eisenson and Stanton found that the average -scores of deaf children in-
I.Q. on non-language performance tests were ten points below hearing
children's aﬁerage seores. - Nisbet (1953) used the.evidence culled by
_Pintner et al. to suppbrt his view that the restriction of normal language
growth in deaf children depresses their performance-oﬁ.intélligence-tests.'
.Bereiter and Engelmann (1966) continue to-vieﬁ the deaf”as'both a
language-digadvantaged and a coghitively retarded group despite newer.
‘stronggevidence.to_the.contrary.

A review of 31 studigs-of intelligence performed between 1930 and
:;1966 (Vernon, 1967} showed the deaf to hafe guperior -scores to hearing
controls in thirteen of the studies, infericr scores in ele%en, and no
gignificant differences in seven.  In their review of 50 later studies,
Mindel and Vernon (1971) concluded that the deaf and the hearing_héve a
similar distribution of intelligence. --According tc these studles, then;
there should be no mental or coénitive deficiﬁ which causes the_deaf to

perform more poorly than the hearing in educational tasks.

1.4 REducational Achievement

It would apﬁear, thén,.that deafness itself and the linguistic and
comﬁunicative barrier which.it sets up, must account for the deaf student's
_defiéiencies in educéﬁional achievement and reading and writing abiliﬁj:
fhis isrfurther supporﬁed by fhé findiﬁg, by,Pintﬁer,.Eisenson and - |
stantén'(19h1), that postlingually deafened children achieved relatively
more on educétional tests than the prelingually deaf. Acqﬁisition of
laﬁguage.pfior to 1oss'of.hearing changes fhe educatioﬁal.piéture consider-

ably.
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There have been many studies in the past fifteen years.éf-the.:l~
educational performance of deaf children. Miller-(1958) and Goetsinger -
and Rousey (1959) found that the general educational attainment of.déaf
‘children was far below that of heqring students from similar back-
grounds.  Mocores (1970b) described the situation.as a cumulative deficiti:
the deaf child begins his schooling with a disadvantage, and his academic
development increases at a significantly slower rate than a hearing
child's. The result is thdt the'difference,bétween'the hearing and the
deaf children in academic achievement becomes greater over time.

“In studies of reading performance exclusively, the déaf once -again-
score well below the hearing. Wrightstone, Aronow and Moskowitz (1963)
“undertook a COmprehensive-reading study of 5,224 deaf students betweén
the éges of 10.5 and 16.5 years, and found that the mean grade equivalent
gcores for the deaf students increased from grade level 2.8 to gradet
level 3.5 in six years. Furth (1966) noted that the youngest children
in this study (10.5 to 11.5 years old) scored bé,rely above the chance |
level, which‘suggests that many of the above-chance scores were due to-
random guessing. What is more, many of the test items did-not'feally
require comprehension of the materlal, as correct choices could be made
by simply matching the test items to words in the reading sample. Furth
went on to say that only about one-fifth of those deaf étudenté who .
continued in school ever attalned a reading grade equivalent score of.
4.9 or better, and that since reading tests below Grade 4 generally
- sample only fragmentary aspects of language, only a small percentage of
the deaf students studied had developed a functional level of reading

gkill. More recently, Boatner (1965) ard McClure (1966) examined the -
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reading ability of 93 percent of the deaf students in the United States;
aged sixteen or over, and found that only 5 pércent of them were reading
at grade level 10 Qr'better, while 60_percent were reading at grade
level 5.3 or bhelow. Furthermore, most of thé higher scores were cobtained
by hard-of-hearing or postlinguall& deqfened students. . (It should be
noted, although it may seem obvious, that the pepulation of deaf personé
who are still students at age sixteen or over would includé the more
inteliigent,.better-educated, and higher achievers among the deaf—-those_
who are attending, or will attend, college.) As the retardatipn-of thel
deaf in reading performancé has typically been assessed thfough standard-
ized reading tests, even these low levels of reading achievement noted
above may be overestimates. This conclusion ig supported by Moores' (1970a)
finding that hearing subjects matched with deaf subjects on reading
achievement scores still showed superior performance on tests of gyntax
and. semantics. | |

Vocabulary has often been tested along-with written English, and
here, too, the deaf exhibit much slower--and sometimes different--develop-
ment from the hearing. Schulze (1965) found.that deaf adolescents'
vocabulary was meager and showed & four-year lag in development in
comparison with hearing students of comparable age. Furthermore, the
particular vocabulary entries were different--only 56 percent of the deaf
students' vocabulary was shared by the hearing students. Templin (1,96_6,
1967) also found deaf children's vocabulary development and proper vocabu-
lary usage to be significantly inferior to that of the hearing. Myklebust
(196ﬁ) reviewed the development of written language skills in the deaf,

and concluded that the deaf subjects reached a level of wverbal facility
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equal to about twé-thirds the normal level, and that this ratio.of .
achievement remained fairly‘cqnstant throughdut their schooling.
Marshall and Quigley (1970) have studied thé written language of
hearing-impaired étudents over & nine-year period. : They have found
that the deaf subjects improved ofer time in their written lahguage
(measured in terms of 'sentence. length in words, number of clauses per
gsentence, and ratio of subordinate clause; tormain_clauseS), -But the,
deaf subjecfs were significantly retarded in comparison to hearing
subjects of the same age in the grammatical complexity, and hence the
maturity, of their writing.samples. And Dunagan {1969) observed that
in comparisons Qf written compositions by deaf and hearing subjects -
matched on reading level, the deaf made more syntactic errors than the

" hearing.

1.5 English Processing Abilities

Problems in reading and writing English_aré prevalent. among all
school children, but the vastly greater problem among deaf students
suggests - more than a mere deficit in reading skills. Obviously, the low
reading grade equivalent scores achieved by the majority of deaf students,
of all levele of intelligence, must be due to-specific linguistic problems--
notably, the inability to hear, and consequently the great difficuliy in
learning, Bngligsh. The same problems ih learning to read and write
English exist, to a lesser extent, among young children for whom English
is not a native language: the difficqlties in first learning the readiné
skills are compounded by the absence of, cor the-insufficient knowledge

of, the-language.to be read. -
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Tests have been undertaken to determine the relative competence of
the deaf and hearing in Engligh processing ability, in an attempt to
account for the retafded reading and writing capabllity of deaf studeﬁts.
Odom and Blanton (1967), intrigued by Fodor and Bever‘s-(l965)_fiﬁding
that hearing subjects tend to perceive auditorily-presented clicks at
éonstituent phrase boundariés, attempted to determine whether prelingually
deaf persons perceive English phrase structure in the éame_way-as,héaring
subjects. Deaf subjects wefe compared with heéring fifth graders
(controls for reading level) and hearing twelfth graders (gontrols for
age) on thé learning of segments of written English. -One—third of the
English segments were "phrasally” defined (e.g., "paid the tall 1ady"),
one-third were not "phrasally“ defined but were in acceptable English .
word order (e.g., "lady paid the tall"), and one~-third werefscrambled |
words (e.g., "lady tall the paid"). The.experimental task required the
subjects to recall each entire segment correctly after twelve studyFtest
trials. Both groups of hearing subjects showed facilitation on the |
phrasally‘defined segments and interference on the scrambled segments,
but the deaf subjects showed no differential recall as a function of
phrase structure. This led the experimenters to conclude tentatively -
that the deaf did not process English structure in the same way as the
* hearing subjects. It appears to this author that there is & fairly
straightforward explanation for this phenomenoﬁ. A number of studies of
linguistic memory (cf. Miller and Selfridge, 1953; Miller, 1962)
have tended to prove the commonsense idea that meaningful linguistic
material is easier to memorize and recall than nongsense or ancmalous

linguistic material. It is logical, then, to suppose that the deaf
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subjects above were able to ascribe spme sort of meaning to the scrambled
words~-as much meaning as they were able to éscribe to the English-ordered
phraseé. Interest;ngly, studies of American Sign Language (ASL) havé
demonstrated an absence of (English-type) determiners, tense-inflections,
certain prepositions énd other graﬁmatical function-words whiéh are
characteristic of English grammar. (There are, as well, many spoken
languages which lack one or many of the functors which appear to be 80
cruciél in English; -these languages -are nonetheless'capable.of conveying
the same_amount of information as English.) . Furthermore, the word-order
(or more correctly, sign—ofder)'of ASL. is ofteh_quité~different-from that
Qf English, and, as demonstrated by Tervoort (1968), most different . -
orderings of ‘the same set-of signs, although producing different meaﬁings
or intents, can a2ll be equally correct grammatically. . Thus, for a deaf
student who is fairly unfamiliar with the complexities of English«grammar,
or who, like many deaf students, has én,unipflected, grammatically "simple"
gesture or sign language, English functors mayfﬁe relatively meaningless,
and when: encountered may just be ignored {cf. Stokoe, 1972). TFor such a
subject, -a "scrambled"-word segment, with functors-ignored as ifrelevant,
can be just as meaningful (or meaningless) as a segment in correct
English word-order. :For example, the segment

1(a) paid the tall lady
translated into ASL, might lock like

1{p) pai(d) tall lady
and the segment

2(a) lady paid the tall
in\ASﬁ,.might look like

2(p) lady pai(d), tall
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(where "tall" refers to “lady"). The scrambled English .
| 3(a} - lady tall the paid
becomes ASL - 7
3(b) “lady tall pai{d)
(where Noun-Adj is a perfectly acceptable sign4order)f
All of the segmenﬁs are thus probably equally meaningful to the
deaf adolescent, who, whether or not he:has-beén éxpoéed %o ASL, isgrby-.
~ sheer lack of exposUre-to-aﬁd experience with English, not as confired o
by English Word—order. Copsequentlj,'the deaf child is‘ag.capable of
éfinding meéning—-the same amount of meaning--in segménts that are
"scrambled" by English syntax standards, as in well~ordéred-English,_
It should be mzde clear, éf-course, that the kind of "meaning'" that tﬁe;
deaf child ascribes to all the segments is probably notithe?same as that
which a hearing English-speaker‘wou;d ascribe--as has béen_éuggested_in‘
" the above examples. In thege exampled, the meanings of~a11-three-.
segments, as hypothetically understood byha'deaf child, are thé same.
-,-Thislhypcthesis--that the. deaf do not understand English as. native .
" gpeakers do, but rather process English senteﬁces ag though the&‘wereA
ASL or some other code more "natural" to a gesture-based, visual mode
rof langu&ge—proeessing——gains suppdrt from another series of studies by
Odom, Blanton and Nunnally (1967), using the "eloze" technique; The
"eloze" technique requires subjects to £11l in one or more words déleted
- from a sentence. The deaf students in these studies performed at a -
significantly lower level than the hearing subjects. Furthermore; the
anthors found that "syntactic (function):wofds were more difficult to

recognize and restore than semantic (content) words" (p. 826). And -
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'although_reading achievement scores were positively correlatéd with
the scores cn the cloze procedure for hearipg sgbjects, the scores were
uncorrelated‘for.Qeaf subjects. Another difference was that the deaf,
unlike the hearing controls, increased their ability to predict the
correct form class of function words as the span between deleted words
increased.  The investigators once againrsuggested that the deaf and
hearing used different types of rules in constructing English sentences,
particularly with regard to function words.. My own explanation of the
above results is slightly different from that of Odom et &l. I suggest
that the deaf are constructing a different variety of Engiish, based on
an internalization of certain rules of English, but not others,.and
affected, in some cases, By interference from ASL, whose rules are
radically different frém those of English. The result is the hypothesized
"Deaf English".

Schmitt (1968) compared eight-, eleven-, fourteen-, and sevénteen-
year-old deaf children with eight-year-old hearing children on tasks of
. comprehension and production of different types of syntactic structures.
The tasks included picture and printed sentence matching items and
multiple-choice sentence filler items. Not surprisingly, in light of the
- above research, the combined task mean score of the eight-year-old
hearing children was significantly higher than that of the seventeen~-
yvear-old deaf subjects. Although the scores for the deaf children
generally increased with age, there were interesting exceptions, in which
the younger deaf children achleved higher scores on specific syntactic
consfructions, These exceptions could be explained by the fact that,

at different times during their formal education, many deaf children are
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taught'specific gyntactic rules, and that some of the‘early—iéarnéd
Engiish grammar rules either are not completeiy internalized or are
fOrgotten. We had_suggésted elsewhere (cf. Ronvillian, Charrow and
Nelson, 1973, p. 329) thét Schmitt_may not have been measuring the

deaf child's competence in English, but rather a reflection of the
English teaching programs most recently encountered by the child. "I ncﬁ
feel it is necessary to modify that suggestion. True; at éarlier ages,
Schmift did appear to encounter residues or reflections of given English
teaching programs or techniques. . However, by age seventeen, it does not
seem reasonable that the subjects' English was still under the influence
of gpecific English programs. From my own acquaintance with older deaf
studenté, theif teachers,-and their.(written) English, it appears, rafher,
thaﬁ m@st deaf students end up with very éimilar English-uségé abilities,
regardless of the teaching program or techniquef Some things in English,
no matter how they are taught, appear to‘be_mbre difficult for a deaf
child to retain or produce corréctly in the proper context than others;
(As yet'there has been no sysﬁematic'evaluatioh of the very newest methods,
which use a morphologically very elaborate Signed Eﬁglish guch ds S.E.E.
from a very early age, and which may prove to be more effective than any
previous method.) By his teens--if Lenneberg is correct in his hypothesis
of an adolescent cﬁt—off age for effective languasge-learning--the -deaf
student will have retained, and be able to appiy, as mich of hig
abbreviated English rule-system as he ever will. Any new English
teaching methods or programs beyond the early teens will probably have
1ittlereffect upon his English competence. 'Thus, ény'special effects of
specific English teaching programs should have little place in the scores

of the seventeen- and possibly the fourteen-year-olds.




19

Cooper {1967) gave deaf and hearing subjects seven to nine yéars of
age a written test based on Berko's (1958) sfudy of the child's acquisition
of English morpholoéy. The hearing subjects' performance was signifi-
cantly better than that of the deaf, although patterns of item difficulty
were similar for both groups. Both the groups were most similar in their
knowledge of morphological rules (e.g., past tense and plural markers)
and furthest apart in their knowledge of derivational rulés (e.g,,.
nominalization of verbs).

From all of the above<it can be geen that the deaf, although no
longer beiieved to suffer from a cognitive deficit, are nonetheless
significantly retarded in comparison to the hearing, in general educational
achievement and in Englisﬁ language competence. Furthermore, the lacks
in educational attainment on the part of the deaf can, to & great extent,
be attributed to their difficulties in processing English. Deaf students
have heen known tc excel in mathematics (where ;anguage—type probléms are
not involved); and in Youniss, Furth and Ross's (1971) study of '1ogicai
symbol use in deaf and hearing adolescents, deaf subjects, albeit
requiring additional training, achieved the highest levels in the Gest.
The deaf child's problem is not with logie, nor with mathematics, nor.
with propositional thought, but with English,'or the spoken language of
the community he iﬁhabits. Deaf children in America are not born with
the ability to acquire naturally their "native" English. XEnglish is not
- thelr native language--at least not English as English-speakers know it.
What may or may not be their native language will be discussed in the

next chapter, along with traditional views of the deaf as "languageless".
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CHAPTER TWO

2.1 The "Languageless" View

If English cannot be considered the native language of the deaf in
the United States, and if American"Sign Language is the'natiré”language:
.'of only that small portlon of the deaf populatlon wh1ch is born to deaf
_parents, what is the natlve” language of the rest of the deaf populat10n9
Do they haveha true native languege? Or are they, ag many educators and
researchers believed, and as some still do believe, essentially
"languageless"° |

| To many investigators, deaf children have appeared'tO'be the ideal
populatlon on Whlch to test one aspect of the Sapir- WhOrf hypothes1s.
That ig, if the structure of a language lnfluences the way the speaker '
-.thinks and views the Werld,.then the absence, or a.relative”deerth, of
language should eorrelate with'disahilities in thinking, understanding,
and selving preblems. Consequently, in a number of studies 5f cenceptual
ability, the ueaf haue'been used as ”language-ebsent”rcentrelsL |

Whether this vieu oflthe deaf is accurate orﬁnot will.be discussed
later. Horever, assumlng that the deaf are ”language]ess ; researchers
'have reached somenlnterestlng conclus1ons. Rosensteln, in a 1961 review
of the llterature, agreed with 01&ron's (1950) assért’ion that t‘he”sphere
of abstract thought was by no means elosed to the deaf although 'sccess
to 1t is more dlfflcu]_t for the deaf then the hearing” (p. 283). Furth,
in hlS extens1ve (l96h) review of the llterature, went further than
Rosensteln, concluding that "language does not 1nfluence 1ntellectual
deuelenment in any direct, generel'or'decisive way." Carroll (1964)

Iagreed with this conclision and added that "These findings"suggest'
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strongly that there can be é kind of 'thought‘ without language" (p. Th).
In a more recent (1971) analysis, of thirty-nine studies undertaken in
tpe pqsp decade inyoiving_comparisons_of deaf.and_hearing subjegté, Furth
provided more support for the idéa that there éan be.thought wi£hbut
lagguage. Although the deaf subjects when comparéd to the heéring subjects
evinced a developmental.time lag in their acqqisition of logical strucfﬁres,
Fgrth stétedrthat the "thinking processeé of deaf children anduadéles— |
cents:were found to be éimilar to hearing subjects” (p. 58), In a (1971)
Piaget-type study with Youniss and Ross, however, Furth qualified his
views:on the interaction between thought and lapguage-in tﬁe follbﬁing

words: "

.« .« the evidence from our work with linguistically deficieﬁt
persons indicates that it-[language] may have an indirect facilitatiné_.
effect on certaln formal operations preciéely because of_tﬁé class reléfion
between formal operations and symbolic functioning” (pp. 63-4).
Vandeerude,.in a (1970) examination of problem-solving processes

(in deaf and hearing subjggts) used his profoundly ﬁeaf subﬁects “to
control‘for_the_language variable" (p. 338). He.féund no differencés
between the deaf and heariﬁg subjects in final scofes or in tacﬁiéal
approaches to‘the problems, and concluded from this that there was no
necgssary‘relationship between thouéht and laﬂguage! |

| Sﬁch stud;es,ialthough useful and interestiﬁg,‘ére based upon a
dubious premise: ﬁamely, that the desaf are laﬁguageless, and can serve
as languageless controls in studies of conceptual ability. Néne of thé
above investigators.took into account the existence of sgign languagé, as
a valid language; nor did they determine'thé.deaf subjegts' proficiency,

if any, in i1t. Furthermore, they did not report how much English the deaf
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subjects had been taught, of=how mach-of it they had absorbed. This-is

a serious -defect in these studies, and leads bne‘to suspect that despite
their scholarship and research abilities, the researchers had fallen into
the very common misconception which confuses lénguage with speech. Many
of the deaf are without intelligible oral speech, and, as was pointed out
in the previous chapter, many deaf children do not knéw-English_as hearing
persons know‘it. But it has yet to be demonsitrated that ény of-thé deaf
are tfuly "languageless".

‘There is, as was noted above, a segment of the deaf population that
has a native language from-earliest childhood. This is tﬁe minoyity of
deaf children who are born to deaf parents, most of whom learn American
Sign Language from birth,rat the game rate and in the same progressioﬁ a8
a hearing child learns her or his spoken language.  ASL is the language
which has developed in the United States from the French Jign Language
which' Thomas Gallaudet learned from the Abbé Sicard and brought back to
the United States one and one-half centuries agd. In the last century;
however, with the rise to precedence of the oral method of instruction,
AST, fell more and more into disrepute. The deaf continued to use it; but

like varieties of nonstandard English, i1t was felt to be childish and

- incorrect. ILike Haitian Creole, ASL was felt to have '"no grammar", and

its use wasg prohibited in most schools for the deaf, even among the-
students themselves. ILike many creoles, ASL survived, but (unlike them)
not merely bhecause of linguistie pride or nationalisti¢ solidarity.

Just as ASL was maligned because of its modality-~visual/gestural--it was

because of its modality that it survived; for a sign language. is the only

~kind of language that a profoundly deaf person can learn 'naturally’, -
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without real difficulty, as a hearing person learns spoken lénguage(s)J
And even if a deaf child is not taught a stanaard sign. language: {such as
“ASL), he is inclined; by the nature of his handicap, %o try to expreés
‘himself manually, gesturally, and to react to visual cues presenfed by

- the faces and hands of the people éround him. It is thisg suthor's
contention, which will now be elaborated upon; that even the deafl child.-
who knows no ASL, is not necessarily "languageless'.  If his intelligence
is an&where in the normal rénge, he will find relations and patterns in
all things, and he will try to express these 1n some way, however idio~
syncratic.' It is possibly this idiosyncratic and unstandafdized formbpf
expression on the part of the deaf ¢hild which, when put into_written-
‘form, produces some of thé "deviant" -and "erroneous" English which hié
teachers find so troublésome. These "deafisms” are often very similar .
from Chila to child, and suggest.that even the "idiosyneratic” language
of deaf children of hearing parents has a pattern to it, and may not be
quite so réndom or idiosyncratic after all. ILet us consider the'notioﬁ——
which no one has had the means or the opportunity to prove (if indeed it
“'is possible to prove)--that the normal humen being, with or without
hearing, is programmed for language. - It is possible that there are
neural connections that are set up in the brain to perceive relatioﬁships--
relationships between symbol and object, between action, actor and .
‘Object, a deep case system, perhaps, like that posited by Fillmore

(1968, 1970) (as a descriptive grammatical tool), but which are
independent of language as 1t is traditionally defined. There exists,
-.too,-in the human brain, the ability to genéralize--a Platonic deep

notion of “form"--which is 2lso shared, to some extent, with other animals.
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In man, this ability to symbolize and this mental "deep case" appear
to be translated into a linguistic form, verbal or nonverbal, auditory

or visual. And if there exists no "language", in the sense of & shared

code, into which this mental language program can be trahslated,'the

human being or beings will probably invent a code--a conventional
language among the members of a group, an idiosyncraticrsystem for an
isolated individual. TFor eltﬁough human experiences may éiffer, the
bases of language, the human ability to symboiize, %o perceive relatiOng_
ships,_actiens and objects, can be seen as essentially the same in all
human beinge; The expression Of.these concepts and eonneetions is
another‘matter. The prefoundly‘deaf child of heeriné parents, havingr
ﬁo "native™ laﬁguage to learn, will, apparently, unless constantly |
thwarted and punished by those around hiﬁ, devise a gesture‘languaée
to fit at least his earliest needs;_ (It is probable that most such
idiosyncratic gesture languages do not progress beyond an early develop-
mental stage, for lack of a community to share and augment them.) |
Using thie broadened conception of language, then, no deaf child, left
to his own devices; is languageless. (8tokoe (1960) even suggeeted
that gestural communicative patterns, out of which sign languages
developed, might have been the primery means ef comminication for
prehistoric man, with vocal interaction playing only a minor pert.)
Ameriean Sign Language? the standard language of the United States
deaf community, has added complications of its own to the question of
whether or not the deaf are "language-gbsent". As was mentioned above,
ASL was for many years not thought to he a feal 1anguagé; it ﬁas felt
to have "no grammar". Fusfeld (1958)‘ﬁ0?ced the commoniy—held impression,

not based upon any actual syntactic analysis, that "Often signs follow
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in unconventional order, unheeding of the pattern a sentence takes in
customary usage. Adjectives, adverbs, nouns and pronouns hold no set

sequence” (p. 267).

2.2 American Sign Language

Pogsibly because of their unusual (v1sua1/gestural) modallty and
thelr relatlvely small number of users, and almost certalnly because of
the pressure from Orallsts and attempts to either Wlpe them out or at
least pretend they did not ex1st, ASL and other sign languages recelved
very little'attention uﬁtil fairiy recently. The\firsf formai iinguistic
analyses of ASL were carried out by Stokoe (Stokoe, 1960, 1971; Stokoe,
Casterllne and Croneberg, 1965), and by McCall (1965), who had to dev1se
new descrlptlve tools and modify old ones to deal w1th the new modallty
© ASL gained even more legltlmacy in the eyes of social scientists when
it was used by the Gardners (1969) in teaching 1anéuage to a chimpénzée
vnamed Washoe. This novel experimeht, coupled with increased intefest in
linguistics and in the problems of.disadvantaged children in the pést.
decade, has helped to stimulaté new research intd ABL aﬁd‘other ges£ure
languages, their synfactic and semantic strﬁeture. ‘

The_results of current investigations into the structure of gign
language may help bring about a reconceptualiéation of the nature.of
language; The bréaﬁened concept of laﬁguage set forth abéve (pp.'23;2h)
géins support, to a great extent, from the very existence of sign
languages, és well as from the particular studies of Sign ianguége
Which will be described here. |

| .Tréditional définitions of language have made the phoﬁological

system a defining characteristic of all languages and'the_only legitimate
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linguistic medium of communication (Bloomfield, 1933;-Hocketﬁ,_l958;
Sapir, 1966; Weinreich, 1966; Lyons, 1968)5h'hloomfield specifically
"dismiSsed'the'sign,language of the deaf as "develoPments_of'ordinaryg
gestures", and declared that "any and all complicated or not immediately
intelligible gestures are baged on the conventions of ordinary speech"
-(p. 39). (But ef. Stokoe, 1960, on p. 24 of this paper, for precisely
the opposite_view.) Sapir, and only he, in his wisdom acknowledged that
"As a.matter of theory it is conceivable that'somethlng.llke'anlinguistlc
stnucturercould have been developed out of gesture or othef forms:of
bodily behavior“ (p. l); but, unforfunately, he nevef elaborated upon
this speculation. Welnrelch set forth a deflnltlon of language that -
could certalnly be fllled by s1gn language (hls ch01ce of the term sdgn"
to represent a unit of lingulstic meaning is rather provocatlve):

H{ .. oa language is a repertory of signs, and ; .. discounse.inﬁolves
the use of these signs, seldom in isolatlon, The rules of permitbed
sign.combination (grammar) are formulated in terns of classes of‘signs
(grammatlcal classes) Languages contaln signs of two kinds: every sign
is, in general a des1gnator or a formator™ (p. 145). Strangely enough
however, Weinreich spe01f1cally excluded, as non-language, any system
that does not employ vocal sign vehicles. Onhthe basis alone of its
systematlc use for communlcatlon by 8 segment of the human populatlon,
_31gn language should he 1ncluded in deflnltlons of human language. But
‘there is even more compelllng ev1dence of the legitimacy of sign language
as & real language, possessed of a full grammatlcal system as well as a
system that parallels phonology in spoken languages. |

Recent analyses of s1gn language have demonstrated the ex1stence of

both a rule-based syntactic system and a lex1con. McCall (1965) found
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similar constructions repeated throughout her corpus of ASL,‘and claimed

that this grammatical regularity fulfills,the.requirement of structural .
consistency that is a feature of true languages. Analyses by Stokoe'(l971),

| Fischer (1971), Battison (1971, 1972), and Frishberg-gnd‘eough (1973)_

have further established and described_grammaticai regularities and

congistent semantic features in ASL.

2.3 ﬁEhonolbgy" of ASL
- VS.tokoe (1960) .dis.cov.ered and describe.d three kiﬁds 'of .éom‘p;on.ent's
which_make_up every sign in ASL—;somewhat on thé analogj of phonological
featu%es: ﬁdez", the hand shépe or:cbﬁfiguration in making the.éigh;_
H”sigh,.thérmoveﬁent or change in confiéurétién of the hand or hahds;'énd
'htab",.the iocatioﬁ 6n or near the.body.of the signer whefe:théléign.is
performed. To these three features.Bellugi énd Siple (l971) added one
more: the orientation of the hand within the "signing space--palm up,
palm.down; Tingers pointed toward the lef% or the right, paim facing
toward the quy or away.from it. Any change in dny of ﬁheSe pérametersQ—
déz, éig, taB, or orientation—éwili.result'in a:corresponding'changeIin
tﬁe meaning.of fhe-sign. Two signs.that differ with respecf-to'bnly One
of théée_paraﬁeters afe considered a "minimal pair”. Stdkbe.listed
fifty—five‘different deé, sig, and tab symbols,.and devised a.fairly
simple hbtafion for them for use in transéription. As in spoken 1aﬁguéges,
there are.“diélectal".#afiations in the “pronunciaﬁion” of various signs:
‘SOmg signs thgt in one part of the country are performgd wiﬁh both hands
ﬁay be oﬁe—handed signs elsewhere. There are also regional (and-possibly
social) variations in the tensenesé or laxness of the hand(s) when

signingf This is a fruitful area for socioc-linguistic research.’
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‘Bellugi and Siple (1071) devised a series of experiments to confirm
the psychological validity of Stokoe's (and Bellugi's) sign classification
parameters. Deaf subjects were presented a‘;ist of 150 signs, one pér__
second. The subjects were then required +o reéall as many of the signs
as possible, in one of two ways: one group signed the signs they recalled,
and the other group wrote the Engligh equivalgnts-of the signs they
recalled. A hearing control group, presented with an English wordQlist.
in a ﬁaraliel recall experimeht, made formation errors in recalling.thel
Words~—i.e., they confused the stimulus word with a word which differed
with respeét to one or twojphonemes. The deaf subjeéts, éimilarly,
made errors by incofrectly substituting one of the above-described
classification'parameters; As far as the "phomology" of ASL is concefned,
then, its reality and ﬁsychological validity are'certainly comparable fb

spoken languages.

2.4 ASL Syntax

in the area of syntéx, however, there are a few very intéfesting
ways in_whicﬁ ASL differs from'spbken ianguages. Stokéé (ig?l)‘pointed
out one aspect of ASL which, becausé it ié dependent upon the visual
mndality,rhas_no_possible parallel iﬁ spcken ;anguages: certain signs
may be produced simultanecusly. In spoken ianguages, morphemes and ﬁbrds
must always be sequeﬁtial. Another difference, which isg ﬁoﬁ so'obviously
a result of thé visuai modaiity, was exémined by Fischéi (1971).. Iﬁ her
-study of redupliéation processes in sign language, Fiséherrfound that ASL
tends to a;low a gréat many more reduplications of almost.any sign thaﬁ
are possible with any words in any spokeﬁ language. 'Signé may be repeated

any nuwber of timeg--four is not uncommon--without, necessarily, any
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substantive changes in the meaning of the sign. OCcasionallj reduplica-
- tion will signifly plural in a noun-sign, but not always. Variation in..
meaning,~however5:is-dependent upen the speed of the,reduplication,,g_::
feature which Fischer has, not surprisingly, called [+Fast]. _Thé
~addition of rhythmic body movement to the [eFastJerature results in
yet another syntactic/semantic feature, [+Boring]. And a feature
assoclated with fast reduplication is the suprasegmental feature of
horizontal movement [iﬁoriz.]. It should be noted at this point that
facial expression, while never used as a.sign by itself, is necessary to
the "bhonology"” and to the syntax/semantics of ASL——inumucﬁ the same way
that phonological stress is necessary to English morphology‘(or tone to
- tone languages), and intoﬁation to English sentence structure.

There are other differences between ASL and English, bﬁt these are
more comparable to the differences that exist between spoken languages.
Fant (1972) pointed out the absence in ASL (or "Ameslan", as he calls it)

of English-type inflections; the same sign means "sit", "sits", "sitting",

" Tt

sat’, ete.  As well? there is‘éfﬁen 7o diffeféncé between a verb and its
corresponding noun. ASL has neo passi&e voice and none bf the gfamﬁatical
moods. As In a number of nbt-terriblj—exotic languages, there is no

~ sign to signify the éoﬁula "be"; tut the sign for "true" is sometimes

“ used for "am®, "is", "be", ctc. Sign language has ﬁo'articles,'but in
.ceftain sitgatioﬁs "that" is signed beforerthe-sign for sn object or
 é§ent. Prepositions.which shoﬁ some lécation or mbﬁement are signed,

but prepositioné such.aé "oy", "at", and “6f"; which have sbructural
rolés in English gfammar; érelnot signed. Fant‘has chéraéterized the'
éynta% of:ASL as generaliy reseﬁbling éhqff, simple, declarative English

sentences, arranged in chronological order. Moores (1970c) commented on
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the dearth of function words in ASL and suggested that this éouldrcause.
difficulties for the deaf child in learning:ﬁnglish.

One particular'difference between ASL and English which is preséntly
being studied is ASL's lack of tense or aapectual marking of.a_vérb or
‘activity sign. Rather than any verb inflection or auxiliary, ASL has
only time indicators, which provide a time setting for the given situdtion
or narration. Frishberg and Gough (1973) have described-fhese timé
indicétors in terms of directionality from the "time line"--a line that
runs vertically from approgimately ﬁid—cheek on the signer. Forward
from the time-line indicates futurity:; backward from.it indicates past
time. Certain time words, such as week, month, day, year, etc., can be
inflected for number and éime (present, future, and past), g0 that one
sign can express the concept "three weeks ago". Thus, althéugh ASL
may lack elements which appear to be eséential.in many spoken languages,
it compensates in ways that take advantage of the visual modality:'.
movement, direction, and depth perception. Anything that can be'said_ 
in a‘spokén language can be expressed in signs.

Although recent studies have beégun to demonstrate the "phoﬁological"
syntactic, and semantic consistencies and regularities in ASL, there are
still thdée who question the "grammaticality" of sign languages. In a
study of Israeli Sign language (ISL), I. M. Séhlesinger (1970)'designed
a series of problems to determine first whether ISL has a syntax, and,
-if it does, -whether this Syntax depends upon sign-order (as a parallel
to word-order). The experimenters used & set of pictures which depicted
the érammatical relations Agent, Object, and Indirect Object. = Subjects

were deaf adults.from Haifa and Jerusalem, some of whom had been taught
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Hebrew in school.  The task required one subject to describera'piéture-

to another subject in ISL; the other subject éhen was to choose the”
"pictﬁre in his own_pile which he thought was being described. Reéulfs
indicated that ISL does manifest some aspects of syntax,fbut appafently
has no sign-order mechanism to show the relations "agent of", "object of",
-and "indirect object of". The verb, although often omitted, never - |
occurred initially, and the adjective always followed the ﬁoun. 'Buf

in the case of Agent, Object, and Indirect Object, all possible sequences
were used at least once. Sign—order was not consistent for the group as

a whole, nor ‘for nine of the twenty subjects taken iﬂdividually. As a
result, there was a great deal of misunderstanding between the partnefs

in the task. This study,ltaken at face value, casts doubt upon the
universality of deep semantic relationships and their underiying syntaétic
regularities. It makes the "broadened concept" of language, which T set
forth earlier in this chapter, implausible, or at the wvery least,sﬁggests
that there is one exception to an otherwise universal rule. "Bubt looking
more closély at Schlesinger's experiment, certain defects in the study
“itgelf come to light. Since one--ard usually the main-—Purposeiof language
is communication, and since there was a great deal cf misunderstanding
between the partners in the signing task (i.e., a lack of commmication),
we might reach the logical conclusion that the signers were not "'speaking
the same language'". We know little about Schlésinger's deaf subjects.
And it is possible, given the relative youth of Israel itself, the diverse
~origins of its population, and the amount of recent immigration from very
many‘countries, that the subjects in this sﬁudy were indeed not using the

same- sign language. There may not yet have been the opportunity for a
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single homogeneous sign language to have established itself in Israel.
If such is the case, the inadequate~communiqétion between the subjects
is hardly surpriSipg} Another possibility, which has been pointé& out
by deaf persons who knew of the experiment, is that the Signers.Were
handicapped by not being allowed to use all of sign language. As was
mentioned above, Tacial expression 1s an essential phonological and
syntactic component of sign languages. Signers also feel‘that body
movement and "setting the scene” are also essential to many kinds of
narration. In Schlesinger's experiment, the signer was required to sit
and sign—-aﬁparently with ﬁis hands only--over a low screén. (The
séreen was there to prevent the signer's partner from seeing the picture
that the signer had chosen to describe.) Again, not enough was . |

'éxplained'about how the experiment was conducted, but if the signer

could not stand up, and take the various "roles" of Agent, Object, énd
Indirect:Object, using various locations arpund'himself'to indicate
grammatical rélationships, ambiguity might well have resulted. As yet,r
"there has not been much formal investigation_of such mechanisms in sign
language, but it isg concelvable that in a visual/gestural 1anguége,

role-playing could have a grammatical function.

" 2.5 ABL Vocabulary

‘Just as the phonological shapes of most words in spoken languages:
are arbitrary with reference to thelr meanings, the shapeg of most Signs
‘in ASL are arbitrary, and are based on conventional usage within the deaf

community. However, most signs were originally highly gesturally descriptive

(iconic) of the actions or items they represented (Prishberg, 1973,

unpublished). There are still many obServablé-relationships between
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signs and their referents.  (There are, similarly, onomatopoeic words. in
spoken languages.) Stokoe, Casterline,-and (roneberg (1965) outlined the
_ kinds of observable relationships that can exist between a sign_aﬁd ifs
referent:
A1) Pantdnymic signs--the action represents itgelf..
{2) Imitative signs--one important feature of the whole.action-or
~ object is singled out to represent the: whole.
'(3).MEtonymic signs--a.relatively unimportant Q? unexpected~feature
- of the object or action is used to represent the whole.
(&) Iﬁdicative signs--the act of pointing toward the referent.
- (5) Initial-dez sign--a sign whose hand3configuration_(dez)_is its.
Tirst letter (if fingerspelled.in English)_in.the:manual“alphabet.'
(6) Name signs--often idiosyncratic signs used to refef_to”ipdiyiﬂhal
. persons.
Battison _(197_1) revised this description, using & binary feature .
notation, [+metaphoric] and {+metonymic]. Utilizing this classificatiqn
system, the first four of the above descriptions of signs can be accounﬁed

for neatly and economically.

2.6 English-lapnguage Learning

The purpese of the above descriptions of the "phonology", syntax and
vocabulary of sign language has been to demenstrate some_of‘thg_complexities
of ASL.as well as the differences and similarities-between ASL and English,
and to descfibe gome studies which have been undertaken.toffigd the . |
grammatical regularities of AZL and other sign languages. The point of
all this is that sign lapguage 1s'a valid language, which any future

definitions of language should take into account. Furthermore, those
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children--usually of deaf pérents--who have learned ASL, or some other
gign language not based directly on a spoken.language, necessarily
encounter English as & second (or foreign) language. As was suggéstéd
earlier in this qhapter,-deaf children of hearing parents, unlesé
thwarted, appear to devise a gestural first langﬁage-of-their own. This
is necessarily an idiosyncratic language, which may not have the oppof-
tunity (because of a lack of other speakers, the dearth of experience of
the déaf.child‘himself,'or other reasons) of developing beyond an early
‘stage in the complexity of its grammatical and semantic structures. Deaf
qhildren who know ASL learn English via their first, gestural, code, aﬁd
encounter many difficulties. When deaf children who have not learned the
Standard sign language (AéL) encounter English at school, they must map
a complex (English) code onto their restricted one. Their difficulties
in learning English and the number of errors they make'can_be expected. to
be proportionately greater than those of the deafl children who know a
standard signrlanguage.

Deaf children encounter the same sorts of difficulties as native
speakers of foreign languages do when they first encounter English. In
addition, there is the problem caused by the difference 1in modality
between any sign or gesbure language and English, and this compounds the
difficulties. Any strange and unnatural teaching methods which may be
in fashion at a given school for the deaf also cause problems. It is no
-ander that deaf children perform as badly as they do in English and

related areas.

2.7 English as a Foreign lLanguage

To test the above hypothesis, that deaf children have learned English




35

as a foreign or second language, Charrow and Fletcher (1973;-1974, in.
press) administered the TOEFL.(Test-of-English_as a.Foreign Language) to
deaf high school students. Half (13) of the subjects were deaf‘éhildren
of deaf parents, who had learned some form of éign language. or ASL at
an early age, and half the subjects were deaf children of hearing parents,
who had learned Signed English, much later, at school. The experimenters
investigated the following three hypcotheses: |

(l) Since deaf childreh of deaf parents have learned ASL: early, as
“a first 1anguage, and as a standard language shared by other users, they
should outberform deaf children of hearing parents oﬁ any test involving
"~ language 8kills, and particularly on a test of English as a second-
language.

~ (2) If deaf children of deaf parents learn English as a second

- language, their item~by-item performance on the TOEFL should_resemble
the performance of foreign students who have taken the test more closely
than does the performance of deaf children of hearing parents. (The
first language, if any, of deaf children of hearing parents is restricted
and idiosyncratic, and their English competence, based upon their idio-
syncratic language, is consequently expected to bhe restricted.)_ .

" (3) Performances by deaf children of deaf parents on a test of .
English as a second language and on a- standard test of English skills
(such as the SAT) should be less related than performances by deaf
: children of hearing parents on the two tests. (One would expect this
result, because the deaf children of hearing parents would not have
learﬁed English through the medium of ASL. -Rather, English would most

likely be their first complete, unrestfiqted and shared laﬁguagé. There
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should thus be little "interference" from their first (idiosyncratic)
language, since it probably was an uncomplex one at the syntactic level
of early child languége, and was not retained after its initial use #s
a mekeshift, stopgap means of communication.)

Results on three of the four written subtests of the TOEFL
supported all three of the above hypotheses. (See Tables 1, 2, and 3,
pp. 37-39.) On the fourth subtest, Reading Comprehenéion, both groups
of deaf subjects performed équally poorly, which'suggésts that more was
involved in this subtést than Engliéh coﬁpfehensicn."(Given the poor

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

‘are not surprising.} From these results, then, it appears that deaf .

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

perform better in tésts of English than deaf'children'of hearing parents.

Deaf children of deaf parents appear to have acquired English as a second
language, more so than deaf children of hearing parents (who perfofm more

poorly, and more idiosyncratically, in English). (See Table 4, p7 40.)

~ And neither group can use English with the faéility'or correctness of a

native speaker. The nonstandard form of English that deaf persons_do use

is the object of investigation in this dissertaticn.



TABIE 1

Méans,=Standard_Deviations, and T for SAT Grade Placement Seores
- of 13 HP and 13 DP Students on the Paragraph

Meaning (PM) and Language (L) Subtests _'
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-Group - Mean - 8.D. -.. T-score
HP k.92 1.07°
Paragraph Meaning (PM). i 3.6k
DP 7.0L 1.80 )
: ~ HP 6.65  2.49 :
Tanguage (1) ' G R
DP 8.6k 1.48
¥p < .05; af = 24
= 2k,

¥¥%p < ,01; 4f
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TARIE 2

intercorrelationS'Between TOEFL and SAT Subscores-

- for the 13 HP and the 13 DP Subjects

" Paragraph

Group Meaning (PM)  language (1)
' o HP Bl1¥x - 7o%x
English Structure (ES) g . =
DP . Bhxx .30
R P B3% L6T*
- Vocabulary (V) BT ' .
DP . . 8]4.'5(-)(- . . 30
HP .00 .18
Reading Comprehension (RC) , e
b .58% ) .26
: HP .51 69K
Writing Ability (WA) ¥ :
' DP L6L* 45
: HP L Thxx B5%x
Total (T)
DP L93¥% 48

*3ignificant F Test for regression (p < .05; af =1, 11)

**gignificent F Test for regression (p < .01; af = l,'ll)
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- TABIE- 3

Point Biserial Correlations. for Parentage (DP = 0, -HP = 1)
With TOEFL and SAT Scores, Age, IQ, and Hearirg Loss

Calculated for All 26 Deaf Subjects

Parentége'

English Structure (ES) | _¢{7§%* 
Vocabular&'(v) N AT
Reading Coﬁprehension {RC) -.30%
Writing Ability - - .59%
Total TOEFL (T) N .
Paragraph.Meaning (PM) 7 - B0%%

| Language.<L) | -7.%5*
Sex o ‘ -' -.08
pge | 5%
‘Hearing Ioss (HL) . . 00

' %Significahtkg Test for'régreésidn (ﬁ£< :05; ar 1, 24)

il

**¥gignificant F Test for regression (p < .0l; d4f = 1, 24)




TABLE 4

Means; Standard Deviations, and T for TOEFL Scores of 13 HP,

13 DP and 113,975 Foreign Students (8)
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Group  Mean §.0. T Score
HP  28.15 3.69 |
' : _ 5. Th*
English Structure (ES) DP 39.85 6.36
s*  49.00 8.00
HP 3h.oe 5.11
_ 7 4.0o5%
Voecabulary (V) DP 43.85 6.09
s 48.00  11.00
HP 3k.15 2.12
' _ _ -.59
Reading Comprehension (RC) DP 30.31 5.00
| g 48.00 8.00
HP 31.00 3.39
- 3.62%
Writing Ability (WA) DP 38.54 6.72
S 48,00 8.00
HP  128.23 10.69
5.17%
Total Score (T) DP 159,54 15.0L
aP - -

®Means and standard devietions for foreign students were taken from the

TOEFL manuel (Test of English, 1970, p. 6).

subtests was not available.

*
p < .01l; daf = 24,

bDistribution of total scores for foreign students across the four
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CHAPIER THREE

3.1 Deaf_English ag a Pidginiéed Varietylof English

Most educators of the deaf and réseérchers into deaf language
problems are aware that the congenitally profoundly deaf do not learn
English as native speakers do. For obvious réasons, thé spbken English
of the deaf never reaches the proficiency of the ﬁative speaker, buf
even their written English typically showé a range of errors inrsyntax
and word usage--"deafisms" (Eachus, 1971). For example, iﬁ'ongoing'
studies of such errors (Wilbur, Quigley and Montanelli, 1973, unpub-
lished), preliminary fiﬁdings have shown that deaf subjects héve
particular difficulty with pronouns, in such constructions as "He
picked up the ball and threw [it]" (where the it is omittea), and with
recognition of referents in relative pronoun cohstructions,'among other
things. OCur own findings from the TOEFL (cf; Charrow and Fletcher,
1973, abdve) showed that deaf subjects made fairly consisteht errors
with relative pronouns, determiners, prepositipns, compound tenses,
inflected tenses, tense agreement, aﬁd modalé. In épité of the.fact that

most of our subjects had been in school, and 1earning English, for an

-average of eleven years, their performance was significantly worse than

that of foreign college entrants of comparablé age. By the age at which
these deaf subjects were tested (X = 17.3 years; S.D. = L.1 years), most
were no longer learning anything new in English. At that point, their
teachers were trying to erase grammatical errors.and "deafisms" which
appeared to have taken solid root and frozen themselves into the students’
own concepts of "English”.

The commonality of errors on the TOEFL, as well as. the very common
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errors in the English productions of other deaf students, attésted to by
many teachers of the deaf, led this writér_tp.the conclusion that perhaps
deaf persons had acquired and were using their own variefy of.English;
Since so many of their errors seémed to be sharéd, it was worth inﬁesti-.
gating whether they were indeed shared, and to whét extent. If shared
é?ammatical gonstructions and word'(mis—)usages could be found among a
fair numﬁer of deaf persons, then a case could be mede forlthe exisﬁenéé.

of & non-standard variety of English, used only by the deaf--a "Deaf

English". It aﬁpeared to me that-once the average deaf student has
learned endugh English to get most facts and idgas acfoss, to his own
satisfaction, and to understand the simple writtenrcommunications of
other deaf students, theseAgrammaticalﬂand lexical forms become ?frozénﬁ,
and very little further learning of Standard English takes ?lace. This

probably occurs in early adolescencq, at about junior high-school age,

since at that time, according to Lenneberg (1967), language-learning

tapers off. Certainly, for the deaf, at that age there is a general
levelling~off of the rate of improvement in reading and writing ability

and verbal facility {(Myklebust, 196k%). Except in rare cases; the English

that the deaf know at age fifteen or sixteen is the English they continue

to use throughout their lives.

3.2 Structural Differences and Semantic Differences

- If there is a nonstandard variety of English--a "Deaf English"--used

by deaf persons in written communications, what sorts of generalizations

" can be made about it? For instance, is it safe to say that such a dialect
would be semantically different from Standard English? Syntactieally.

different? " Lexically different? The questicns are difficult to answer.
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Certainly, there ought to be syntactic differences, as these‘are‘the
"deviations" that catch the attention of edneators of the d_eaf.- Whether
such surface structure differences reflect qifferences in deeper strncture,
and ultimately in the semantic-strncture of the dialect; remninsrto be
geen. It is reasonable to assume,'however,'thatrany syntactic.or lexical
change might indeed involve a corresponding semantic change, although |
this is not a necessary condition. It would not, however, be reasonable
to assume, simply because the deaf have made over Standard-English input
into a nonstandard dialect, that-their_cognitive processes are different
from those of hearing persons, or that they "perceive the world differ-
ently", in the old Whorfian sense. The failure to master e given syntactic
constructlon may 31mp1y be a result of 1nsuff1c1ent exposure to it, or a
misunderstanding of its functlon. Menyuk (196%9), in explalnlng the
"errors' that very young hearlng children make in using the pronoun
subciass} says essentially the same thing: "We do not think that the
usual difficulty lies in differentiating oneself from the rest of the
world or conceptually dlfferentlatlng gender and number as has often been
postulated, but, rather, prlmarlly in the obscure syntactlc role thls
subclass plays in the sentence" (p. 53).

An analy31s of the sorts of changes that deaf persons make in ;
producing "Deaf Engllsh conld prov1de valuable information to llngulsts
on those aspects of Engllsh Whlch are most redundant or most dlsposable
when raw communlcatlon 1s at stake. It could also add to our knowledge
of Whlch aspects of Engllsh are easier and Whlch are more dlfflcult to
learn and to retain. "Deaf Engllsh” may be an example of pldglnlzatlon,

as 1s suggested in the next sectlon. If th1s is the case, 8 study of
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its development, and an analysls. of i1ts forms, could provide insight
intce the pidginization process. Even if it ie diecovered that not all
the nonstandard consfructions in various deaf persons’ English are
systematic or shared with other deaf persons, we should still be able
“.to.gain insight into the difficulties in learnlng Standard Engllsh and
the likelihood .that certain items or constructions in Standard English
are less informative, more difficult to retain, or more redundant than .

_others.

3.3 Pidginization and Creolization
© This section deals with the possibility that "Deaf English" is an
example of .pidginize.tion, if not an actual pidgin. The section begins
IWith a general deseription and discussion of ﬁidgins and ?idginizatioﬁ,
and goes on to define more specific eharacterlstlcs of pldglns, which
mzy also occur in a "Deaf Engllsh" ' |

.Pldglnlzatlon is a process of linguistic reductioh, which'ﬁaj of'
may not result in the formationuof a true "?idgin".:'As yet, there is.ﬁo
‘realiy comprehengive definition of a pidgin. Howevef; a pidgin.can'Bem
deecribed ag a falrly stable pidginized form of commnication between )
languages.- An example of a pldgin is Neo MElaneS1an, Wthh developed
in MElane51a around a superstratum of Engllsh w1th one or more of
fhe "native" 1anguages as its substratum

:When a plidgin acqulres natlve speakers, the process is known.es
"creolizatien". The pidgin becomes elaborated, its vocabulary expands,
and it develoﬁs iﬁﬁb a creole. If a creole ig in contact with the
standard language (such as Jemaican Creole--an.Englisheeased.cfeole—Fih

contact with Standard English), it tends to approximate. toward the
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gtandard. This process is known as "decreclization".

"In general, the purpcse of the pidgin iszfairly rudimentary
communication; usuelly confined to a few areas, such as trade. De Cemp
(1971) states the traditional view of pidgins es follows: 7Each:pidgin
or crecle has been traditionally classed . as a deviant dialect of a
standard language, usually European, with Engllsh French Portuguese,
and Dutch the most frequent" (p. 15). Henges_on, hqwever,.to present
the more modern v1ew-that ”{T]hese are genuine languages in their own
right, not just macaronic blends.or'interlingual corruptions-of'standard
languages"t |

In his dlscus31on of sallent versus substantlve pldglnlzatlon,
Samarin (1971) p01nts out that many of - the superflelal aspects of pldglns
may not be the deflnlng characteristics of g_pldgln. For example, he says,
"[R]eduplication is therefore a salient.featurelof“pldgins?‘notﬁa.ggbr
,stantive.one" (p. 119). Samarin notes that as yet there isino_egreement
on what constitutes substantive pidginizetion, but he does feel that all
linguistsrwould agree that "simplification" is a substantive feature_of
~ pidgins. |

Hymes (19Tl)zpoints_out that simplification elone ig not enough of a
criterion for labellingla‘given dialect a pidgln; otherwise even baby—talk

would it the definition of pidgin. He states that the two other features
traditionally thought to imply pldglnlzatlen edmlxture and restrlcted
inter-group use, are, taken 51ngly, aven less reliable 1ndlcators of
pldglnlzatlon than 31mpllf1catlon. And even 1£ all three features are
present, "the relevant meanlng of each of- the three must be spec1f1ed-—

how much, and what'klnd of “each is to count*“ (p 81) Moreover, if
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one of the three features ié'missing, this does not necessarily mean that
the result is not an example of pidginizatiqn; “Throughout, Hymes makes
a distinction between pidgins and pidginization. HeusummariZesﬁﬁﬁe‘ﬁ
difference as follows: .

Since pidginization is a process more general than :-
crystallization of pidgins, and since pidgins, once
formed, may be elaborated in content and use, while
remaining pidgins, the characteristics found in develop-
ment to, and of, a pidgin admit of degrees. Tndeed;
pidgins and pidginization are instances par excellence

" of variable adaptation of means to an aundience and '
situation.

And,

« - . Whereas imperfect learning of a second language

is set aside by Whinnom, for Samarin, it, memory loss

of one's language, field work Jjargons, argots, restricted
codes, (Bernstéins and the like -are all of interest, =~ = .
inasmuch as they are instances, not of pidgins necessarily,
but of & process of pidginization, which he defines as.any
consistent reduction of the functioning of a language
_both in its grammar and in its use. (p. 69)

What characteristics would "Deaf English" have to possess, in order
to be classed as a pidgin? The following parégraphs define a number of
éommOn'featﬁres of pidgihs.

Hall (1966) provides the classic description of how pidgins originate:
"A pidgin normally owes its origin to relatively casual, short-term
" contacts between groups that do 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 is a contact‘vernacular,'normally not the native

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

in any situation requiring communication between persons

. who do not gpeak each other's native languages. 1t is
characterized by a limited vocabulary, an elimination of

many grammatical devices such as number and gender, and a
drastic reduction.of redundant features. This reduction
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has often been called simplification, but it is now con-
gidered debabable whether the less redundant pidgin is
simpler or more complex than the standard language. (p. 15)

"To this, we may add Hymes' (1971) specification:

By definition, a pidginization situation principally
involves adults. (Were the participants children, we
would call ‘it incipient creolization.) The process does
not have the maturational basis of childhood acquisition,
but is learning and adaptation, a selective acceptance
of lexicon and grammar, so far as any One source is
concerned, in a context of limited opportunity, limited .
need, and, as adults, of morenlimited ability. From the
standpoint of the community or group, the process is'a
visible one of sharing in the ad hoc adaptation and
creation of a novel means of speech. (p. 81)

Semarin (1971) defines a sociolinguistic feature of pidgins:

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

he does not have the rich variety of language styles from
which to choose whatever is appropriate to the context,
sltuation, or person (or people) to whom he is talking.

. « . In summary, the pidgin-speaking community is not
normal from & sociolinguistic point of view. Nelther is-.

the language normal. A pidgin is a language, but a different
kind of language. (p. 122)

Labov (1971) points out another surface feature of pidginsjethe
apparent'déarth of sysbematicity in both phonology and syntax: "Pidgihs
thus seem To be unsystematic in both' senses noted: -the absence of well-

defined norms and the high degree of 1nd1v1dual varlatlon" (p. MBM)

3.4 Characteristics of Deaf English

- None of the above precludes-the possibility that Deaf‘English is an
Engllshubased pldgln._ Beglnnlng Wlth Hall's (1966) descrlptlon of the
.orlgln of pldglns, c1ted above, T Wlll demonstrate how each of the above
descrlptlons .or deflnltlons can be applled to the nonstandard (usually

ertten) Engllsh of the profoundly deaf-‘ .
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(1) No language in common

Certainly there exists no common first language between déaf
children on the one hand and their hearing parents (and, very often,
their non-signing oralist teachers) on the other; and deéf persoﬁs who
are brought up using some form of sign.langﬂage? at first”have nb
langunage in comméﬁ wifh most hearihg persons,,whd'have.not learned -
& sign language. Inthe'more enlightened-échéols for'the_deaf, signing
is used by'the teachers aloﬁg with the oral mbdes.of.insﬁructidh, but,
unlike native signers, who use ASL, the teachers use Signed English,
which usuaily is more like English than like ASL in its syntax and
lexicon. (It is more like ASL in "phonology" aﬁd‘"e#presgionf featurgs_)l
As there is no common language between thé deaf students,.on the-one
hand, and the teachers on the other, a compromise must take place. Thus,
When_the need for a written language arises, the superstratﬁm-must be
English (since English has a written form and ASL does pot).  Bubt as the
deaf students do not know Standard English, the result is ggg.sténdard
English. .It appears that students absorb impérfectly the oral, manual
and written English they are taught, miginterpret the signed, finger-
spellied, spoken and written English of their teachefs, and add to this
their vafying degrees of proficiency in ASL (if any). The result is &

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

_ lIt has been suggested (Stokoe, 1972) that the deaf students process
this manual English as though it were ASL, which somebtimes results in mis-
understandings of the teacher's message, or miginterpretations of the.
original intent. For example, deaf students, regardless of parentage, or,

for that matter, of method of instruction, find English passive constructions
very difficult to understand, decode, and use correctly. Thus, if a

passive sentence were to be used by & teacher in Signed English, the

students might understand it (incorrectly) as an active sentence. Teacher
and student would be using the same communication modality--menusl/visusl--
but they still would not be speaking the same language.
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(2) Casual and short-term cbntact
The average deaf student receives a minimum of eleven years' school-

ing, with very great emphasis upon English language and speech skillég-' %
How, then, can one suggest that contacts with English are ”casuai" or |
"short-term"? The length of the deaf child's education in years:is
immaterial. Deafness imposes severe limitations on:.oral and written
language learning. - As we have shown above (Chapter One, Sections 1. -
and 1.5), it takes the deaf child far longer ﬁo masfer even_the'rudiments
of ‘English syntax than a h?aring-child, Deaf students are still working
on the strﬁcture of simple sentences well into high school.- And by that
time, according to Lenneberg (1967), the human brain is not usually
capable of" very much morerlanguage—learning. The amount of effective
English-language learhing time for the deaf child is thus mbre Tike six
years. TFurthermore, the number of hours the deaf child'spgnds”in cbntact
 With English aré a tiny fraction of what the hearing child is expoéed to.
The hearing child is bombarded with English ten or fifteen hoﬁrs'a'dayl
from.birth; the deaf child--given teacher time-limitations and depending
on class sgize--recelves perhaps two full hours of English exposure a day,
‘Five days & week, from age Tive. Furthermore, the English that the deéf
child receives consists of the few (perhaps 25 to 50 percent) ches
‘readable from the lips, in the simplest possible English (ofteﬁ only
single words). In addition, if he is fortunate, he recéives whatever -
English is taught via Signed-English, and fingerspelled English, in tﬁe.
relatively few schools that employ these methods. Tt must be remembered,
: onCejagain, that even Signed English asg used by teachers does nct provide

the ‘same grammatical and semantic information to -the deaf as spoken. =
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English does to the hearingﬁ Signed English is English "traﬁsliterated“
into a manual mode, and most forms of it do'nbt adequately deal with
English verb infleptions, tenses, modals, prepositions and determinefg..
They are tedious to fingerspell, apd are sometimes forgotten by ﬁhe
teachers and often overlocked by tﬁe students. In an essentially spoken
language, such as English, learning time and exposure. time mﬁst be
prolonged for the deaf child, and the years of exposure add up to_d.few
.monthé at.most. Thus "short-term" where hearing persons in the usual
pidgin situation are concerned, may well be used to describe the amount
of real cohtact that the deaf child has had with Standard English.

(3) Reduction -

De Camp's (1971) genéral description of pidgins, ecited above, also
fits what we know of Deaf English. Deaf adolescents and adults usualiy
have limited English vocabulary--new lexical acqulsitions tend to bé _
misused at firgt, and then forgotten. An overview of the grammar Of.the
English which the deaf use shows many instances of elimination of nuﬁber,
‘gender, ténse markers, and other essentially redundant features.

{4) Adult users

Hymes" (1971) description of pidgin users as adults also corresponds
to the Deaf English situation. Although the Deaf English users that I have
described have beeﬁ adolescents, for linguistic purposes adolescents are
adults; it is at this age that language—learniﬁg abllities appear t0 begin
%o "atrophy" (cf. Ienneberg, 1967)}. In the case of deaf adolescents,

. English usage has a}réady "frozen" or "crystallized" by this age; it is
charécterized neither by the short sentences and neat overgeneralizations

of early child language,. nor by the greater grammatical sophistication.
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and competency of later stages of child language.  The English of the .-
deaf adolescent is, in most cases, -the English he will have for the réest
of hig life--unless it deteriorates. It appears to be, indeed, in .

Hymes' words.a "selective acceptance” of English lexicon and grammar,
most certainly "in a-contextlof limited oppertunity, limited ﬁéed,.and‘
« « ».more limited ability"..

(5) "Not normal"

“Samarin's (1971) comment, that the pidgin-speaking community cannot
be considered normal, also applies to the community -of Deaf English users.
The -deaf. are not .in a normél'situation; they are by #irtué of their
-_ﬁéndiéap_”not_normal”J Furthermore,. the English they use 1s not adapt«
able to all situations--i£ is, -generally speaking, & -written languagé,
for use in written communication.  Both 5ecause of its written modality
and because of its nature--a nonstandard language, restricted in form--it
cannet express all those shades of meaning gnd-sodial functions that a
standard, spoken language would. - Deaf English lacks not only redundancy,
but also fegisters and nuances.

(6) "Unsystematic"

~As for .Iabov's (1971} remark concerning the apparent unsystematicity
of pidging,  we ourselves remarked above that Deaf English may not be
wholly‘systematic in its non-standard constructions, and.that there may
be .a fair amount of individual variation (for whatever reason), and -
possibly a poorly-defined line between 1t and Standard English.

There are other possible éharacteristics«of‘pidgins and-of . pidginiza-~
tion;;to which we can compare what we know of Deaf English.  Hall (1966)

has added: "[F]rom the struckural point. of wview, a pidgin represents.
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the very first Stége of lanéuage léarning, with the:develoment'of
‘linguistic structure and lexicon arrested at this level, except for
whatever analogical extension i1s made using the resources of the ﬁidgin
itself". And furthermore, "the crystallization of structure at ﬁhis

first stage is due essentially to the slightness of contact involved"

(p. 127). Whether this reason for the particular kind of simplification’
involved in pidginization fits the Deaf English situation remains to be
discofered. Not enough is yet known about "Geafisms" and "deviant"
‘grammatical structures in ﬁhe Engliéh of deaf persons to be able to say
whether'ceftain basic'(Englisp) grammaﬁical rules aré congistently applied,
while higher-level rules are omitted or applied inconsistently, reSﬂlfing
in constructions that appéar'to be "arrested developments" of English
structure. From the little we do know about deafisms (cf. Quigley,
 Wilbur and Montanelli, 1973; Quigley, Montanelli and Wilbur, 1973;-
Quigley, Smith and Wilbur, 1974), it is certainly possible that théy-fit
"Hall's description of the pidginization process. The experimehtxdeSCriﬁed
in the next chapter was designed to shed more light on this and other
agpects of the Deaf English problem.

Objections might be raised to the inclusion of Deaf English among
either English nonstandard dialects or English-based pidging, if Deaf
English'were'foﬁndrto'haVE'very many idiosyncratic grammatical construd-
tions and lexical usage’ among its users. waéver5 any such idiosyn-

- cracies could be explained as results of deafness, which by its hature
does not allow for much feedback, cérreCtion, or widespread adoption of
'1ess;uSed, more esoteric grammatical constrﬁctions.g Moreover, the

"discovery" of ASL and other grammatically consistent sign languages by
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linguists has necessitated-é re-definition and a re—thinking.oﬁ tﬁe:_
nature and form of human language. Since.thé paée of the deaf is,
necessarily differgnf from that of hearing persons, in a pidgin situé—
tion as in a first-language situation, it ﬁay 5e necessary tqrbréaden
the definition of "pidgin" to include the writteﬁ,,crystallizeﬁ English
of the deaf. The very nature of deafness_and‘the-limitationé it impoées
upon language learning, language spread, and oral andrwrifteﬁ Commﬁnif
catioﬁ,.should-be taken into consideration as possible conditions for.
the creation of a pidgin.

There is another possible objection to the'inclﬁsion;of Deaf English
.émong,pidgins,_based upon the description of the.pidginizat;on process
in Voegelin and Voegelin (1964). Here & pidgin is described as a resﬁlt
~0f a non-general tendency in language contact: language A @eets_
language B and a new language, C--a gimplified agglomerate of variousr
- grammatical, lexical and phonological features of A and B--a pidgiﬂ—Fis
formed. But ﬁthe only safe criterion of a mixed language_(Pidgih
Creole) is that the unmixed languages A and B continue to be spoken
beside the mixed language C (the Pidgin Credle)ﬁ (p; 3). |

Deaf English does not. always easily fit this description. ‘For one
‘ thing, there may not be two source languages in the strict sense of the

term, since, In some caseg, ASL--or gome other standard variety:of sign

eit'should be noted that the deaf receive very little feedback or
reinforcement from written meterials, since the majority of deaf adults
cannot read above a. grade 5 level. Deaf persons are thus not exposed to
complex grammatical consbtructions and advanced vocabulary. Furthermore,
their poor reading comprehension discourages most deaf persons from ™
reading very much, and so their reading and Engllsh language skllls do
not generally 1mprove in adulthood. :
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language--is unknown %o the.deaf student. As was hypothesizéd in the
previous chapter, the deaf student (child of ﬁearing parents) ﬁay have:

nce shdred linguistic code--no "language"-—except an idiosyncratic set

of gestures. Often the makesghift Deaf English exists alone, a variant

of English imperfectly learned and "frozen" into its nonstandard form.
Mbreovef, the Standard English-speaking "prestige” group——thé teachers

and parents--do not approve of or use the nonstandard variety. Unlike
Européan traders or coloniai administrators, Standard English speakers
make no attempt to communicate in Déaf English. Although written Deaf
English is sometimes aécepted by the Standard Englisﬁ speakers from the
deaf students, more often attempts are made to correct Deaf English--to
make it conform to the sténdard. Nor is there any real desire among £he
deaf themselves to perpétuate Deafl English; it is not a matter of linguistic
~ or cultural pride among them. DeafrEnglish may merely be a convenlent
stopping point for them in their arduoﬁs ta;k of learning English. Never-
theless, this-situation does not necessarily prevent beaf English from'
being classed as a pidgin.

Even if Deaf English 1s found to be more unstable and to héve more
idiosyncracies in its grammatical constructions and lexical items than
most spoken pidgins, even if some Standard English features are included
‘with no apparent code-switching rules, and even if Deaf English is found
to change with every school generation, it could fit Labov's (1971),
DeCamp's (1961), or Reinecke's (1964) sbove descriptions of processes
bf pidginization, and certain descriptions of decreolization. ,Just as
.it.méy'be the.éase that many users.of Deaf_EngliSh mix standard cdnstruc-

tions with their nonstandard veriety, or alternate between the two, the
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‘same phenomenon occurs in pidgin and crecle usage.  DeCamp -explains .-
that Jamaican Creole covers the whole range of English usage from the.
most backward pidgin to Standard English.

" [N]early all speakers of English in Jamaica could be.

arranged in a sort of linguistic continuum, ranging from

the gspeech of the most backward peasant or- laborer all the-

way to that of the well-educated urban professional.

Each speaker represents not a single point but a span

of this continuum, for he is usually able to adjust his
speech upward or downward for some distance on'it. a(p. 82)

But as Labov and others have shown, this variation may sver Gocur within
a single.sgntence, and may.not have anﬁ apparent SOEio—liﬁguiétié |
cbndifiéﬁingll Mary H0pe Lee (personal communlcatlon, 1973) has found
many 1nstances of thls w1th1n-sentence varlatlon in West African Pldgln.
Furthermore, the Speaker hlmself may not be at all aware of the'dlffer-
enceéliﬁ.theuéypes of fulés he is using when codé;switéhiﬁg;:Or of “the
fact that he'is ﬁot sﬁeaking ”ﬁure' Standard English (Rebecca Agheylsl,
:personal‘cdmmuniéatioﬁ, 1971). A similar observatlon 1s made in

Creole Language Studies, Number IT (1961):

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 felt that the difficulty both in Sierra’

Leone and Jamaica was that the children did not realize .
that Creole (or Krio) was a different language system
from Standard English; they 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 a sign language pidgin--
Pidgin Signed English (PSE)--and produces. evidence for the_existenge of

~a PSE continuum, with Americen Sign Language (ASL) at one end and
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Standard English (signed and fingerspelled) at thenother.‘~signers often
vary their sign language usage to different_dégrees by incorporating .-
different ratios of features from each source ‘language. PSE-is,thusja
variable sign language, with structures from ASL,-usually in English
word-order, ahd employing some of the inflections‘of English.aﬁ.fériOus

times, with or-without'sociolinguistic justification for this variation.

Some signers use some inflections or tense markers in this variable way;

other signers use others. Woodward presents a_convihping case that the

fesulting_sign language is a pidgin.

It apfeafs.from_Woodward's description of.PSE thét Deaf Eng¥i§ﬁ is
_ its writtén analog, but is closer to Standafq_Engliéh inlﬁhe.continuuﬁ.
Deaf English appears to bé characterized by the saﬁe type of va:iaﬁiqﬁ
as PSE. Standard English rules are applied optionaliy_gnd Cerfaiﬁ :
_features of ASL appear to be used in Deaf English—-although, obﬁiéqsly,
the purely sign {gestural) aspects of ASL #re not present in thgfwfiﬁten
form, and more English-type features are presenp. If one were to |
translate PSE into the written_mode, it is very Qfobable.thaﬁ‘the'résult
would be very much like Deaf English as I have charactefized:if;;

All this is further--if indirect-—support_fo£ the gtatus of Deaf

English s an English-based pidgin.

3.6 The Analogy with Black English

It is only recently thatkNegro Nonstandard English (NNE) has achieved
the status of a dialect in the United States--most commonly called "Black
English". Before that, it had been felt (as it occasionally still is)
that many Blaéks spoke Engliéh without regard to proper pronunciation

and correct grammar.  Many Black persons were felt to be "linguistically
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deficient” and culturally aﬁd linguisticallyrdeprived.‘ It qu‘thbught

that they were not as verbal as whites (but cf. Baratz, 1969; Labov, 1969),
and evén that they sﬂpplemented their scanty and errqr-filled Epglish_
with meaningless_noises—-grunts——and gestureé. Whole early childhood
development and Head Start programé were baged upon these preﬁises.

Closer observation and‘carefully coﬁtrolled‘experimenﬁs by such socio- '
linguists‘as Labov (1969), Baratz (1969),_andlStewart-(l969), havé |
disprbyed.assumptions that Blacks have é 1inguistiC'deficit,__Ca#eful
studies of the language produced by Black children and adults in various

parts of the country have turned up phonemic, grammatical; and lexical

regularities which lend support to the existence of the fairly regular,

nonstapdard dialect of English which has come_to be called Black_Engiish.
There appear to_bé some simiiarities between the situatipn_of_Bl@cks

and the situatlon of the deaf with_regérd to language. Both groups are

looked upon as underprivileged, and'linguisticaily and culfurallyh.

deprived—:although for different reasons. VBoth groups have greater

than usual difficulties in schpol (some of which are seemingly a result

of their language prqblems). And both groups are felt to sufqu_from

early "environmental deprivation"”--the Black child, because of the poverty

and the_lack of education of those around him; the deafl child, begagsg_of

thgucommunicative limitations impoged upon him by his handicap.

Obviously, there are difficulties in drawing a parallel between

~Black English and Deaf Bnglish. For one thing, the deaf rarely communicate
. orally with each other, or even with hearing persons--certainly not as

 much as any hearing people, black or white, spesk to each other. Even if

Deaf English is considered in its written form, it would still be propor-

ticnately less prevalent than Black English, since many deaf people,
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hecause of their difficulties in learning Engligh, have difficulty‘(and
feel ashamed) writing in-it. Some deaf persons have very'great:diffiéulty
learning to read andrwrite, with the result thét they emerge from the
schools as functional illiterates. And further, for those who ‘do learn

to read and write, written Deaf English cannot truly be considered a
primary mode of communication, comparable to spcken Black English. None-
theless, although written Deaf English is éertainly not used as much as
spoken Black English, and ié certainly not as.épontaﬁeous or ag productive

- of new forms, for many siﬁu@tions-it-is comparable to Black English.' In
cpmmunicating with hearing persons--very often their 6wn parents and
family--the deaf may have to rely upon written Deaf English. And cerfainly
in cdmmunicating with eacﬁ other at a2 distance, whether by teletype or

by letter, the deaf must use the writing mode, much as hearing persons.
would use a telephone. {(Since, in any case, the deaf would be likely to
procduce mbre, gnd more coherent, written communications than oral ohes,
written Deaf English appears to be a reasonabie form of language producfion
to sﬁudy.)

Thére are other differences between the Black child and thé deaf
child--particularly since the deaf child has a real, physical handicap,
and really isn't receiving sufficient linguistic (verbal) input, feedback
and reinforcement.r Nonetheless, particularly for those deaf children who
have ASL as a first language, or Signed English as a first dialect (of
'English), the analogy between Black and Deaf nonstandaidxlangﬁage'groups.
has a cerﬁain:validity. The substantiated existence of Black English as
a honstandard dialect.suggests the possibility that a parallel nonstandard

dialect of English exists among the deaf.
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The possible “existencezof a - "Deaf English", however, réises some
problems. If it is found that the same forms and features are used
consisféntly and f;equently by & very great number of deaf perSoné,
then the commonality of usage that one expects from a dialect exists;
and the theory (fhe existence of Déaf English) is automaticaliy sub-
stantiated. If, however--what is more likely--nonstandard cbnstruqtioné.
and lexical items are used by only some of the population-some of the -
time;lalternating with the Standard English fdrmé, does than mean there
is no "Deaf English"? If, furthermore, some nonstandard constructions
are used by some deaf pers;ns, and others by-other deaf pérsons, and
étill other constructions appear to be idiosyncratic, does than mgan“'
that there is no such entity ag Deaf English? If there is no Dgaf Eﬁglish,
how can we account for deviances from Standard English'thatfkeep'cropping
up, consistently, with a certain--as yet undetermined--probability, in
every deaf population (e.g., tense énd article ﬁﬁission)? -Where,_in
short, do we draw the line bebtween a nonsténdard dialect and erroneous
usage? Can we continue to impbse the stigmas of "erroneous usage" and
"deafisms" upon a whole group of people, or can we learn to accept and
understand their various deviations from Standard English, until some
‘more effective way is Found of teaching them Standard English?
Not all of these questions are imppssible”to answer here. To begin
with, when considering the possibility that not all the "deafisms" and
} nonstandard_constructions in one deaf person's English mayrbe‘found_in
another deaf .person’s_English, it should be poiritéd_ out that even
dialécts-Qand particularlty such Widespread.honétandard dialects aS'Black
Engliéh——are not totally ccnsistent in all their constl_ﬂuct_ions.-~ That is

to say that rather than total agreement among all the speakers.in-all-
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aspects of the dialect, thefe are Black English features tha£ appear
fairly often in the speech of most of the_spéakers (Labov, 1971, p. 468).
The sociolinguist thﬁs can predict fairly aqcurately how offen certain
nonstandard features can be expected to occur relative to Standard English
Teatures in a sample of utterances produced by Biack English speakers.

At the same time, he may not be able to predict accurately the ratio of
occurrence of one nonstandard feature to its corresponding standard_
1f_ea_tu:re in the utterances of one Black English speaker., Furthermore,
dialects sgch as Black English (which is thoqght to have originally been
& creole) how show features of Standard English in those items that vary.
This may be due to dialect mixbure, free variation or, as Labov (1971) |
_has suggested, optional rﬁles with variable constraints upon their |
‘applitation. There exists a great deal of varistion 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 (cf. Labov,

p. 462). Nonetheless, it is agreed among linguists that Black Ehgliéh is
a dialect of English.> The varistion that is found may be due to the
existence of a dialectal continuum between "pure" Standard English on

the one hand and "pure" Black English on the other. It might also be a
result of vériation within Black English itself--i.e., optional rules

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 igs rarely reported, often because the linguist prefers to
focus upon the invariant aspects of language; more often, posgibly,
because the investigator has collected his data from only one informant
and cannct say which items and constructions are common and 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 or a lesser extent, depending upon the dialect.
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evidence for their application in a given utterance‘may not:be apfarent,
hence "free" variation) and which may reflect an earlier stage of the
dialect. - |

“"Thus, in the case of Deaf Eﬂglish, to the extent thét the uéages of
'hdnstandard features are widely shared, we are not dealing with idio- -
syneratic erroneous English.f If it can be demonstrated that a certaiﬂ
percentage of the ekperimental'Population~ﬁses varioué nonstahdard.cona
" structions ("deafism")-a ceftain percentage of the time-~even ih free
variation with the corresponding standard cqutructions--then_there'is
evidence fbr the existence of a nonstandard Deaf English in that.populal
tion. The veryrdeviancés from Standsrd English_I,referred to above, o
which keep cropping up in.every deaf population, aré tantalizing sugges-
tions of dialectal regularity, and will be dealt with ip'thé experimeﬁt
in Chapter L. |

It has been demonstrated fairlj convineingly that Black English was

originally a creole, and is presently in a post-creole sfage,'moﬁing iﬁ
the direcfion of Standard English. Creoles have been described as
"elaborated pidgins"--that is, the pidgin has been made grammatically
and syntactiéally more complex in order to deal with more complex ide&s
and situations. It can certainly be argued that the syntax and gremmar
of Black English ié just .as complex as.that of Standard English, and that .
one can use it to express any_idea,_without récourse to the circumlocu-
- tions that ére necessitated by the-generally limited grammars of pidgins.

It is possible that when more thoroﬁgh analyses of Deaf English have
been-conducted, we may not find a grammaticél complexity equivalent to

that of either Black English or Standard_Englishg nor may we find the
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same capacity for expressing complex concept. Such things as the omis-
sions of plural markers, tense markers, deterﬁiners and some prepositions
may be evidence of_ihterference from sign language rather than diéleétal
regularity. -Deaf English simply may not have the capacity to:exﬁress
complex ideas in succinet ways, and there may not.be very much. regularity
or . commonality of usage of its more complex constructions. But in the
event that we find only "simplification" of Standard English grammar, wé
have étill found regularity. Furthermore, we can stillupyovide'evidencg
that Deaf English may be an English-baged pidgin, and not simply "erroneous

usage”.
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CHAPTER FOUR

41 The Experimeﬁt :

The problem of Deaf English is an interesting one linguistically,
and investigations of it would be valuable in providing insight into thé
ways in which the deaf learn and p:oceés spoken/written ianguage, the .
difficulties they encounter, and what might be do.ﬁe about these diffi-—
culties. _

. The Charrow and Fletcher study (1974, in press) appearé tb indicate
that Standard English is ndt the ﬁative language of deaf students. Since
ASL is thg native language of only a small minority of deaf persons,
attempts should-be made to asceftain what is--or can be thought to be--fhe
hative language of most congenitally deaf‘persons..-l_have guggésted in
Chapter 2 that the averagerprelingually,deaf child of hearing parents has
no language in the sense-of & shared code. ‘Unless he is thwarted,_he'
probably devises his own ways of organizing reality and expfessing at
leasgt -some actions and relationships by means pf an idlosyncratic gestural
language. 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, fo: the most part, appear o
be Standard.English, but rather a nonstandard dialect (or a pidgin)-of
English--a "Deaf English"--which until now has been regarded only as
"errors" or "deafisms". Nonetheless, this is the English which the deaf
person uses When English is required, and although it may'improve in the
- direction of Standard English, in most cases it probably will not.

The purpose of this dissertation is to demonstrate that there is a

‘variety of nonstandard English--a "Deaf English"--which.is used, usually
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in written form, by most deaf persons in argiVen geographical area. If
deaf-pérsons understand each other's written communicaﬁions, it 18 because
_ the grammar of these communications is Deéaf English grammar. It is also
probable that‘deéf pérsons do not éomprehend'Standard English as well

ag they comprehend Deaf English. In the '"Deaf Englisﬁ“ subtest of,theff
experiment below, I have used grammatical constructions.which'appearedj
typical of déaf usage (as judged by expefienced teachers‘ofithe deaf),
’along with some constructions which were linguistically interesting but
whose typicélness was more)doubtful; Results of an error énalysis should
ihdicate which items and constructions are shared by the deaf subjects,.
--and which are idiosyneratic. These resuits can éerve as a basis for a -
linguistic description of Deaf English.

" The experiment itself might best bé'described as an.investigatiOn-
of the grammatical competence of users of Deaf English. Acéording to
Chomsk& (1965), competence is ”the_speaker-ﬁearer's.knowledge of his
language", and it should not be confused with performance--"the actual
use §f language in concrete siﬁuatibns" (é. h). Performance may be
affected by gremmatically irrelevant conditions such es slips of the
‘Longue, memory-limitations, inadvertent errors. and distractions. .
Competence, by definition, cannot be affected by-aﬁy.such conditions.
This very definition, howé#er, makes it éxceedingly difficult to examine
“competénce with any degree of validity. Tt is impossible to look at |
linguistic competence without observation and measurement_df.some agpects
of performance. There are some perfofmance measures which are feit_to
come cloger to examining competence than others: those that rely upon

the subject's unconscious linguistic intuiticns:and‘at the same time, by
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their structure and methodology, atbempt to utilize memory limitations

as a variable (e.g., Milier, 1962 ). Typically, in tests of linguistic
competence, subjects have been asked to judge the relative gramma%icélity
{or "rightness") of a number of similar utterances. ‘Jean Berko (1958),:
in the well-known "wug" experiment, questiored children, using specially
constructed pictures and nonsense syllables, to get at their growing
knowledge of English morphological rules. - In another elagsic study of
child langnage acquisition, Frager, Bellugi and Brown (1963) asked their
child subjects to repeat égntences ﬁith and without corresponding pictures
as cues, to discover whether Knowledge of certain grammetical rules must
precede both imitation and'productidn capabilities--the ICF Test. Their
results indicated that yefy young children produce more correcht responses
in an imitation task than in a comprehension task,5and-morejcorrect
responses in the comprehension'task_thaﬁ in - a productioh task.

" The pfesgnt experiment is based in part on the methodclogy of'Ffaser,
Be_llﬁgi and Brown, although I have not started from their premises, nor
have T uséd very young children as subjects. The experiment also shareé
the prémise of Baratz (1969) that if a dialectal handicap is "eﬁualiZed"
for nonstandard speakers, they should perform as well as standard
languége'speakers. That is, if pefsons primarily use a nonstandard
dialect of a'languége, they should perform ag well in their own dialect . .
as the standard speakers do in the standard dialect. By the same token,
the standard speakers should perform more poorly in the nonstandard
dialect than the nonstandard speakers.

The final premise of the experiment is that, if persons tmow two

dialects of a - language but are more fluent in one of them, they should
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perform better in their stronger_dialeqt than in. the weaker one, in a ..
test which measures in a balanced way theif éompetence.in both.dialects;
- If there is a2 dialéct of Standard.Engiish, of.an English-hased pidgin,  
common to the deaf in this:geographical area--a "Deaf English"--and if

the items on the test I have devised afe represenﬁative,of ﬁeaf English,
then, if the deaf subjects are more . "fluent” in Deaf English than in
Standard English, they should perform bettér.in imitating_Deaf English
sentences than in imitating Standard English sentences1l_Indeed,_accqrdihg
4o Stokoe's (1971) observation of.deaf'students, it is posSiblé_that the .
deaf subjects would process Standard English sentences as though they
were Deaf Engliéh,-and-believe they were imitating Standard English wlen
Ehey were actually producing the Deaf English equivalent of\a_Standard\.
English model,h If it can further be shown that.hearing'Sténdard,English
speakers perform better in a test of Standard Ehglisﬁ competence than

the deaf subjects, and worse in a test of Deaf English comﬁeteqce, then
it would be reasonable to assume thab fhe Standard_English‘and Deaf
English items were valid for tésting;the hypothesis, and that Deaf:Eng}ish
is the more normal means of (written) communication than Standerd English
for the deaf-subjecfs. If both groups were to perform equally well/poorly
on the Standard English ltems, it could mean either thaet one hypothesis
isg disprovgn—mi.e., the déaf aré ag comﬁetent in Standard Eng}ish.as the
hearing-~-or that theistandard English items were invalid. It is hignly
-unlikely, hdwgver, that both groups would perform_equally wéll/poprly .

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

hSimilarly, gpeakers of West'African.Pidgin often believe ﬁhey are
speaking Standard English, even when they have heard both varieties of
English spoken (R. Agheyisi, personal communicetion, 1971).
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all previous tests:have shown the deaf‘to be markedly infeyior to the
hearing in English. If both‘groups performréqually pqorly in-the Deaf
English subtest, it could mean that the other hypothesis_is disprpveﬁ—f
i.e., the Deaf English represented by the test sentences'is not a d?alect
of the deaf or the hearing. Or if both groups perform equally well, it
might indicate that the itgms were too easy, and gould be memorized bj
both groups in spite of the'strange grammatical structure. The most
likely assumption, however,.would be that the Deaf English;items chosen
for the test represent a'simplification of Standard English--like a’pidgin,
perhaps——that is as easy for a Standard_English speaker to use and
remember as it is for a Deaf English user. This might Well‘be the cgse;
as I suggested (in Chaptefs 2 and 3) that Deaf English is a "frgeziné"

of English grammatical structure before éll of English gramﬁa: can be
assimilated and integrated. It may be a "simpl;fied” English (cf._Menyuk,
1969, pp. 126-143),

There is also the possibility that the deafl subjects may perform_
better-in.the Standard English items than in the "Deaf English" items.
Inxthat eventuality, there are three possible explanations: _(lj the
most obvious explanation, although not necessarily the true one, is that

.the hypothesis is disproven--Deaf English is not ﬁhe more normal means.
of written communication for the deaf. (2) More plausibly, thé "Deat
English" items used in the test are not common to all the deaf subjects--

-i.e., the-Déaf English which I have constructed‘for the purposes of the
experiment is not the real Deaf English. - (3) It is possible that no
cleaf line can be drawn between Standard English and Deaf English. Deaf

English acquisition is'not, after all, like regular language acquisition,

in which, according to Menyuk (1969), a series of approximations to
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Standard'qulish rules finally results in correct ﬁse of the Standard.
English rulgs. In Deaf English there probably is not enéugh'input'and
* feedback to ponfirm or negate any but the grbsSest hypotheSeS abQut
.English grammatical structure. What may then result is & number of
warring linguistic hypotheses and concﬁmitantly variable English
language rules, yielding in édme cases--in thérsame deaf individual--a
élosér apprdximation to Standard English than in other cases.

Whatever the results of the experiment, they can provide insight

into the deaf adolescent 's knowledge of English. The data may yield
some gpecific information on thg nature of English processing errors
the deaf person is most,iikely to make, and the‘coﬁmonality of thése '
Ierrors among the deaf.

Since the subjects under investigation here are deaf, fhe test was
'a written one, which may have led to non-oral performance errors. There

ig noﬁhing inherent in this procedure which'would confound the. resulbts.-

- If a plural marker or other morphological ending is omitted in the
subjéct‘s written repetition of a Standard English sentence, that tends
to indicate a lack of knowledge in this area of Sténdard English grammar ,
‘rather than sloppy writing gkillg. .And since there iz a hearing control

group, any such errors on the part of the deaf subjects would have to be

viewed in light of the probability of subh errors occurring among the
hearing comtrols. If the deaf subjects make more such errors in Standard
English than the hearing subjects, one could fairly conclude that the

"error" is not a performance error, but rather an index of the deaf subject's

competence in. Standard English.

- Studying the written form of a language or dislect necessarily has
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its own pitfalls.‘ Because 1t ig by its nature not.as. spontaneous.as .
oral comeunication; it is more likely that the forms produced Will be .

- more carefully thought out, and less likely to be "pure" Deaf English;
Certainly, 1if the deaf student has been taught fox-many yearsrto ﬁse
determiﬁers before nouns, even though by inclination and by the rules-
"agreed upon" by the deaf linguistic commnity determiners are to be
cmitted, in a writing situation he might find his inciination'at war
“'with his training. As a result, he might produce in‘some writing samples
no determiner, in others the correct determiner, and in sﬁill others the
incorrect determiner, Thus sampleg of written beaf English from- the same
person might include structureS'spahning_the entire spectfum of English
usage--all the way from gfammatical Standard Englisﬁ, through less and
less grammatical forms, through the nonstandard but shared étructures;
to the very idiosyncratic ones (ef. Dalby, 1971, p. 119). Since the
deaf child has these warring influences of linguistic community vefsus
educétors, like the Black Nonstandard English speaker, but, uniike the
black chiid, has 1little feedback and reinforcement from either direction,
the dialect may not have as clearcut boundaries as Black Englisﬁ (although
it has been suggested that the boundary between Rlack English and.Stanaard
English is itself not clearcut). Thus, it may bé that constructions in
Standard English aﬁd Deaf English are used and'interchanged 0p£ionally,

with fewer social and linguistic regtrictions on their use. -

k.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 children of deaf parentg, who had learned ASL
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from their earliest years, and eight were childrerrl‘ of hesring parents,
who had learned ASL much 1atef, at varioué éges, in school. -Foursof-thé
~ deaf’ children of deaf parents were feﬁale, and five of the deaf children
of hearing parents were female. In addition, there was a control group
of nine hearing subjects, ninerandrten:years of age, thrée female, six,
male. All were in-graderfour at a Palb.Aito.élementary school, and:were
controls for reading grade level. All the de‘af-. subjects had I.Q.s in the
average or slightly above average range (DH: X = 106.8, SD ; 4; DD: X = 110,
SD = 9). ' T.Q. scores for the heéring controls were unamﬁilablé, but were
“Judged by.the principal to be in the average or slightly above aferage
range. Reading'grade level for'the,deaf subjects ranged from 2.5 to 5.k,
with a mean of 3.6 (8D = .7) for the deaf children of he_aripg pérents and
a mean of 3.9 (8D = .7) for the deaf children of deaf parenfs. These
gcores had been obtained at the end of the brevious schoql'year, and. 80
‘there‘prbbably was some growth in the-reading grade eqﬁivalént sgoﬁes in
the intervening eleven months. Other‘studies of deaf children's reading
 attaimment (Wrightstone, Aronow and Moskowitz, 1963) have indicated ‘that
reading grade equivalent scores typically increase less than one grade.
“level from age lO.S'to age 16.5, s0 ﬁe can assume that the reading scores
of the degf subjects in this study had not- increased more than .5 grade
level. Nﬁ_reading'scoreé were évailable for the hearing fourth graders,
but all were felt by their teachers to be average readers, and none was
| Judged to bé réa&ing above the fourth.grade level.

.The instrument was a written test, presented to each subject individ-
wally on a "TEC" computer terminal and cathode ray tube. The fést consis-

ted of 100 sentences, fifty in "Deaf English", based upon sentences
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written by deaf adolescents, and fifty equivalent Standard Eﬁglish
"translations” (see Appendix ‘A). The sentencés-were presented on the
cathode ray tube in different random orders generated for each subjeét.
Instructions for the test were givgn orally %o the hesaring subjeéts,
and in Total Communication (orally.and‘in Signed English) to the deaf

subjects. The subjects were also asked to read the instructions (see

Appendix B), and were then given two sample items to perform to make
certain they had under;tood the instructions. The.éxpérimeﬁtef'then
asked if there were ﬁny questiﬁns or problems, answered them, andt
permitted.the subject to begin.l The subject pressed-any ietter oﬂ the
keyboard, and the firét senfenéé appeared on the‘ééreen. Each sénteﬁcé
gtéyed on the screen for 6.5.sec§nds and ﬁhen.diséppeared; :Tﬁe‘subjécts
had.been inférﬁed that tﬁey.could fepeat the séﬁtence aioud wheh it
aﬁpeared, or (for the.deaf) sign or fingerspell or say it. dncé the
sentence disappeared,.the subject was required to write it,.as heIOr

shé rémeﬁﬁered.it, bﬁ an answer sheet provided forlthéf purpose..
Subjécfs haa uglimited.tiﬁe for writing their resﬁonées, and when a
subject was ready er the next sentence to appear-she/he preséed any
letter on.the ke&bpard. No mecre than two subjects ﬁere tested at any
one time, and each subjecf had his own TEC,‘which generated and theﬁ
stored the random sentence order for each Subject. The deaf subjects
.took one to one and cne-half hours to complete the test, While the
hearing cbntrqls took two tq two and one-half hours. Thisrtime difference

is not surprising if one keeps in mind the difference in age between

the two groups. Although all subjects were reading at the grade four

level, the hearing subjects were actually fourth graders, nine and ten
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years old, who had only just learned cursive Writing.: The deaf. students,
on the other hand, had a mean‘age of lh.9-years (X = 1&.6, SD = .5, for
'_the deaf chiidren of deaf parents; X = 15.2,'SD = ,5, for the deaf -
children of hearing parents), and a great deal of experience in writing,
spelling and copying. The time difference was & function of writing

speed, but this does not appear to have.affected the results,

4.3 Test Constructlon

| The "Deaf Engllsh" sentences were devised flrst and the Standard
English sentences were then composed to correspond to each Deaf Engllsh
sentence ; The Desaf Engllsh sentences were based upon & corpus of letters
and compos1t10ns Wr1tten by deaf Junlor hlgh—school students on teletype
‘at a number of schools for the deaf in Ca11forn;a and Washlngton, D.C.
I went through_this corpus, looking_for‘freqnently occurring.grammatical
constructions, and made a 1list of one hnndred and fifty of those |
gentences with phrase types, clause~ types, and lex1cal 1tems whlchrseened
most‘typrcal of the whole corpus. I then gave th1s 11st to teaehers of
the deaf.in San Francisco, Palo Alto, and Berkeley, Callfornia, and asked
them tolfind those constructions and lexical itens in the 150.sentences |
‘Whlch they felt were most typ1cal of the deaf chlldren they had taught
The teachers represented dlfferent methods of deaf education: there were
two oral teachers, from Palo Alto, and three Total Communlcatlon teachers, -
. from Berkeley. One of the latter had been an oral teacher up until a
few years ago, and the other two were themselves deaf. There was_one
Totai Communication teacher from San Francisco; ho was.also deaf.

Those sentence 1tems that three or more of the teachers agreed were

common among the deaf ‘students they had taught were retalned for the test.
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In cases where fewer than: three teachers felt sure that the item.in
guestion was common among their students,.thaf,item was retained (for
investigative'purposés) if it was linguistically interesting.-'Those'
constructions or lexical items that none of the teachers-had encountered
before were eliminated. " This investigator later added two or three
constructions of her own, for investigative purposes {these are Starredg
cf. Section 4.5).

Using the types of constructions that deaf children themselves'hadr
written unfortunately limited the scope ‘of this investigation of Deaf
English; ardifferent corpus, from different students, mighf have provided
other kinds of constructions that the deaf use fairly frequently and |
consistently, or types of-grammatical constructions that they might
process more easily. This is another aspect of the competence/performance
dilemma: these deafl students' written output dqes not neC¢ssarily reflect
accurately their grammatical competence. It 1s possible that the students
who produced the original sentences were "on their best behavior linguis-
tically, énq were p:qducing relatively less common or less ﬁnatural” {to
them) types of constructioﬁs. Because.teéchers ﬁould be familiar with
such constructions from other exercises where the students have "tried
their ﬂeSt", they might consider Egggg_thé mere common constructions,
overlgoking the less fregquent-~perhaps more errcreous, but méré "natﬁral“a-
constructions. Nonetheless, the méthod used was a reasoﬁable way.to
construct and_validate_items, although‘ﬁindsight may suggest some othe?
possibilities. | | | o

.The Standard Engiish sentences ranged:iquénéth from 8 ﬁords--lo

,mgrphémes (sentences 85 and 9&), tQ 1h wofds-—ié_of 19 morphémes (sentence

. 99). The Deaf English sentences ranged in length from 6 words--T morphemes
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(sentence 30), to 11 words--14 morphemes (sentencee 8 and 49). Mean
' sentenee length in Standard English was 10.3-words_(lS,&_ﬁorphemes);‘
' mean sentence lengih of Deaf English eentences'was 8.7 words (10,6,
‘morphemes). This difference in mean sentence length is one of the
salient differences between Standard Eﬁglish and Deaf-Englieh (whatever
"its actual form). Deaf English is hypothesized to be, in essence, a
"simplified" English, with less morphologieal-complexity than_Staﬁdard
English. |

Some-of the Deaf English and Standard English sentences'ueeq in the
test were_eonstructed specifically to test certain hypotheses deeling‘
with implicatioeal universals. For example,”it'apﬁeared froﬁ the deaf
ehildren's writing samples -that if‘a sentence relating to past time were
%o  contain more than one verb, then in the mosf likely casefthere would.
be no past tense markers; but if there were to be a-tense marker, it would

_attach itself to the first verb in the sentence.

bk Pilot Test
In order to determlne the optimum exposure time for the Sentences
on the TEC screen, a pllot version of the test was run, using four pre;
.llngually deef Junlor high echool students in a class for the deaf at
San Jose High School. (Total Communlcatlon was the method of instruction
utlllzed in thls class. ) For the first pllOt Subgeet ' the test was
. programued to run at 8 seconds per sentence, but the subjecﬁ found this
Hvery easy, end'pfeduced:aimost no errors in either the Standard Eﬁglish
or the Deaf English sentences. With the next subject, a speed of 5
Seconds per sentence was trled but thls proved o 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 Seﬁtence,-but
not enough time to memorize it, ‘This'presentétion'speed appeared to be
ideal for getting at linguistic competence, as it provided a trade~of?
between memory load and linguistic comprehension.

“Results of the pilot test alsé underlined the necesgsity éf ordering
the sentences such that no sentence in one dialect (e.g., Deaf English)
would be immediately preceded or followed by its counterpdrt in the

other dialect.

4.5 The Test Items

In this section, I will provide a brief linguistic description of
the Deaf English'sentences with reference to their Standard English

counterparts. In all cases,'thé differences between the two are surface

structure differenceé, due to one of the folldwing: a lexical difference;
nqn-application:of.Standard English rules; application of the inappropriate
Sténdard Ehglish rule; or application of a non-Standard English rule.

The semantic structure underlying each pair of sentences is essentially
the same—«théy are intended to mean the same ﬁhing. it Is only the ways

of saying it (syntactically) that differ.

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 English lexical usage. Some may bé a
result of overgeneraliéatidn of Standard English rules, and gome may turn

out to be idiosyncratic. It is more practical at this point--when the

structure, and even the existence, of Deaf English is hypothetical--to

describe the Deaf English test items.in this manner, rather than to
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construct & whole set of rules for their derivation. Such & treatment
is‘more'reaéonable in an explofatory sﬁudy-like this one. Once the
regularities of a Deaf English haye béen eStablished, syntactic rules
can be writteg.

Starred (*) items in the outline are those which the experimemter
added to the test, to discover whether the subjects were "translatiﬁg"
literally from signs to English, or "simplifying" in a type of pidgin-ﬂ

ization process. (For & listing of the test items, see Appehdix A.)“

(1) SE "likes" — DE "like to": omit present tense marker (// ASL);
) | . substitute [V + Comp] (like to) for

[Vfrans

] (1ike) (overgenerglization,‘
false anéiogy) o |
 SE "won't be able to" - DE *"will can't": .substituﬁé "can" for -

"abie‘to" (feleﬁificaﬁion of concepﬁ);
trﬁnsfer Nég from Modal (will)gto,ﬁcan"'
(// asL) |

(2) SE “Wen " 5 DE "go to": omit past tense marker (// ASL);

add redundant Prep "to" (false analogy
| » with "go to store™)
SE "he" - DE *"Jack": antecedent replaces Pronoun (pidgin-type
| simplificatién) |

SE. "had & sore toe" -» DE "sore his toe”': reinterpretation of "sore"

as a verb (// ASL; amalogous. to "hurt")

(3) SE "t0ld" - DE "say": omit past tense marker (// ASL);
substitute "say" for "tell" (semantic _ -

‘simplification)




(%)

(%)

(6)

(7)

(8)

SE

Sk

SE
SE

3

SE

SE

SE
SE
SE

SE

“BE

SE

SE

SE
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"was'" - DE "am": omit past temse marker (// ASL)

"I was late"” — DE "late": omit redundant Pronoun and Aux BE

(simplification; // ASL)

"thinks" — DE "think so': omit present tense marker (// ASL) s

éubs_titute [v + Comp ] ‘(’chink. so) for
{v] (think) (overgéneralization of. |
SE idiom "I think so™) o
"is" - DE ¢: omit copula BE (// ASL; pidgin-type simplification)
"smart enough" — DE "smart": omit guantifier (simplification)
"the " —>.DE d: omit'article (// ASL) |
"danced" — DE "dance": omit past tense marker (//.ASL)
"was" — DE ¢: omit. Aux BE (// ASL) |

"brave enough" — DE "breve": omit quantifier (simplification)

"in" - DE #: omit Prep (// ASL: "sit" = "sit on/in/etc.”)

¢ - DE "I":  reiterate Pronoun (pidgin-type."simplif;ca:tiori')
"wrote" —.DE "write": omit past tense marker (// ASL) |

"a" - DE 4:  omit article (// ASL)-

"write you a letter" - DE *'write letter you": word-order change

or omission of Prep "to" (simplification)

"at"™ - DE 4:- omit Prep (// ASL)

"night's" — DE "night": omit Possessive (// ASL)

"was" — DE ¢: omit [copula BE + tense marker] (// ASL)

"full of" - DE "full": omit Prep. (Comp) (// ASL).

"to" - DE ¢: omit Prep (simplification)

"slept" — DE "gleep": omit past tense marker (// ASL)




(9)

- (10)

SE

SE

SE

SE

SE

(11)

SE

SE

- 8E

(12)

SE

SE
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"at" - DE ¢: omit Prep (// ASL)

g lot of" - DE "many": substitute one word for phrase (simpli-

fication)
"].i.ver'-' -5 .DE "livers"ﬁ 4dd plural marker to mass: Noun (false
analogy, or misunderst-anding of Noun
i-class [Masg])-'
"cor-n"‘ - DE "corns": add plural marker to mass N_ouh_ (fa_.lsé analogy,

or misinterpretation of Noun c¢lass).

"pléyed" - DE "play": omit past tense marker (// AQL)

"a . DE.#t omitl.a.rtiréle' (// AsSL) -

"enjoyed oﬁrsalvésﬁ - DE "enjoy": omit past tense marker (// ASL);

| romit_'rédundant' reflexive
 (simplification; // ASL)

"the" - DE ¢: omit.article (// ASL).

"Said" - DE "say": omit past tense marker (// ASL)

¢ - DE *"you": -overt manifestatioﬁ of underlying Pronoun
(possible pidginﬂtype 'simplification') .

"the man is"” — DE "man': omit article (// ASL);

omit [copuls BE] (// ASL)

Mpought' —» DE "buyed": substitute past- tense marker (false‘analogy)

"5 lot of" — DE "many": substitute one word for phrase (simplifi- |
| | cation; // ASL) |
"furniture" - DE "furnitures": -add plurél‘marker‘to mass Noun
. (false analogy, or'misunderstanding

‘of Noun class)




(13)

(1)

- (15)

(16)

SR

SE

SE

Sk

SE

SE

SE

SE

SE

BE
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"finished" — DE "finish": omit past tense marker (// ASL)"

"what I was doing" — D& "to do": ‘substitute infinitive for
relative Noun clause (pidgih-
type simplification)

"played" -» DE "play': omit past tense marker {// ASL)

"told" — DE "say”: omit past tense marker (// ASL};
substitute "say" for "tell" (semantic
simplification)

"ate" — DE "eat": omit past tense marker (// ASL)

"a' - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL) -

"of" - DE ¢: omit Prep (// AsL)

"prushed" — 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 + Compl

"interested” — DE ”intéresting":"substitute present participle
for past participle (false
analogy to "X is interesting")
"in learning" — DE "to learn": substitute Infinitive for [Prep +
present participlé] (siﬁplificatioﬁ)

"what did Lincoln say": substitute

"what Lincoln said" — DE
direct question for indirect question
(generalization of conjuncticn rule;

overgeneralization of earlier rule)




(17)

SE

SE

_SE

(18)

(19)

SE

SE

SE

SE

SE

<E

(20} ¢

SE

SH

SR

80

"whose" - DE ¢: omit Relative Pronoun (// ASL)

"went" — DE "go": omi;t past tense marker (// ASL)

g l—)DE d: omit article. ( // ASL) |

"wrestling" -» DE. "wrestle": omit participial (Adj) ending ( // ASL)

"likes" - DE "like": omit present tense marker (// ASL)

"to" » DE ¢: omit infinitive marker "-to." (// asL)

"forl a Walk" - DE "to walk": suBst_itute infinitive for SE
idiomatic phrase (simplifiecation;

perhaps false analogy)

"s" - DE ¢: omi‘i; article (// ASL)
"voung girl" — DE -"girl young": [Ad] + Noun] — [Noun + AdJ]l;
word-order change (// ASL)
"heard" — DE "heared": substitute wrong past ténse' marker
(overgeneralization or false analogy)

"a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

"a" - DE #: omit article (// ASL)

"water"(V) - DE "give water” s substitute familiar [V + N] for
less familiar [V] (pidgin-type
simpli.fica.tion)

"the" - DE #: omit article (// ASL) |

"to make it grow" — DE "grow up': substi'cute [V-(+ Comp) ] for

| | | infin_itive phrase (simplification);
omit Pronoun (// ASL);
omit overt (rledundant?) causative

(simplification)
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(21} SE "there are' — DE "we have": substitute more frequenﬁ_[?rdn + V1]
construcfion‘for less frequent one
[expletive + BE] (simplification)
SE.“living" — DE "that they live": substitute subordinate clause for
| present participle (félse analogy;
or relexification of concept);
add Pronoun "ﬁheyﬁ (clarification).

SE "on" -5 DE ¢: omit Prep (// ASL)

(22) SE "rabbits" -» DE "rabbit": omit plural marker (// ASL)-
SE "a?e"-a DE "is": omit plural marker on copula BE (simplification)
SE "as soft as" — DE "soft *alike":_ subgtitute Adj "alike" for
' AdJ "like" (// ASL);
substitute Adj faiike for
coordinate conjunction "as...as
(// ast)

SE "pillows" — DE "pillow”: omit plural marker (// ASL)

(23) SE "met" - DE "meet':  omit past tense marker (// ASL)
SE "a! > DE ¢4: omit article (// ASL)
SE fwho" — DE "that he": substitute Relative Pronoun (indefinitej
+ Pronoun for Relative Pronoun (relexifi-
cation of'concept; or overgeneralization
| of conjunction rule) o
SE "wrote" — DE "write": omit past tense marker (// ASL)

.SE "pbooks" — DE "book": omit plural marker (// ASL)
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(24} SE "younger - DE ;young : omit compardtive 'ending--(simpli’fication)
"ybupger brother — DE "brother youné”: [Adj + Noun] — [Noun + Adj ]
| | (word-order change; // ASL)
SE "stays" 5 DE "stay": - o_mitxpresent tense marker '(//.AS-L)‘

"~ SE "to" 3 DE #: omit Prep (or Comp) (// ASL)

(25) SE "is painted" — DE "painting": 'substi‘tute present participle for
| Passive (simplification; // ASL)
SE "hes" - DE ¥"with": substitute Prep for V (simplification?)

' SE "a" 5 DE 4: omit article (// ASL)
(26) SE "there is" —> DE ".N_‘P hé,'s WP": substitute more freciuent construc-
| o tion type for less frequent “type
(simplification) |
_ SE "in front 'o:f‘ my house" — DE "my front of hou'se"; substitute
” idiom for prepos1t10na1 phrase (false
ana]_ogy to e.g., "my cup of tea"
S8 O"é,". 5 DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

SE "trees" - DE "tree": omit plural marker (// ASL)

(27) SE "NP will be put" — DE "house will put WP": substitute active for
passive construction (// ASL)

"SE "a" - DE 4: omit article (// ASL)

(28) SE "a" > DE #: Aomit érticle (// ASL)
SE "‘black dog" —» DE "dog black” .[Ad:} + Noun] - [I\Ioun + Ad,j], word-.
o | ' order- change (// ASL)
~ SE "ren" - DE "ru‘.n"':. omit ps.s*t: tense marker ( // AsL)
'_ SE "after" - DE *"follow": substitute V for Prep with similar

meaning (pidgin-type simplification?)
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(30) SE
SE

SE

SE

(31) sE

SE.

SE

SE

(32) sE
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"little boy" —» DE "boy little": [AdJ + Noun] — [Noun + Adj]
(word-order change; //ASL)

"a" - DE #: omit article (// ASL)

"plays" — DE "play": omit present tense marker (// ASL)
"plays a game" — DE "game play": omit article (// ASL);
' [V + NP] > [0P + V] (word-order

change; // ASL?)

"the"{2x) -» DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)
"is"(2x) - DE ¢: omit copula BE (// ASL; simplification)
"very" — DE "too": substitute superlative for Adv (pidgiﬁ-type

simplification)

"a" - DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

"have eaten" -» DE "finish eat': substitute [V + V] for compound
” | tense V wiﬁh similar meéﬁing;
omit perfeétive Men" (// AsL)
", lot off — DE "many": subsfitute one word fby phrase (// ASL;
| | | simplification); incorrect use of "many"
with mass Noun (false analogy or mis--
understanding of Noun class)
"am" — DE ¢: omit copula BE (// ASL)

"of" —» DE ¢: omit Prep (or Comp) (// ASL)

"won't be able to" — DE ¥"will can't": substitute "can" for
"able to" (relexification of concept);
transfer of Neg from Modal "will" to

“ean” (// ASL)
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SE

(33) SE

| SR

SE

SE

SE

(34) sE
SE
-BE

‘88

(35) SE

SE

(36) SE

8l

"is" - DE *"Pom": substitute antecedent for Pronoﬁn (simplifi-

cation; // ASLj
"his hand ﬁurts" — DE "sore his hand": - reinterprefation.of "sore"
ag V'(faise analogy to V "hurt”{“// ASL)
"likes" — DE "like to": omit past tense marker (// AsL); B
substitutg_[V'+‘Comp]-"like to" for

[v 1 "like" (false analogy)

trans
"she" — DE *"Mary": substitute antecedent for Pronoun
| | (simplification) |
"sent" - DE "send": omit past tense marker (// ASL)
"a" - DE ¢: omiﬁ'articlg (// asL)
"sent me a letter" — DE "éend lefﬁer me": word-order chénge or

omit Prep f// ASL)

"drove" - DE "drive": omit past tense marker (// ASL)

"a"(2x) - DE g: omit article -(// ASL)

"sat" — DE "sit": omit past tense marker (// asL)

"in" - DE ¢: omit Prep (// ASL; "sit" = "sit on/in/eﬁc;“)

"pretty girls" — DE "giﬁl pretty": omit plural marker (// ASL);
[Adj + Noun] - [Woun + Adj]
(Wp?d—order change;‘// ASL) -

"oﬁ” - DE 4: omit Prep (simplificationg or reinterpfétation of

i)

1ty - 1t .
live" a vV
8 [ trans

"interested" — DE "interesting": substitute preéent participle
for past participle (false analogy to "X is

interesting") -
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SE "in reading" — DE "to read": . substitute Infinitive for [Prep +
- present participle] (pidgin-type

simplification)

(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 past tense marker (// AST)
SE "ran" — DE "run": _omit past tense marker (// AsL).
(39) SE "eating" — DE "eat": omit present participle ending (// ASL).

SE "to" - DE ¢: omit Prep (simplification)

(40) SE "is" - DE ¢: omit copula BE (// ASL)
SE "as modern as” — DE "modern like": substitute Adv for coordinate
conjunction (// ASL)
SE "houses" — DE "house": omit plural marker (// AsL)
(41) SE "is" - DE ¢#: omit copula BE (// ASL) .

SE "breaking" — DE "break": omit present participle ending (// ASL)

(b2) SE "scared" — DE "scare": omit past participle ending (// ASL)
SE "a" > DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)
SE "bit" — DE "bited": substitute wrong past tense marker (false

analogy or overgeneralization)

(43) SE "a" — DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)

“SE "who'.— DE _'."th_at_.hve"-:_ substitute Relative Pronoun (indefinite) +

.. Pronoun for Relative Pronoun (relexification

of concept)
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'SE "looks" — DE "look": omit present tense marker (// ASL)

. SE "like" - DE *"alike": substitute Adv for Prep (// ASL, where

"ike" = "alike")

(44) SE "have-learned a lot" — DE 'have a lot of ‘learn™:. substitute

(5)

SE

(46)

SE

SE
SE

SE

“SE

(47)

SE

SE

0' .frequent present'tense_construction-“have.
{a lot of) N" for less freqﬁent—cOmpéund -
tense "have [V + en] (a lot)! (simplifica-
tion, or relexification of concept, or
- false analogy—;e.g.,."have é lbt,of X",
where X = "learn"; NB.in-ASL "learn"” =
.4.ﬁiearning") B :
"said" - DE "say": omit past tenée markef (// Ast) .
¢ — DE *"you": overf manifestation of underlyiné.Prﬁnoun'”
| | o ” (pidgin-type 'siﬁpiifiéafion') : |
"the" - DE ¢@: .omif.article (// AsL) |
s ;aDErﬁ: omit (redundént) surface:Obj' (simpiificaﬁion)
"ig" - DE ¢: omit.copula BE (// ASL) |
"the" - DE ¢§ omit article (// ASi)
“ésked" ;aDE."ask": omit past tense mérkér (// Ast)

“yas" — DE #: omit [copula BE + tense] (// ASL)

"erees" — DE “tree": omit ﬁlurél marker (// Asi)
"N will bé plaﬁtéd".—aDE "pack yafd will plant N":  substitute
active for passive construction (// ASL);
“(or false analogy, using inanimate Agent .

"pack yard")
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(48) SE "X was fed by Y" — DE "Y feed X": . substitute active for passive
- construction (// ASL);

omit past tense marker (// ASL)

(49) SE "went" - DE "go": omit pasﬁ'tense'markér (// ASL)
'SE "to" 5 DE #: omit Prep (pidgin-type simp'lification)_
SE "gof" - DE "get": omit past tense markerf(//'ASL)' o
'SE "a lot of" > DE "many": substitute one word for phrase {// ASL;
| | simplification) |
SE "sand" — DE "sands": add plural marker to mass Noun (félser
analogy or misunderstanding of Noun class)

SE "shoes" — DE "shoe": ‘omit plural marker (// ASL)

(50) SE "washes" — DE "wash": omit present tense marker (// ASL)

SE "the"(2x) — DE ¢: omit article (// ASL)'

SE "waghes the floor" —;DE "£loor wash": [V +N] -[N + V]..(word_
order change; // ASL)

SE "cleans" —aﬁE "clean": omit oresent tense marker (// ASL)

SE "cleans the car" — DE "car clean": [V + N] - [N + V] (word-order

change; //_ASL)

4.6 ‘Scoring Method

Certain errors were expected from the subjects: errors of omission, .
addition, and substitution; word-~order changeé; changes from active to
: pgssive;'and'changes from,ﬁaésive to active. In addition to these errors
Within the sentehcé,'it was essumed there might be errors that affected
the éntiré sentence: omission of a whole sentence, or subsbtitution of

either an anomalous sentence or & (grammatical)'Senténce'entirely different
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‘from the étimuius. For the coding of these error nypes, see Appendix:C,
. Errors within the sentence might occnr’on any morpheﬁe,'wordg or |
--.wnxds in the sentence, asfwell as. between an& two words in the sgntence
(e.g., additipns), and so eachrsenfence was divided into colunns; Each
column contained either a morpheme or nhe space wnicn'occursfbetween
words or at the end of the séntence. Thun,_finate three cookies" would

have ten coiumns--6 for the 6 morphemes (I, eat, [Past] three, cookle,

[Plurall), 3 for the 3. inter-word spaces, and one for the space af the
end of the»sentencg. In_this way any omission,'addition, o: subgtitutlon,
-étn._(cf,_ébbve pnragraph) could be shown tn'ocnur in a given column ofg
a given sentencn. Errors'by‘other snbjects, injthn same colnmn? could
fhus be compared, or added, to determine‘group erron patterns;

In addition to thé T&pe of error, énd'its.LOCation,'a_fhir& paramefer
was deemed necessary %o characterlze any glven error: error Intensity,
.There are seven 1nten51t1es | |

Inten31ty 1. An 1nslgn1fiéant enror, one which effects no real
change'in either the gfammaticnl'form‘or nhe'meaning of theISentenCe{
| intensity 2. Also an insignificant efror, effecting no real change -
-in the gramnar of tne séntence, bnt nossibly changing the neaning of‘it
sllghtly (e.g s the substitution of the verb run“'for'the original
verb "wa 7). Intensities 1 and 2 could occur in both Deaf English and
Standard Engllsh sentences.

Intensity 3; This. error intensity cnuld occur Qn;& in the Standard-
' English sentences. It denotes a serious error affecting-the grammatical-
ity of the Standard English sentence, resulting in what_alnative speaker
wonld normally consider an "ungrammatical gqnstnuctionf(gfg.,_fgoed”

insteaqrnf "wént“,'or'"they has been").
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Error'intensities b and~5“could cecur only in the Deaf English.
sentences, since they are errors that affect~£he."grammaticality?mof_‘
these senterices.

Intensity 4. This describes the sortkpf_errof_in which the item or
construction-has.been changed or "ébrrected“.in the-direction.of“Standard
English. “Since Deaf English is expected to-have qertéin grammatical
Torms that are different :.from.Standard Englisﬁ, and, in.certain cases,
to apbly {obligatory) Standard English rules only optionally,.then a
change in the direction of Standard English might be considered an "error"
in.Deaf Engiish (e.g., ”fuéniture“'instead of the (hypotheéized)-neaf
English "furnitures")-

Intensity 5. This describes an error in which the item or grammétical.

construction has been changed or "corrected" in such & way that it is |

even less like Standard English than thé‘original~~making the congtruction

"more deaf",'perhapé. In a number of the Deaf English sentences used in
the test, certain Standard English rules, which were felt to be optional

in Deaf English, were incorporated into the original sentence by the

- experimenter (e.g;, some articles were' used, and some tense markers). .

If the subject omitted these--i.e., failed to apply the optional rule--
then the change was made away -from Standard English (perhaps in the
direction of ASL), and might thus be thought of as a less standard and

more "deaf" construction. Similarly, any change of & construction or

 itém that is already Deaf English (e.g., "buyed") into yet another non-

standard form (e.g., "buy", in a past-time situation) would also be
considered an Intensitj 5 error--away from Standard English.
Intensity 6. This error could occur only in Standard English

sentences. With this intensity error, the grammar of the sentence may
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not be affected, but the .meaning: of the sentence is, and the fe’sult. is
an item; construétion,'or senténce that makes no sense-*aﬁ anomaly. -a“ 

Intensity 7. ijhis is'an'omissioﬁ or omissions wiﬁhin'either:
Standard English or Deaf English sentences (usually-toﬁard theLEnd),
as a result of memory-limitations~fomiésion via forgetfuineés}' This
error intensity'was-added.wheh'it was notéd thét subjects sométimes.left~
out the ends or middles of seﬁtences simply because the item was‘too
long to reﬁeﬂber. Inteﬁsity T efrors.are-to be.consideréd éepargtgly
from the other error intenéities,. |

Thus, for eééh subject in the expériment, the érrors or. changes made
can be thought_éf as-forming 8 h;way matfix whose baraﬁeters'are_Sentenée
ﬁumber, column within thg sentence, error Type (a@dition, sgbstifutiona.
.etc.), and error Intensity (l—T,labove);. In this way, any of theseffouf
.parameters,‘as"well as any combinatioﬁ of thém,'could be examined for
each.iﬁdividual;subject and for each gfqup 6f.subjects; Anf numbe£ of
' differentfanalyses.ﬁan potentially be'ferformed on the data, by virtue
of tﬁis-scoring procedure--although because of time limitations and the
necessarily limited scope of this dissertation, oniy the most cruciai ones
'actua}ly‘havé'beén.ﬁerformed. | | o

For thé'actual analyses, error intensitiés:l and 2 were collapsed_
and refefréd to as "krivial" errors. These were finally consideréd not
to:be errors at all,‘and_any sentence which had only trivial errors wéé
écnsidered ﬁerfeéf,_ Intensities 3 and 6 were also coliapséd,ias there
''were relatively few Intensity 6 errors, and the distinction.betweén.an

anomaly and an ungrammeticality was often very difficult to make,
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L.7 Analysis

The data were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of varisnce
(for unequal N). 'Thfee aspects of the data were examined: (1) oﬁerall
errors--i.e., the relative frequencies, for each group, of perfecf
sentences {or those with only trivial--Intensity l'of 2-—errqrs), omitted
sentences (error Type i), and sentences with one or more serious errors
(Intensities 3, %, 5 or 6). (2) Errors within Sentencés, i.e., in those
sentences with one or more serious errors, the relative fregueﬂdies of .
each error Iﬁtensity for each group. In this analysis, significant
differences between the performances of the normal subjects (IN), the
deaf children of deaf parents (vD), and the deaf children of hearing
parents (DH) in the DE and SE sentences could be discovered. (3) Errors
within sentences in different parts of speech. Relative frequencies of
11 part-of-speech errors in the SE sentences were compared for the three
groups, to determine specific differences in English competence. Simi-
larly., frequencies of 9 part-of-speech errors in the DE sentenceé were
compared écross groups.

The 11 parts of speech examined in the SE sentences were: Present
Inflection, Past Tense Markef, Copulé5 Preposition, Present Participle,
Past.Participle, Definite Article, Indefinite Article, Plural, Mass, and
Future. The 9 parts of speech examined in the DE sentences Weré the
same a8 the first 9 parts of speech examinéd in the 8E sentences.'
‘Comparisons were also made between SE and DE for éach of these 9 ﬁarts
of speech within each group of subjects. This was done to determine
whether there was any relationship for a givén group between the number
of errcrs made iﬁ SE and the number of errors médé in.DE_for a given part

of speech.




4.8 Results

4,8.1 Overall Errors

Frequency of errors (frivial; serious, omitted senténce) in SF and
DE. Questions aﬁd results follow (forla summary 6f the resulﬁé, gee
Tables 5 and 6, pp. 98-99).

Groups. Was there a significant difference among‘the-three groups 7
in thé frequency of overall errorg, averaged oVef both mgasgres—(SE and
DE)? |

Averagéd'over the 3 kinds-of errofs in bﬁth measures (SE and DE),
£he differenée between the N group and the two Deaf groups (DD and DH) .
is gignificant (p < .01). The difference betweén the two Deaf groups
is not significant (n.s.). |

N ~ (DH + DD)

X | R.5 - 91.ht
Figure 1
Langusge. Was théré-a-significant difference between SE and DE
perférmance, averaged over all grouﬁs?

Ave;aged over éllﬂgroups, the difference betweeﬁ SE aﬁd DE perform-
ance is not significant. (Hdwever, Language'by:Group interactipns are
significant, cf. below.)

Exror. Was there any significant difference between the averagé
frequencies of the 3 types of sentencé‘erﬁor (omission 6f éentence,'

" 'sentence perfect or with only trivial errors, sénﬁence with 1 or more
serious grammatical errors), averaged over all groups?

Error is highly significant (p < .001). There are significant -
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Ji differences in the average frequencies of the three types of sentence
errcr, averaged over all groups. Further analysis reveals that the
largest proportion of the variability associated with this source‘is'
accounted for by the difference between frequency of omiésiong vérsus
the other two types of sentence error (p < .01).

Interactions:

Language x Brror. 1Is there a significant difference bgtween the

average frequencies of the 3 types of overallrerror in eithér of the two
ﬂ. languages (SE and DRE), averaged over all groups?
Languége x Error is significant (p < .0l). The two one-degree of
freedom questions reveal that the significant interaction can be accounted
for by the differences be£ween the mumwbers of trivial versﬁs serious

ervors in SE sentences versus DE sentences (p < .01). See Graph 1 (p. O4).

SE DE
Trivial 25.0 | 13.k
% Omissions 2.1 _ 2.8
Serious 21.8 6.8

Figure 2

Group x Language. Are there any signifigant differences among the

. three gfoups on SE versus DE, averaged over all errors (inclﬁding
‘ trivial/perfect)}?
- Group x Languagé is n.s. The three groups did not perform signif—
icantly diffe:ently on SE versus DE averaged évé? ali.tyﬁeé of.errors.

. ‘Group x Error. Is there any significant difference among the three

groups in any of the 3 types of overall error, averaged over language

(sE, DE)?
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“Group x Erféf3 although only marginally significant, appeared to be
a tren& that was:wofth investigating fﬁrthér}' Eurther‘ana;ysi§ revealed
‘that the differehce between the Normal subjects:and ail De#f éuﬁﬁécﬁé on
. Sentences Omitféd versus the other two Er:orrclassifications waé.' |
significant (p < .0l). L

Furthermore, there was a significant difference. {p < .01) between
Normals and &ll the Deaf on Triyia;/Perfecﬁ vérsus‘Serious:errors.'

<Thus, the difference_hére is Tormal versus ali Deaf, as.Graphé 2,
3, 4, and 5 (p. 97) and Figures 37, below, show. | | |

SE DE SE DE

Serious . _ _ - Serious : ‘
per 7.6 25.2 per |- 30.3 27.7-
Subject Subject
Trivial/ Trivial/
Pgrfect 6.4 13.3 Perfect . 18.0 13.h
ber i per : P
Subject ' ) R Subject . .
Normals _ All Deaf
Figure 3 " Figure &k
. Normals AT1 Deaf
Omissions -
per: “10.0 1.8
Subject
Trivial/
- Perfect RPN s
per L9.8 31.6
Bubject
Serious : : -
per 32.8 58.1
Subject : -

”Figuré'B




SE DE
Omissions | 3.7 6.3
.'Serious S
+ . 1 k5.1 38.6
" Trivial
" Normals
Figure 6

96

s& . . DE
Omissions | . 1.1 | . 07
Serious - S R
Lt | 8.5 h1l.1
Trivial o ‘
A1l Deaf
Figure T~

Group x Error for SE. For the SE subbest, were there any signifi- -

cant differences between the three groups of subjects in the frequency

of occurrence of the three overall sentence errors (sentence omitted,

perfect or erroneous)?

For SE alone,_fhe following differences on the 3 overall sentence

errors were significant:

Bentences with Perfect
. 8cores or. only Trivial
-.uErrqra

Sentences with 1 or
more Serious Errors

Normals vs. Deaf (p < .01)

Normals vs. Deaf ~ {p < .001)

There were no significant differences among the three groups in the number

of sentences omitted. There were no‘significant differences between the

two groups of Deaf subjects on any of the 3 typeé_of'overall gentence

eryror.

Group x Error for DE. For the DE subtest, were there any significant -

differences among the three groups of subjects in the freguency of occur-

" rence of any of the 3 overall sentence errors?

For DE alone, there was only one significant difference, between the

Normals and all the Deaf on sentences omitited, significant at the .05

level. Group x Error for SE and DE is summarized in Table 7 (p. 100).
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TABLE 5

Multivariate'Analysisrof Variance,

Overall Sentence Errors

Source of Variance ar _ ' P-statistic
Groups (Normal vs. Deaf) 12,3 | | é;95%*
Language (SE vs. DE) 1,21 0.9
Error (Omitted, Perfect,

Erroneous Sentence) . 2,20 ool Bxxx
Language x Error - L 2,20 - 26, 0%%
Group x Language 2,21 0.12 |
Group x Error . - - 4,40 : 6.1-

*%p < ,01
-***p < .001.

“marginally significant

N.B. The analysis of variance is multivariate; therefore, mean squares
were not produced for each source, but were in matrix form.



TARIE 6

Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Overall Sentence

Errors, Further Analyses

99

F-statistic

Source of Varlance af -
Groups = (1) Normals vs. .
. All Deaf 6,16 §.0%*.
(2) DH vs. DD 6,16 0.3
Error _(l) Omissions vs. . R
the Rest ' 1,21 LL1.6xxx
(2} Perfect/Trivial
vs. Serious 1,21 - 10.1%*
Language
x Error (1) Omissions vs.
the Rest 1,21 0.8
(2) Perfect/Trivial
vs. Serious 1,21 53.2%%
Group
x Error (1) Omissions vs.
the Rest
(2) Normals vs.
All Deaf 1,21 10.2%%
(b) DH vs. ID 1,21 0.3
(2) Perfect/Trivial
vs. Serious
(a) Normals vs.
All Deaf 1,21 16.8%x
(b) DH vs. DD 1,21 1.07
*% p < 0L

*¥% p < 001
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TABIE 7

Multivariate Analysis of Variance, Overall Sentence Errors,

SE and DE Sentenées

 Source of Variance ooar F-statistic

SE Sentences

Perfect Sentence: N vs. A11 Deaf | 1,21 Pt ™
| DH vs. DD . 1,21 | 1.8
Omitted Sentence: N vs. All Deaf | 1,21 B
DH vs. DD 1,21 0.5
Erroneous Sentence: N vs. All Deaf 7 1,21 R 38, 7%%%
| DH vs. DD ‘1,21 s

- DE. Sentences

Perfect Sentence: N vs. All Deaf | 121 0.0
DH vs. DD 1,21 0.2
Omitted Sentence: N vs. All Deaf 1,21 12, 5%
| DH vs. DD 101 0.1
Erroneoué Sentence: N vs. All Deaf _ ‘11,21 h.8
| DH vs. DD 1,01 0.1
*p< .05
** p < .01

**% p < 001
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4L.8.2 Serious Errors Within the Sentences (SE and DE)

Frequency of serious errors (omissions, substitutions, additions, ..

word~order changes) within the SE and DE sentences, analyzed by Type_énd
Intensify. - Questions and results follow { summary in Tabie 8,.p,-106)s-*
Grbugs; Ts there a significant difference among the 3 groups of
subjects, averaged over all four Types of serious error?

- Groups is n.s.~--the difference among the three groups of.subjeéts“
averaged cver all four Typeé of error is not signifiéant1

'EEEEE{V‘IS there g Sigpificant-differenCe in the frequency Qf

occurrence of the four Types of error (averaged over all subjects)?

Error is significant (p < .01), as the figure and graph below

indicate.
S . . _ (Word-order)
Omisgion Addition Substitution . Change
X 43.2 40.5 ' 18.6 4.1
Figure 8
L0
Errors
Per
Subject
(X)
20

o ‘ A 8 : ¢
Graph 6

Errors Per Subject by Type
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Specificaily, all four Types of errors are different from'eaéh
other:- (1) Omissions are significantly different_from_ail the rest
' (ﬁ < .01). (2) Fréquency'of Substituﬁion-erﬁofs are significantly
different from the average of Typeé 3 and &4, Additions adebed—order
Changes (p < .01). (3) Frequency of Additions versus:Wbrd-ofder Chgngeé‘
is highly significant (p < .601), and accqunté‘fof most of the vari-
ability. (There'were very many fewer Word-order Changes ﬁhan_gny‘other
Type of error.} -

Inteﬁsitx. Is there a significant différence in the_fréquency of
occurrence of the.three error Intensities (averaged over all subjects)? .

Intensity (3 = serious SE error; k = error'in DE ;n_theldireétioh
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-accounfed
for by the difference in frequeﬂc&'bf erro?é of Intensity ﬁ‘vgrsus.errors
of Intenéify 5. |
Interactioﬁs:

- Brror x Intensity. Are there any significant differences among the

four Types (0, A, 8, C) of error, in any of the thfee intensitieé (3, b4,
and 5)7

Error_ﬁ Intensity is significant at the .01 level (see Figuré 9
and Graph T, below). Seé also Graph 8 (p.:loh)g

Inténsity _
3 + 6(8E).  4(DE) 5(DE)

38.5 hs,5 22,5

. op

Figure 9
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L0
Errors '
- per
Subject
(%)

20

3+6 Lo 5
Intensities

Graph 7

Errors per Subject by Intehsify

Group x Error. Aré there any significant differences among the -
three groups of subjects in the frequeﬁéy of the four efror Types
(0,A,8,0)7 R | |

Group x Error ig n.s.

Group x Intensity. Is there any significant difference among the 3

groups of subjects in the frequency .of the three error Intensities (3,

k,5)2

Group x Intensity is significant (p < .01). (See Fig. 10 and Graph 9.)

_ Infensity
3 £ 6(SE) L(DE) - . 5(DE)
Normals 10.1 ' h5.2 "13.9
Groups : DH 53.88 5.8 29.2
DD 50.7 5.7 26.0

Figure 10
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TABRLE 8§

Serious Errors Within Sentences,:

Error Type and Intensity

Source of Variance = ar: F-statistic
Groups ; 5 - 2h,20 2 . V__l.h
Error Type-(O,A,S,C) o _ 3,19 _ : : MT.Q**{
Intensity (3,4,5) ' 2,20 ' : 0D, g¥
Error x Intensity : 6,16 o 28.2%%
Group x Error f . 6,38 - 2.3
Group x Intensity ‘ o L,ho : 6. 3%*
%% p < .01
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All of the variability in Group x Intensity can be accounted for by
the difference between the Normals and. all the Deaf on Intensity 3

versus the aVerage;of Intensities 4 and 5.

4.8.3 Serious Errors Within the Sentences (Parts-of-Speech)
Serious errors within the sentencés, in different parts-of-speech.
Questions and results follow (see swmary in Table 10, p. 109).

Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. (1) In SE alone, are there any

significant differences betwgen the three groups of subjecté fﬁrlany_of'.
the eleven parts of speech? | |

- For ﬁhe 11 parts of speech in the SE sentences, there were signifi-
cant differenceé between'tﬁe Nbfmals and all the Déaf subjects on the

following measures.

“TABIE 9

SE Parts of Speech, Normal Group vs. All Deaf

Part of Speech : arf : ' ' E}statistic

Copula, - L,21 : o o Lhkx
Preposition ' 1,21 S ‘ : 21, 3%
Indefinite Article’ - 1,21 o 232
Plural 1,21 - S 1h.Bx
Mass Noun % -5 _ ‘ 18.8%
¥p < _.'05.

*4p < .01
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There were no significant differences between the two groups of Deaf
subjects on any of the eleven ﬁarts of speéch. _(See_jable 10, p. 109).H
(2) In DE aloﬁe, are there any significant differences among ‘the. .
three groups of subjects for any of the 9 parts of speech, averaged
over Intensities h.and 52 ' : 7 : |
There were no gignificant difféfences am§hg thé gﬁoupﬁ in any of
the 9 parts of speeéh in tﬁe DB séﬁfenceé'fbut.cf; analysis of Inténsity'

LI', belOW) .

Ihtensiﬁy i vé. Intensity 5——Pafts-of-$peech Within Gfoﬁg;. In DE

alone, are there any significant differences between error intensity b

(in the direction of SE) and error Intensity 5 (in the direction of DE)
for any of thé'9 parts of speech, taking each group Separateiy?
In DE alohe, there were significant differences betWeen'Intensity L

and Intensity 5 for each group of subjects, as shown in Table 11 (p. 110).

Inteﬁsity be.Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. In DE, on error
Inbensity 4 (in the:directiéﬁ of SE) alone, are there aﬁy.significant
'diffefences.among fhe.ﬁhreé groups of sgﬁjéctélfor.aﬁy_of the.9'§ar£s of
__speech? | - |
In DE, for error Intensity & alone, there was only one slgnificant.

difference: between the Normal group and both Deaf groups on past

participles (p < .05). There were no significant differences between
the two groups of Deaf subjects.

Tntensity 5--Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. In DE, on error

Intensgity 5 (in the directicn of DE) alone, are there any significant

di fferences among the three groups of subjects for any of the 9 parts

of speech?




Between Groups Differences in Frequenéy of Serious Errors

Within Sentences, for 9 Parts of-Sbeech, in SE and DE .

TABLE 10
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- F-gtatistic

## p < .01

Source of Variance SE DE
- Present tense marker: N vs. Deaf 6,0 2.0
DH vs. DD 0.0 1.3
. Past tense marker: N vs. Deaf 11.7 hor oo
| DH vs. DD - 0.9 0.9
Copula: N vs. Deaf 14 b 0.5
| DH vs. DD 0.1 0.0
Preposition: N vs. Deaf 21, 3%% 0.7
DH vs. DD -5 0.0,
Present participle: N vs. Deaf 6.5 0.2
' DH vs. DD .3 0.0
Past participle: N vs. Deaf 10.1 b3
' DH vs. DD 0.9 c.2
Definite article: N vs. Deaf 7.1 3.4
DH vs. DD 0.1 0.3
Indefinite article: N vs. 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: ¥ vs. Deaf 18.8%
DH vs. DD 3.7
Future: N vs. Deaf 1.9
' DH vs. DD 0.4
* p < .05 . (af in all cases = 1, 21)
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TABIE 11

DE--Error Intensity 4 ("Correétions") Vs

Error Intensity 5 ("Deafisms") for

Normal, DH and DD Groups

F-statistic

Part of Speech ‘ Normals | DH )
fresent tense marker 6.1 8.8 - | T.9
Paét tense marker 23,0%% : 16, B%* 17.1%
Copula 7 | 8.4 8;6 -_ o 8;2
Preposition ' ! 35.9*** 3.3 o 7.3
Present participle 3.3 0.4 0.0
Past participle  26.2%% 0.3 0.8
Definite article 3.1 0.9 _ 2.5
Indefinite article D7 .6%% 27 . 3 . 29,1x
Plural 11.57  ohoxx - 13.7%
" marginal
* p < .05
** p < 0L

**% p < LOOL

.{daf in all cases = 1, 21)
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In DE, for error Intensity 5, there were no significant differences
among the groups for any of the O parts of speech.

Normals--Parts-of-Speech in SE vs. DE. For the Normal subjects

alone, 1s there any significant &ifféreﬁée between SE and DE in ﬁhe
percentage of errors made in each of the 9 parts of speegh common to
the two subtestsg?

For the Normsl subjects, the following differences between SE and

DE in the percentage of errors in each of the 9 parté of speech are

significant:
h Past ﬁénsé markér n(p.< .05) \ (many moréﬂerfors in DE)
| Cppula : : marginal (many more.erfors ianE).
. Preposition | (p < .001) (many more errors in DE)
Past participle (p < .01) (many more errors. in DE)

Deaf--Parts-of-Speech in SE vs. DE. For both the Deaf groups
together, are there any significant differences between SE and DE 4in

>

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 single group for this question.)

>

Percentage of errors in 8E, for a given part of speech, 1s defined
as the average number of errors per subject committed in that part of
speech, divided by the number of opportunities of committing that error.
Thus, if there were 100 past tenses in the SE sentences, and a group of
Ss made an average of 20 errors per subject involving past tense, the
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 gentence. Therefore,
in order to calculate the number of opportunitiez for committing an error
in any of the 9 parts of speech in DE, it was necessary to project how
many of the 9 parts of gpeech would have been present, had the sentences
been in Standard English. Thus, if there should have been 100 copulas in
the DE sentences (if they had been in Standard English) and a group of
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TABIE 12

'Percentage of Errors in SE vs. DE in 9 Parts of Speech - -

for Normals and Al)l Deaf

F-statistic .

Source of Variance T Normals : ‘ Deaf

Present fenSe marker | o 5.9 - 16,3**
. Past teﬁSe mafker" ) o o ‘f14.9*_  “éL.3**
Copula D o 1.5” S e
Preposition - o _;‘ 8l Gxxx o '_"“'"T3b.6*%
Present partipiﬁle o RO R e “0.7
Past'pafticiple | e st e g e
.Defiﬁite“articlé ' A P L R
Indefinite articte SR 9.5 . E':m:"".20'-7':0%*'

Plural | ' " 10.0 o T i o

" merginal TR “ . (af.in all cases = 1, 21)
Cwep <L 01
*%% p < .00L
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For the two Deaf groups (here treated as a single group), the -
following were significant differences between SE and DE in the percentage

of errors made in each of the 9 parts of speech. (See Table=12,'p..112a)

Present tense marker (p < .05) (many more errors in DE)
Past tense marker (ﬁ < .01) : (ﬁany more errors in DE)
Preposition : (p < .01) (many more errors in DE)
Indefinite article (p< .01) - (many morg-errors in DE}
?lural ' (p < .05)  (many more errors in DE)

Within Groups Errors in SE vs. "Corrections" in DE. The following

questions were asked to determine whether any of the groups of‘subjects
were omitting (erroneouSIy) the same percentages of given parts of speech
from SE that they were adding to DE ("correcting” in the direction of
SE). For example, the DH group may have omitted 25 per cent of the defn
inite articles from the SE sentences, producing. grammatical erforsﬂ .Aﬁ
the same time they may have "corrected” the DE sentences bj adding‘25 per
cent of the definite articles that should have been there, had.tﬁe senten-
ces been in Standard English.
(1) For the Normal group, is there any significant difference

between SE and DE-Intensity U4 in the percentage of errors made in each
_of the 9 parts of SPeeéh? (2) For the DH groﬁp, is there any significant

difference between SE and DE-Intensity b in the percentage of errors made

subjects added an average of 50 copulas per subject, then the percentage
of errors (Intensity L--in the direction of SE) would be 50 per cent.

If, in addition, the 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 values. o ' ‘
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in each of the 9 parts of speech? (3) For the DD group, is there any.
significant difference betweeanE and DE—Iﬁﬁensity L in the percentage. 
of.errors.maﬁe in éach of the ¢ partsrof speéch? [Note: . Any non-.
significant differences in this analysis would indicate that a group

was adding (or "correcting") a.part of-speech in DE the same percentage
of the time that they were oﬁitting (or errbnéously substituting) it in

SE.} ~Results of the analysis appear in Table 13.
TABEE 13
Percentage of Errors in SE vs. "Corrections" in DE

in Each of § Parts of Speech for
Normal, DH and DD Subjects

F-statistic

Part of Speecﬁ | | - Normals ' D) _,DD
Present tensé marker - ' 0.k S 10.1 ' 035
Pagt tense marker : I 5.7 041 0.3
Copula . 8.4 - C 0 o 0.2
Prepogition o 20.7T%¥® - 0.9 0.57
. Present participle 4.8 X 0.3 1.8
Pagt participle - 18.8%% - 0.9 b1
- Definite article : - 2.8 ' 0.7 0.1
Indefinite article 13.7* 5.7 T.T
_§1ura1 | | 5.6 3.8 3.3
Cxp <05
#% p < .01

(df in all cases = 1, 21)
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Finally, the means and standard deviations were determiﬁed for the
proportion of the time each group made.errors in each part of speech,-
in SE and in DE—Intehsity b, The resulﬁs appear in Table 14 (p. 116).
" A note on sgignificance: the signifiéance-ievel was arrived at by
dividing the original signifiéance level (us.ually.. p < .o_di) bj-thé. nuiber
of hypotheses in the given program. Thus original .OOi leveis of gignifi-

cance were reduced to .0l levels (since there were @bout 10 hypotheses).
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CTABIE 1k

’*Méans and Standerd Deviatlons for FEach Group for Percentages
of Errors in 11 Parts of Speech in SE and
9 Parts of Speech in DE-Intensity b

_ source of Variance ' Normals o DH  m
Part of Speech Subtest ~ X Spb X s " %X 8D
Present tense marker SE 7 5 5 12 6 11 6
DE-+ - 16 16 = 25 12.5 20 16
Past tense marker SE ook 17 8.5 13 11
DE-4 20 7 2h 16 27 6
Copula SE 1 2 15 12 16 11
DE-4 19 15 23 14 . 23 20
Preposition SE L 3 - 17 Ni | 16 8
DE-4 - 32 16 - 21 g - 23 11
Present participle SE 3 6 21 20 35 37
DE-) 6 1k 1 11 11 11
Past participle SE 3 6 21 15 29 25
DE-4 b2 31 10 11 6 10
Definite article SE 5 9 % 20 31 39
"~ DE-L 7 10 8 8 12 9
Indefinite article. SE b b 20 8 12 6
' DE-k4 21 14 P 11 27 1
Plural SE 1 k 20 10 20 17
DE-4 23 19 36 15 . 36 16
Mess ' SE 0 0 25 12 1k 15
 Future SE o 0 6 12 i 9

N.B. - Underlined itemg are those in which the Mean is equal to approx-
imately 2 or more times the 8D--i.e., items with a reasonsble
amount of variability. :
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CHAPTER FIVE

5.1 Discussion

In this chapter, I will explain the significant results of -the
various data aﬁalyses described in Chapter 4; I will then discuss the .-
results in the light of the hypotheéis that there is a'gon-standard ‘
dialect of English (or an English-based pidgiﬁ),‘a “Dgaf English"; that -
- the deaf use instead of Standard English. On the basis of tﬁe éiperi-
mental results, T will alsoapropoée some linguistic rules for thié "Deaf

English".

5.2 Overall Errors

QEQEEE- There was a significant diffefence betweén the Normal group
-and ail the Deaf in the frequency of errors, averaged over SE and DE;

This rgsult-appears £0 be due to-two.tjpes of:erfors; H

(1) Pérfeét/Trivial: The Normai subjecfs repeated many moire SE
sentences cOrrectly (6r with only trivial erroré) tﬁan éither gfoup of
| Deaf subjects. This_explanation ig supported by thg analysis iﬁ'Chapter
4, and will_be discusséd at greater length in the explanation below.

(2) Omissionsf  The Normal subjects also omittea'many-more.sentences,
in both DE aﬁd SE, than either group of Deaf subjecfs. However, the |
analysis in. Chapter 4 reveals that it is only in DE that the Normals
omitted significantly mofe sentences than the-Deaf. This suggests that
the NOrméls found DE sentenées more difficult %o reéall than ﬁhe beaf did;
This result will be &iscuSSed more fully in the expianétion of Groﬁp x':

Error for DE, below.
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Error. There were.signifinant differendes in the average frequencies
of the 3 types of overall error, averaged over all groups. The largest
part of the variability is accounted for by the difference in frequency

between omissions and the other £wo 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 sentences with one
Or more seyious errors.

Tanguage x Error. The interaction of Ianguage x Error was sighifl-

cant. This interaction can be accounted for by the differences in

frequency_between trivial and serious errors in SE sentenceg versus DE
sentences. This means that there were very many mnre sentences_with :
ionly Trivial errors or Perfect sentences in SE than in DE. \Thené nere;'
.concomitantly; very many more DE sentences winh Serious érréréftnnnr

there were SE sentences with Serious errors.

-Grqnp x Error. The interaction of Grdnp x Error Waé mnrginnlly
significant. Furfher analysis, however, revealed tnét the difference
betwéen the EOrmal subjects and Botn gronps of Deaf.sunjects, on
sentences omiﬁted veréus the other two error ciassifications; Was'
“significant at the ;Ol level. There was nlSOVa significant difference
between the Nonmals and both groups of Deaf on Trivial (or Penfect)
versus Serious errors. | | o |

This means that the.Nbrmal subjects performed very differently
:frbm both gnonps'of Deaf Subjects-wiﬁh regard to both Triviai errors
ténd Omigsions (avernged over both SE and DE sentences). This result -
will be diScusséd further in the'explanations of Group x Error fon BE

and Group x Error for DE, below.
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Group x Brror for SE. In SR, the NOrmal‘group'repeated significantly

more sentences correctly (or with only triviél errors) thén eitherJgfoup
" of Deaf subjects (ﬁ < .01). At the same time, they had significantly
fewer sentences with one or more serious grammatical errors than either
group of Deaf subjects. (There was norsignificantrdifferencé among:the
three groups in the.number of sentences omittea in SE.)

This result indicates that the Normal-subjects had very littie
trouble with the SE sentences; the sentences were easy eﬁougﬁ for normai
9- and 10-year-olds to remember cérrectly, but not very easy fdr the
1k~ and lﬁ-year-old deaf subjects to remember. It thus appears that the
SE sentences weré represehtative‘of the dialect of English used by the
Normal subjects (Standard English). But they were probably not fepre-\
sentative of the dialect of English used by thé Deaf subjecté.

Group x Error for DE. In DE, there were no significant differences

betﬁeeﬁ the Normal group and the two Deaf groups on the number of sen-
tences Perfect (or with only Trivial errors). Nor was there any signifi-
cant differenca among the three-groups on the number of sentences with
one or more Serious errors.

However, the.Nbrmal group omitted significantly more_senﬁences than
either of the Deaf grouns. This suggests that the DE sentences were
somewhat more difficult fér the Normal subjects to remember than for the
Deaf subjects. Althoﬁgh this and later analyses indicate that the DE
-sentences uséd‘in.the experiment probably are not entirely fepresentatiVe‘
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
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not be the true "Deaf English”, there is a hint here that we are on the

right track.

5.3 Serious Errors - Type and Infensity

Error. There 1s a éignificant difference in the average frequencies
of thé 4 Types of errors (Additions, Omissions, Substitutions and Word-
order Changes).' Most of the variability can bé=accounfed_for'by-thé |
frequency of Word-order Changes. That is, thére weré very many fewer
Word-order Changes than aﬁy other error Type.

Intenéitz. There were gignificant differehces in the a&erage
frequencies of the 3 errér Intensities (3 = serious SE error; 4 = errdrg.
or "correction" in DE senfenCe in the direction of 8E;. 5 = error in Dﬁ
sentence in the direction of DE). Thig difference can be aécounted for
by the difference in frequency of erroré of Intensity h‘veréus errors of
Intensity 5.

This resﬁlt means that in the DE .séntences, all three groups ofv
sﬁbjects (averaged).tended to make 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 suppose that as speakers of j
Standard’Eﬁglish-they would be inclined to "correct" & non-standard
yariety of English to make it more like the Standard. The Deaf, however,
are not users of Standard English (cf. the diséﬁssions of Group % Error
. for SE and Grbup x Error for DE, above), and 80 i1t is more puzzling that
fﬁey would "standa:@ize" non-sfandard constructions., It may be a result
of'the way the deaf are taught English in school: they are taught
Engliéh "rules", and their mastery of them 1is ugually evaluated in tasks

involving filling in blanks, or choosing the proper graﬁmﬂtical form .
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from & mmber of possibilities. Since in the present experiment_the.

subjec¢ts had as much time as they wished to write their responses, it.

" is pogsible that they "corrected" as they wrote.

Error x Intensity. The interaction of error'Type'bj error Ihtehsity
was significant at the .01 level. This means that in Standard Eﬁgiish‘
there were more errors involving Omissions thah there were in DR, whether

of Intensity 4 ("corrections" in the direction of SE) or Intensity 5

("deafisms"). Furthermore, there were many more Additions to DE that

resulted in Intensity b errbrs_("éOrrections") than resulted in either
Intensity_5 errors ("deafisms") or grammatical errors in SE (Intensity 3).
This result is ﬁnderstandable in‘the light of the_discussion'of Intensity,
above, where it was evident that all subjects had "corrected" the DE
sentences to some extent. These "corrections" generally took the form
of Additions of parts of speech, and yielded errors of Intensity h.;.
Omiésions and Additions account for most of the vafiabilityrin
this measure. There was a tendency toward more Substitutions in SE, .
resulting in error Intenéity 3 (ungrammaticality), than for either error
Intensity in DE. | |
Since the BE sentences were 1ongér than the.DE_sentences, and
éontained more parts of speech, it is not surprising that theré_were
more Omissions and Substitutions in SE than in.DE. Nor is it surprising

thet theve should have been more Additions (in the form of "corrections™)

in the DE séntences than in the 8E sentences.

Group x Intensity. There were significant differences between the

three .groups in the frequencies of the 3 error Intensities. ALl of the

variability in this measure can be accounted for by the difference between
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the Normal group and all the Deaf on Intensity 3 ﬁersus the average of

Intensitiés # and 5. In pthef Words, ﬁhe.Ndrmal subjects made_signifiT‘
cantly fewer.gramﬁatical errors in the SE sentences (error_Intepsity‘3)_
than did_eitﬁer groﬁp of Deaf subjects. There were no significant_per-.

formance differences on Intensities 4 énd % among the three groups.

5.h ‘Serious Errors = Parts-of-Speech

Parts-of-Speech Between Groups. (1) In SE, there Were;significant_

differences between the Normals and all the Deaf on 5 of the 11 parts of
speech: Cbpﬁl&, Preposition, Indefinite Article, Plﬁral, and Mass Noun.
In other words, the Deaf subjects made most of their errors in SE in
these 5 parts of speech. ‘There were no gignificant differences betweén
the two Deaf groups on any of the 11 parts of speech; thus @arentage
(deaf or hearing) canmot account for any of these subjects' difficulties
with the SE subtest.

(2) In DE; fér the average of Intensities 4 and 5, there were no
significant differences among the groups. (However, cf. the discussion
of Intensity 4 alone, below.)

Intensity 4 vs. Intensity 5 - Parts-of-Speech Within Groupé. Ih'ﬁE,

for each group separately;'there were a number of significant differences

in the frequency of errors of Inﬁensity 4 versus Intensity 5, in various
parts of gpeech. For Past Tense Marker and Indefinite Article, all three

. groups made significantly more errors in the direction of SE ("coftections”)
than in the direction of DE. For Preposition and Past'Participié? only

the Normal group made significantly more errors in the direction of SE

than in the direction of DE. For Plural, the two Deaf groups made sig-

nificantly more errors in the direction of SE than in the direcktion of
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DE, whlle.for the Normals thls alfference was only ﬁarglnally signifi~
cant. The dlfferences between the Normal end the Deaf groups appear o
te be a result of the fact that the Normal group mede almost no errors‘
of Intensity 5 (in the direction of ﬁE) involving'Prepesitioﬁ,‘ahd
none inﬁolving Past Participle. Both Deaf groups made Inten81ty 5

errors in these two parts of speech

Intensify L - Parts—of-Speech Betweeﬁ.Groﬁps.. Iﬁ DE,.fer error
Tntensity & alone ("corrections” in the direction of SE), the difference
between tﬁe'Nbrmai group and both.Deaf groups fef Pést Partici?le Was
significant. This was because almost every Normal'sﬁbjeet "corrected"
ﬁast pafticiples (usually by addiﬁg ﬁﬁe requisite'morphologicel ending),
ﬁhereas.fefy“few of the Deaf subjects did so. This is probably a part

Of speech that the Deaf subJects are not very famlllar Wlth

Normals - Parts~of~$peech in SE vs. DE. For the Normal suﬁjeets 
alcne, there were sigﬁificant diffefences betweeﬁ éE and DE.in the"
percentage of errors mede in h.perts of’ speech: .Past Tense Marker,
Cepule (ﬁerginal),.Prepesition;.end Pﬁst Participle. The Nermals; es
has been demonstrated made very few errers'in SE. They made most of |
thelr errors in DE in these L parts of speech——and most of the "errors"
in all L parts of speech were of Inten51ty 4 ("corrections" in ﬁhe'“
direction of 8E). (Cf. the discussion of Intensity b4 vs.'Intensity 5,'

above. )

Deaf - Parts—of—Speech in SE vS. DE. The Deaf greups; on the other
hand, made very many errors in SE within'sentehces, and about the same
number in DE, except for 5 of the 9 parts of'speech. For Present Tense

| Mafker, Past Tense Marker, Prepositioh, Indefinite Article, and'Plurel;
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the deaf made significantly more errors in DE. Unlike the Nermals,
however, not all of these errors were Inten31ty h correctlons in

: the dlrectlon of SE. As the discussion of Inten31ty h versus. Inten51ty
5, above, shows, there was no significant dlfference for the Deaf
between Inten51ty b and Inten51ty 5 errors for Present Tense Marker.
and Preposition. 1In these 2 parts of speech 1n the DE sentences, the.
Deaf made about as many errors in the dlrectlon of DE as they made

in the direction of SE. It appears, then, that their knowledge ef
present tense markers and prepoeitions'is quite‘differenf fromethat

¢of the Normal subjects.” | | o

Within Groups Errors.in SE vs. ”Corrections" in DE. This analysis

ras performed in order to ascertaln whether each of the three groups .
was "correcting" the same parts of speech 1n DE that they were erring
on in the SE sentenCes._ Only the non-s1gn1f1cant differences were
of interest here; Furthermore, sinCe theanrmal group'made‘very few
errors.in_the.SE sentences, any non—eignificant differencee.indiceted
that they had made very few errors (ﬁcorrecnions") in the DE sentenees.
The three significant differences (on Preposition, Past “Pe.rtici'ple,_ e_nd _
Indefinite Article) between the Nbrmels; performances in SE and in DE*I
Intensit& 4, are indications that.tney_hed "corrected".a significant
number of constructions involving thesefé parts‘ef speech-in the DB
sentences.r .
Neither group of Deaf subaects, however, showed any s1gn1f1cant
dlfferences, in any of the 9 parts of speech, between SE and DE Inten51ty
4. since they made very many errors in SE in most of these parts of
speech (cff Table 13, -2 11h), thls indicates that they made approximately

the same percentage of "corrections" (Intensity 4 errors) for the same
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parts of speech in the DE sentences. This is a very interesting and
provocétive'result, and suggests the existence of "varisble rules" among
the Deaf éﬁbjecté, accounting for this variability in performance.

Summary Discussion of Means. Table'lhv(p..llb) indicates the

percenﬁége of the time that sach grouprmade errbrs in the 11 parts of
gpeech in SE aﬁd in the 9 parts of s?eeéh.in ﬁE-Intensity Y, .

For the Normal subjécts the mean peréentageélof,errdrs made in the
SE sentences were very low, and the standard deviations very high. 'Sﬁch
errors thus appear to be fairly fandom, and indicate that the'Nbrmals
really ténd to make very few errors in SE. |

| in DE;inteﬁsity b, there were oﬂly élparts Of'épeech where the =

ﬁariability among the ﬂorﬁalzsubjeéts was fairly small (SD'§ 50 per cent
of the Mean): Past Tense Marker (X - 20, 8D =77) and Prepoéition
¥ = 32, SD_% 16}. This indicates that theré was a fair amount of
agfeement among thé Normals ag to the necesSitycof replacing thege
2 parts of speech which were missing from theroriginal DE sentences‘.

For the bH subjects, there were b parts of speech in the SE
sentences which showed a fairly small variability (8D < 50 per ¢ent of -

X). These were Present Tense Marker (X = 12, 8D = 6), Past Tense Marker

i
i

(% = 17, SD = 8.5), Preposition (% = 17, 8D = 7), Indefinite Article

(% = 20, 8D = 8), Plural (¥ = 20, 8D = 10), and Mass Noun (¥ = 25,

[i .

8D = 12). TFor theserparts of speech, then, there was a fair amount of

con#istenéy ip.thé DH group in the percentage of errors théy made in SE.
In DE-Intensity b, the DH group evinced Fairly low variability

in 4 of the parts of speech in which they had shown low vﬁriability

for SE. These were Presen£ Tensé Marker'fi =25, 8D = 12.5); Preposition
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(X

|13
I

21, 8D = 9), Indefinite Article (X = 32, SD ='1;), and Plural

(X =36, SD 15). As one can see, they‘ténﬂed_tﬁ correct a greater -
peréentage-of eacnjpart of speech. in ﬁE than‘the percentage they -

had erred on in_SEQ This behavior.Stréngly‘suggests that the DE group |
- has variable rules at least for these n ﬁarts of speech—vfuleé that
cause them to omit (or otherwise err in) the part of speech iﬁ one
situation, and to "correctf-or replace the’same ﬁart_of sﬁéech in |
another situation. _

For ﬁhe:DD group, there were.only'3 parts of speech in SE that
showed small variability. These parts of speegh were Present Tense
Marker (¥ = 11, 8D = 6),'ETeposi£ionr(i = 16, SD ='8),'and_ind¢finite-'
Article (X = 12, 8D = 6). Performance within the DD groﬁp was mbre__
variable~—léss consistent~-than in the DH grouﬁ.

" For DE-Intensity 4, the ﬁD group showed fairly small variability _
in 3 parts of'speech,-onlyle of which correspond to thé parts of‘sﬁeech;
in SE in which they hed mede errors. These were PTepositiQﬁ-(i_= 23, ”
SD =Vll) and Indefinite,Articlé (X = 27, 8D = 14). 1In addition, they
conéistently "eorrected" Present Tense Marker (X = 11, 8D = 6).

Thus, in 2 parts of speech (Prepbsition and Indefinite Article)
both groups'of Deaf subjects acted in the same?_consistent way: they
made & certain percentagé of errors in 3E, and-a generally similer
percentage of "corrections" in DE. In 2 othef parts of speech.(Pléral'
and Present'Tgnse Marker), only the DH group behavéd in thisg WaY .
Besideg this evidence for variable rules, gach group consistently:'

(i.e., low variability) made errors in SE (DH consistently made SE

errors in past tense markers and confused mass with count nouns;
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DD made SE errors in present iﬁfleCtions). Only the DD group con-

sistently made "corrections" in DE on 2 parts of speech (Past Tense

Marker and Plural) without making consistent (low variability) errors

in the same parts of speech in SE. TFor these 2 parts of speech, some
members of the DD group seem to have a firmer grasp than others of the

SE rules.

5.5 Summary and Conclusions

From the overall analysis performed on the data {Chapter 4), it

is evident that Standard English is not the normal means of communication

of the Deaf subjects, regardless of parentage. They commit very many .

errors in SE--significantly more than normal children five years younger

than themselves.

The results of the overall analysis of the DE sentences indicate
that the Deaf subjects found the DE sentences easier to remember and
repeat than the Normal subjects did. (Normals omitted signifiéantly
more. DE séntences than the Deaf.) However, comparing the Deaf subjécts'
results in SFE and DE sentences (overall errors), it is evident ﬁhat
they found the DE sentences no easier than the SE sentences to recall
and repeat cérrectly. Sentences in "Deaf English" did not "equalize
the handicap" of the Deaf subjects. It is apparent that certain aspects

of the "Deaf English" used in this experiment are not part of the Deaf

. subjects' lingulstic competence.

Ay

The results of the second set of analyses (errors within sentence--
Type-and Intensity) confirm the finding of the overall analysis that
the Deaf found the DE sentences no easier than SE sentences to recall

and repeat. . The Normals were shown to have,made‘significantly fewer
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errors within the SE sentences (Intensity 3) than‘the Deaf subjects,
which reinforces the finding in the first éef of analyses: the SE
‘rsentences do‘repreéent the'linguistic-competénCe of the Wormal subjects,
but not of thg Deaf subjects. Within the DE sentences, there-Were no |
significant differences between the Nbfmals and the Deaf'eiﬁher with
regard to number of "corrections" (Intensity 4) or with regard to nnmber~
of errors (Intensity 5). It was necessary.to pérform analyses within
sentences on various parts of speech to see whether the Nbrnals and

Deaf perfbrmed in precisely the snme way on the DE sentences.

The results 6f the third set of analyses (errors within sentences--
Parts-of-Speech) indicate that aithough dverall'scbres for errors made |
'in the DE sentences were the same for the:Nbrmals'aé for the Deaf, there
were significant differences between Normals and Deaf for'efrors and |
"eorrections” in specific parts of speech. Tn DE, the Normals made
éignificéntly more "corrections" (Intensity 4) than the Deaf involving
prepositions and past participles. Thére werélalso similaritiés and
différences between the performances of each group in the relative
frequency of DE errors (Intensity 5) versus "eorrections" (Intensityih).,
All 3 groups made significantly more "corrections" than errors for
past-tense markers, plurals, and indefinite arficles. But Only'the
" Normal gronp made significantly more "corrections" than errors involving.
prePOSitions and past participles. |

Thus, it is apparent that the Deaf did not treat the DE sentences
in the seme way as the Normals did. (There were no significant differ-
ences.between the performences of the two Deaf groups.)

' The bulk of the errors made 5y the Deaf gubjects in both the SE

and the DE sentences involved tense and aspect markers, copulas, plural
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markers, determiners, and prepositioné. The'Deaf‘éubjects oftenS
1nserted these functors into the slots where they 1oglcally should
have gone ln the DE sentences, sometlmes 1ncorrectly Interestingly,
they very often omitted these same functors in the SE sentences (cf.
Table 14, p. 116). This seems tolindiéate that the Deaf subjects
have learned most, or all, of the SE'grammar_fules, but can apply
them only ihconsistently, possibly as an afterthought. The deaf learn
these rules in school as part of thelr grammar programs; buﬁ, possibly
because ﬁhé rules are acquired so late and theré is go little feedback,
dbligatory SE rules become optional or variable where the deaf are
concerned. Froﬁ their performance in the DE sentences, it is evident
.that many of the Deaf subjects know rules of articlg insertion,rplural
marking, tense marking, and uge of prepositioﬂs and copulas; But
from their performance in the SE sentences, it also' appears that those
rules aré not fully understood or assimilated. They do nét seem to
be part of the Deaf subjects' competence. (This lends further support
to the ides that such rules are spegific to English, and are not'.
lingﬁistic universals.) |

I ﬁpuld like to propose the following ﬁariable DE rules<to explain
the performarce of the Deaf subjects in cert#in_English parts of speech.
( ) indicates optionality. | | -

Present Inflection.

r(l) V + [Pres] naV ( e )

‘es

BE
AM -
IS

(2) BE + [Pres}




Past Tense Marker

(1) V + [Past] v ({:gd})
(2) BE + [Past] > ({E;EEE ) -
Article o
(%)
CART - A
B - AN
Plural : _
N+ [PL] 5N G::S}) -

Mass: There is a strong tendency to overgeneralize all Nouns
(Mass and Count) to Count. Hence Mass Nouns are often

pluralized.
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-For all these rules, environments have'yet‘to be determined. It

would belworthwhile to investigate which optioﬁ is takén in‘a given
situation, | | | | -

 As the rules indica£e, the main systematic differences between
SE and DE that were found in this experiment are in low—levéi.mbrphom

logical rules. There may be differences in transformational rules--

possibly the non-application of the higherﬁleveL SE transformations-—but

éuch differences were not wifhin the scope of this study.

Those DE constructions which the Deaf subjects found "acceptable"

" (in the sense thet two or fewer Deaf subjects made errors in them) are
_presented below. There is & list of the conmstructions which were
acceptable 1o both groups of Deaf subjects, as well as lists of the

constructions acceptable to only the DH and only the DD group. There
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is also & list of the forms that were aéceptable to ‘the Deaf bt which
the Normal subjeéﬁéréltéré&.r ittéhould béruhdérstodd that the Normal
supjects, who know.SE~—and'made almost no changes in the.SE'Séntences~—
have the ability to play with language, and sometimes "improved upon"
the DE constfﬁctionsQ (OVérali; the Nérﬁalé'made as'man§'efrors in DE
as the Deaf. 1In a few cases, the Normals Vduﬁédeéfédﬁfﬁhe‘deaf—-cf. the:
list of forms altered by Normals--omitting'more possessive'prdnouhS and
coordinate conjunctions and-thus'ﬁrodﬁcing even less'standafdléonstrucQ
tions.) This does not detract frém the validity of these items as
examples qf DE. Only if the Deaf subjects were unabie to repeat them .
properly were they considered'ndf to be DE. |

- Not included below are most of tﬁbse“errors'which:inVOLVe tﬁe'

Deaf subjects' variable rules (hy@othesizéd abaﬁé).

5.6 DE Constructions ACCeptable.to All the DPeaf Subjects

Sentetice:
A1) but John (repeat antecedent instead of using Pronoun) 
(2) Jack (repeat antecedent instead oflusipg:frqpoqn) .
(3) I am sorry late
(4) she think so X |
she not smart (omit "enough')
(5) brave to dance (omit "enough")
(6) I sat my chair - (or "in my chair’)
(7) my house full peopie |
(8) came over my house

and sleep (my house)t:_r

(9) many livers




(10) we enjoy very much . (omit "it")
(11) igg show me (OVgrt_ﬁSequ_undQ#lying P;onduq)
L Whére maﬁ . | B |
(15)'Ilbrﬁsh my tooﬁh

andfwéér my élothes gcr_ﬁthé clothes", "clothésf)
(16) I aﬁ interestiﬁg,(to),,Nt.lu .
(l?) my brother name |
.‘(18) li?e_go_d6wntown (or_"to:downpoyn")l
(19)'héaf-voice | N | |
(21)Hwe have ”(iﬁstead of "there are")

live my street'-(or ﬁiiveAin my street")
(25) my. house pginting:'(br "my house paint . . .")
(26) my front of h9ﬁ$g (or_”my front houée")

has large lawn (or "have large lawn")
(27) 1living-room will put new rug soon -
(28) voy little
(29) rabbit oo éuté

because rabbit baby
(30) I finish eat

and I full rice (Qr "rices™)
(33) X like to me
(35) many girl pretty (or "girls pretﬁyﬁ)

livg mj street (or "live in my street")
{(37) and no sister |
(38) Ed fight Dick

and Dick run-home (or "ran home™)
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(39) I finish eat
(40) modern like other house

(41) Mike very sad

about break his arm (of""breaké”;'“bfoke“)"":

(k2) X got scare
(4%) I have a 1ot bf'learn from .
(45) you tell us
(4L6) new teacher
" what my name (of “whaﬁ name is", ﬁwhét is name™)
(uv)_back yard will plant Xb -
(48) my fafher feed - |
(49) I go to beach (orig. "I_gq.the beach")
| many sands '
{50) floor wash

car ¢lean

5.7 DE Constructions Acceptable to DH Subjects Only
Sentence: i

(13) T finish[ed] to a6

(17) go to wrestle match (1 § substituted "go wrestling”)

(20) I nave hose (1 S added "a") =~

(31) many rice (1 g omitted Mmany"; 2 added "s" to "rice™)

(33) send letter me (1 S added Prep)

5.8 DE Constructions Acceptable to DD Subjects Only

Sentence:

(1) like to Alice




-9

(6)

- (12)

(14)
(16)
(2k)
(42)

(43)

(46)
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gnd I write

many furnitures

piece pie (1 8 added Prep)

to learn (L1 8 omitted go™)

brother young | 7 _
because dog (1 8 added "theg;'g agﬁeg "a”),
alike my brother -

ask me

Changes Médé'by Normals in DE Constructions

(1)
(3)
(6)
(8)

(12)

(13)
(16)

(19)
(1)
(25)
(31)

(37

(38)

Sentence: -

with - 3 omit

I em sorry late < b omit "am" =

I sat my chair - 4 omit "my" |

my house - 3 omit "my" |

may furnitures.- T omit Plural ending
I finish to do - 2 add "what" (to do)

I am intereétingﬂ—.B éuﬁsﬁifﬁﬁé."eﬁ"

to learn - 4 omit "to"; 1 substitutes "to"
in her room - 3 omit "her”

live my étreet.- 6 add foﬁ“ |

my house painting - 3ﬂsgb§titute_fedV 
mapny rice - L omit “many"

and I full rice - 4 add "of"

and no sister - 3 add'Piﬁral~éhdiﬁg~ o
BA fight Dick - 2 add Past "ed"

and Dick run home - 2 omit "and"
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(L2) got scare - 6 add "d"
(h3) alike my brother - # substitutek"iike”
| (49) T go the beach“‘-‘ L omit "the": 5 add "to"

(50) ani car clean - 3 omit "and"

In general these.changes Were not made by the Deaf The onission'
of posse551ve pronouns was an error that only the Nbrmals cons1stently
made. It appears that they had their owWn 1dea of what this strange
veriety of English should look like.

| In conclusion, there ooes indeed appear to be a Variety of non-
standard English that the Deaf subgects use instead of Standard Engllsh.
The constructlons chosen for the DE subtest of the experlment dld not
all seem to be representative of the actual variety of English used by
the Deaf subjects. Certain constructions were recelled withont errors,
and others were recalled incorrectl& or not at 511. Still-other congtruc-
tiong nere recallee correctly some of the time,.while at other times
sutjects substitnted theiStandard_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 congtructions (invariant
for a given geographical location), Deaf English possesses variable rules.
Another way of stating tne cage would be to say that the deaf have
. learned many {obligatory) Standard English grammatical and morghologicel

rules, but they apply them optionally. An investigation of contextual

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--d4id not appear to be
valid., '

N




136

or socioiihguistic factors which may condition theée_vari&ble rules
would be valuable. |

The real "Deaf English“ is probably fairly complex, more complex
than most piagins. It can, however, be considered an instance of a
pidginization process, as was sugggsted in Chapter 3. A‘lohgitudinal
study of the acquisition'of Deaf English Would.prbvidé‘insight into
this pracess. It would be interesfing torinvestigate the effects'of
different educational methods upon the resulting variety of (Dea£)
English. It would also be”worthﬁhile to attempt to ascertaiﬁ how much
influence ASL has wpon the resultant.variety of English. It is possible
that éuch phenomena és omission-of afticles and past tense markers héve
hothing to do with intérfefence from ASL, but are simpiy redundaﬁt,
non-esséntial featufes of Bnglish that are difficult to learn and easy
ﬁo overlbok. |

The.handicap of profound pfelingual deafness has,creatéd a lihguistic
minority. Linguistic.investigatioﬁs df deaf pérsons’ (gestural) iénguage
-compétence aﬁd of tﬁeir (societai) language problems éan be of great

value both to the linguist and to the deaf themselves.
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“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 because Jack sore his toe.
Yesterday I say my teacher I am sorry late.
She think so she not smart to pass test.:-
Many people dance but ; nqt brave fto dance.
Yesteiday_I sat my chair and I write letter you.
Last night party my house full people.
last Monday Ann came Qver my house and sleep my house. .
We ate many livers beans and corns for dinner.
We play football long time and we enjoy very ﬁuch..
Foliceman say you show me where man.
Mother bu&ed many furniturqs for our new house.
Yesterday I finish to do then I play ball.
I say my father I eat piece pie with ice cream.
That morning I brush my tooth and wear my clothes.
I am interesting to learn what did Lincoln say.
My brother name is B1ll go to wrestle match yesterday.
Every day my family like go downtown to walk.
Girl young heared voice in her room.
I have hoge and.I give water to grass grow up.
We have ten families that they live my street.
I'think all rabbit is soft alike_pi;;ow.

Today Ann meet man that he write many book.




24,
a5.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

33.
3.
35.
36.
37.
38,
' 39.
¥0.
k1.
32,
43,
1k
45,
b6,
¥7.
18.
49.

50.

My brother young stay very close my mother.

My house painting brown énd white and ﬁith red'roof;
My front of hbuse has large lawn and few tree.

The living room will put new fug soon.

Yesterday dog black run f@llow boy little.

Our team game play tomorrow in Oaklahd;

Rabbit too cute because rabbit baby.

I finish eat many rice and I full rice.

Tom will can't play ball because Tom sore his hand.
Mary like to me s0 Mary send letter me.

Yesterday I drive car but my brother sit chair all day.

~Many girl pretty live my street now.

I am interesting to read about Indian people.

Jane say she have three brother and no sisber.
Last Thursdsy EQ fight Dick and Dick run home.
I finish eat breakfast and I go échobl.

My house not modern like other ﬁbuse;

Mike very sad about break his arm.

Jim got scare because dog bited ﬁim.

I know boy that he look alike my brother.

I have & lot of learn from my teacher.

Father and mother say you tell us Where.dog.

New teacher ask me what my name.

Next week our back yard will plant five tree.

Last night my father feed nmy baby sister.
I go the beach and get many sands'in'my ghoe.

Today mother floor wash and father car clean.
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Standard English Sentences
51. John likes Alice but John won't be able to play with Alice
' 52. Yesterday Jack went home because he had a sore toe.
53. Yesterday I told my teacher I wes sorry I was late.
54. She thinks she is not smart enougﬁ to pass the test.
55. Many people danced but I was not brave'enbugh to dance.
56. Yesterday I sat in my chair and wrote you a letter.
57. At last night's party my house was full of people.
58. last Monday Ann came over to my house and slept ‘at my‘houée.
59. We ate a lot of livér, beans and corn for dinner.
60. We played footballiarlong time and we enjoyéd ourselves very much.
61. The policeman said show me where the man is.
62. Mother bought a lot of furniture for our new-house. -
63. Yesterday I finished what I was doing then I played ball. -
64, T told my father I ate & piece of pie with ice cream.
65. That morning I brushed my teeth and put on my clothes.
- 66. I am interested in learning what'Lincoln said.
67. My brother whose name 1s Bill went to & wrestling matchjyesterday.
68. Every day my family likes to go for a walk downtown. .
69. A young girl heard a voice in her room.
TO. I have a hose and T water the grass to make it grow.
Tl., There are ten fémilieS‘living on 'my street.
.72; I think all rabbits are as soft as pillows. -
73. Today Ann met a man who wrote many books.
T4, My younger brother stays very close to my mother.
75. My house is painted brown and white and has a red roof.

76. There is a large lawn and a few trees in front of my house.
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77. A new rug will be put in the living room soon.
78. .Yésterday-a black dog ran‘after a litfie boy.
© 79. Our team plays a game tomorrow in Oaklend.
80. The rabbit is.very-cute.becauée;it is .a baby.
81. I have eaten a lot of rice and I ém full of rice.
82. Tom won't be able to play ball because his hand hurts.
83. Mary likes me SO she sent me a 1ettef: |
84, Yesterday I drove a car but my brother sat in a chair all day.
85. Many pretty girls livé on.my'street now.
8. I am interested in reading about Indian people;-
87. Jane-says-éhe has three broﬁhers-and no sisters..
88. Last Thursday Ed fought Dick and Dick ran home.
89. I finish eating breakfast and I go o school.
90. My house is not as modern as other houses..
91. Miké is very sad about breaking his arm.
2. Jim got scared -because a dog bit him.
93. T know & boy who looks like my brother. -
gk I havé“learned a lot from my teacher.. -
95. Father and mother said tell us where the dog is.
96. The new teacher asked me what my neame was.
97. Next week five trees will be planted in our back yard.
98. Last night my béby sister was fed by my father.
99. I went to tﬁe beach and got a lot of sand in my shoes;,

100. .Today mother washes the floor:and father cleans the car. .




APFENDIX B

Test Instructions

This is a test of your memory: It is not hard. You will see
some Sentenceé on the screen. You will see each sentencé for a few
seconds. When a sentence comes on‘the screen,'reéd it. When the
sentence goes away, write on the paper the sentence_you saw. Write
each sentence just the way you remember it.

Some of the sentences may seem funny, or they may not .look like
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good English. Don't worry about that. Don't try to make them better.

Just writé them the way you remember them.

When you are ready to see the next sentence, type any letter,
and the new sentence will come on the screen. Do not write until
the sentence goes away.

Do you have any questions?

I will now show you 2 examples, so you can try out the test.

When you finish the examples, T will begin the test.

Example 1:

Example 2!







APFENDIX C

Coding of EBrrors

Error Type (1-9)

1:

2:

= w

[ R RN

1:

Omit entire sentence

Omit wofd/part‘of speech
Unrelated sentenéé

Word-order change

Substitution within.faft.of speech
Substiﬁutions

Additions

Passiﬁe to active‘

Active to passive

Error Intensity (1-7)

Effects no grammatical or majJor semantic change in the
gsentence (lexical change)

Effects no ungrammaticality

Effects an ungrammaticality (for SE only)

Changes DE in the direction of SE

Changes DE in the direction of DE

' Is grammatical but anomalqus'

Omitted via. forgetfulness
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C. 7Part of Speech Classification for Use with Error Type

1. Noun , 19. Adverb

2. Proper Name 20. Definite Article
3. Pronoﬁn "21; Indefinite Article
4, Relative Pronoun 7 22;'Con3unct10n (Coordlnatlng)
5, Verb Stem 23, Congunctlon (Subordlnatlng)
6. Copula 2k, Gender (f) |
7. Auxiliary | 25, Number (Nl 10
8. Modal _ | 26. Day (Monday-Sunday)
9. Tense'(Pastj : 27. Interrogatiﬁe Adverb
10. Conjugation (Present) | 28. Interrogative Pronoun
11. Future : 29. Present Parﬁiciple (-ingj
12. Negative 30.'Comparative.(-er)
13. to (Infinitive) © '3l. Superlative (-est)
lh.'Pfeposition . R 32, Locative |
155 Plural . 33; Mass .
16. Possessive ' 3h. Case (for Pronoun)
17. Adjective 35. Past Parbiciple (-ed, en)
18. Quantifier | 36. Suﬁjungtive | o

Example: Omission of a preposition in column 6 of a sentence, resulting
in a grammatical error in SE, would be_coded.as follows:
(2 - 14, 6, 3) where 2 = Omission (Error Type); 14 = Preposition
(Part of Speech); 6 refers to the column; and 3 (Error Intensity)

ig a serious grammatical error in SE.
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