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ABSTRACT. /

Oa

P

The inflttence of socioeconomic backgrbund, sex, and Clinicians' race on

the frequency of implementation of nonstandard phdhologicd1 and gtamrafnal

structu es,was examined 1n 72 black preschoolers. In ordet to'generalize

findin s to typical clini.cal settings language samples were t4kited by. 3' black' '

and 3 white clinicians using s'pontaneoub,. paragraph completion, and sentence

repetition procedures. Result's shOwed that socioeconomic status andsex had

a strong effect on black children's usage of nonstandard phonological and

grammatical forms. More striking, data suggested that the beginnings 6f a bi-

dialectal capability were identifiable in the cliniZal setting in four- and

five-year-old black children. Discriminant analysis detailed those nonstandard

,phonological and grammatical forms which contributed to dialect differences

between lower and middle-socioeconomic black children.
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A number of imiestigators have reported nonstandard phonological, syn'-

tactic, and morphological forms in the language of'most black-Americans'

(Stewart 1965, Bailey 1966 Baratz 1968,,1969a, Ruston 1969,'1970,

Menyuk 1970 Fasold and Wolfram 1970, and Kernan 19?1). While.-:the titerature

has adequately detailed the typical form of black nOhstandard English variations,

it, has become increasingly evident that speech and language specialists have

° little information,concerning the influence of many social-clinical'variable§/

mr the frequency with which b1aCk children apply nonstandard phonological and

grammatical forms. These variables include: socioeconomic. status, sex, age

of childrep, race and sex of testing clinicians, method of stimulus presentation

employed by a teisting cljnician, and environmental variables such as family

size, and amount of environmental or oultural'assimilation.° Investigation of
a

.
suctelisical and environmental variables and their relation to ,nonstandard

performance has been urged by. Taylor (1971), Menyuk (1971) , Stamps (1972),

and Adler (1973).

Black-Americans typically use nonstandard English variations interspersed

regularly with full form standard English productions (McCaffrey 1968, Taylor

19/1, Light 1971, Kernan 1971, Ramer and Rees 1973, and Bachmann 1970). It

is hypothesized that nonstandard forms vary systematically as a function of

certain clinically relevent variables. A structural description of the re-

% ;

lationship of standard and nonstandard forms should provide the speech and

language clinician, normative information; invaluable-to identification of

legitimate communicative disorder. Menyuk (1971) in her comprehensive review.

`of the'literature on dialect variation has indicatO the need for.tomparative

structural description of different social status groups of this sort. The

following data was generated frob a preschool-day-care screening activity

rN.

carried out in Chic-ago, Illinois.
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. status and sex on the,frequency.of occurrence of-nonstandard phonological and
... ,-,.-> .

-,,e1 .

v I . . .

,. .c. % grammaticOiariations. Furthermore, the influence of'clinicians' race on

cn

O

Tfie study kovides data regarding the influence of children's socioeconomic

%.

black pteschoOlers! nonstandard Performancemas examined. This variable

'' -is of critic importance to children's performance-in many formal testing

arrangements (Pasamanick and Knobloch 1955, Savage 1971, Marwit and Marwit
r'

,

1973, Ratusnik and Koenigsknecht 1975a, among others).

METHOD

Subjects. Thevample comprised 72 black, four and five-year-old children

from radially homogeneous lower and middle-socioeconomic communities. Thirty-

six subjects attendedigreschool and day-care centers din the Lawhdaie-Garfield

Perk (West Side) area of Chicago while 36 subjects w&nt.to preschools in the

'South Shore area of Chicago, Illinois. The socioeconomic ordering of the

4
.groups was accomplished using the Warner, Meeker, and Eells (1949) Social

Status Index.

ThP two groups ranged in dge from four years,fthree months to five years,

six months with a mean age'of four years,, ten months. Each group consist-
ti

.

4 \

ed of 18 boys and 18 girls: All the children had normal hearing sensitivity

(20 dB, ISO), had language and articulatory,proficiency typical of children

in their communities, and evidenced no unusual psychological or medical history.

The children also achieved, scores falling within normal limits 'on the non-verbal

Columbia Mental Maturity Scale (1972) and COodenough Drawing, Test (1926Y(Ratusnik.
and Koenigsknecht 1975b).

Black and White Testing Clinicians. Three black and .3 white femalespeech and

language pathologists were trained in the testing procedures and carried out

the data collection in the children's preschool and day-care centers.

I) 5
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Speechn4nd Language1Elicitation Tasks. Three elicitation tasks, developed
t/

for this investigation, were administered by the .6 clinicians: 1) spontaneous,
,t

bl,

2) graph completion, and 3) sentence repetition. Three elicitation tasks
.

,

0
-

Wereer* used so that the writers might generalize the childfeL's responbes to a

t3Tical clinical setting.

o .

In the spontaneous task a subject was engaged' in spontaneous dialogue with

the clinician aacolOrfurpictures and toys were presented. All 6 clinicians used
.

a the same conversational format and scoring form'on the spontaneous speech task.

In paragraph completion the subject finished the last.phrase of a narrative stoi'y,

that was begun by the clinician. (A target phonological or graTmatical model was

introduced in the paragraph portion of the task by the clinician, yet the

child' response ,was not an immediate repetition of `he verbal model. In the

sentence repetition task the child repeated immediately the clinician's stimulus

a

sentence. The vntences were four, five, and six words in length.

Elicitation Task Reliability and Standard Error.

(>

Split-half reliability (Spearman-Brown Formula, Ferguson .1971) and

standard error of measurement (SEM) were computed for 0
the odd and even phonological

andi-grammatical items for the three elicitation tasks. This procedure was

emplgyed on t e data from each subSect group. In the black lower-socioeconomic

group the spontaneous elicitation tapk had a reliability of-0.50 (SEM = 0.05)

for. phonological items and, 0;49 (SEM = 0.06) for the grammatical items while

the spontaneous task odd-even reliability'for the `black middle-socioeconomic

group was b.92 (SEM = 0.04) for phonological-items and 0.92 (SEM = 6.04)'for the

grammatical items. In the black lower-socioeconomic group the paragraph cam-

pletibn task,had a reliability of 0.75 (SEM = 2.00) for phonological Items and

0.56 (SEM = 1.45) for grammatical items. Split-half coefficients of 0.89 (SEM.=

2.06) for phonological items and 0.85 (SEM = 0.83) for the grammatical items
0

were obtained from the responses by the black middle-socioeconomic children.

; 0 6
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In thd lower-socioeconomic group the responses to phonological items yielded

coefficients of 0.93 (SEM ='2.53) for phonological items and 0.92 (SEM := 1.59)

,t,

for grammatical items orP the sentence repetition task. Ore' this.task the

middle-socioeconomic group obtained a split-half coefficient df 0.97 (SEM = 3.25)

.for phonoiocal items and 0.90 (SEM = 1.49) for grammatical' items.

t 0

Dependent Language Measures. The three tasks were developed to sample, in a'

;:systematic fashion, children's bonstandard performance in nine phonological :and

three,,grammatical dependent (categories. The meaSures chdsen for study represent

a;tiiajor portion of the black dialectal variations previbusly identified by

Fasold and Wolfram (1970) lu Detroit, Stamph (1972) in Cleveland, Labov.(1968)

in New York 'City,) and Kernan (1971) in Oakfand.-

alle phonological categories (stal'idard full form) under study included:
%

1) postvocalic consonant clusters ind/, /nt/, ist/, /ula; 2 ) postvocalic

/r/,/--J-/; 3rpostvocalic /1/; 4), postvocalic /0/; .5) prevocalic and intervocalic

/eV; 6y prevocalic, intervdcalic, and pastvocalic /v/; 7) prevocalic /? /;

8) intervocalic and postvocalic. ana.9) theyowel re:-/ in the negative

Ycan't." The grammatical categories, -under study included: 1) copula is in

noun, adjective, and locative se"ttings,) in addition to auxiliary is in present

progressive settings (i.e., is + verb -Ping); 2) negative constructiJons; and

3) third person .aingular morphological markers.

`

Test Administration and Scoring Procedure. Each of the 6-clinicians tqsted an

equal number of children, boys and girls, from each sUbjgct group. The sequence

in which the children Jere seen by the clinicians was determined by random-

carder.procedures.while the three speech elicitatioln tasks were administeted

a o c ,

in a counter-balanced fashion'. The clinicrans presented all verbal -stimuli

'-'
L

,standara English form. All responses were recorded on Scotch Brand 1.5 MIL

04.

o
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tape using an Ampex AC60.0b-2 partable tape recorderin thia field experiment.

Two speech and language clincians transcribed and classified the tape

recorded speech sound or grammatical variations, in each dependent category,

as ether a black nonstandard English construction (BNE) or a standard

English full formutterence(n) for each of the 72 children. The percentage

of BNt Productions for each phonological and grammatical category was computed.

The 51:7 items for each child }yielded a sample in excess of 37,000 scorable

responses bythe children.

RESULT'S

A separate 2 x 2 x 2 multivariate analysis of v'ariance.(Socioeconomic

Grouping by Sem of Subject by Race of Clinician) was employed for the .composite-

A, nonstandard phonological and the composite nonstandard grammatical measures (Wintr

1962).
/

Phonological Measureshe mgtivariate analysis of .T.arIance revealed a signifiCant

effect for the Socioeconomic Grouping (F = 63.33; p 4 .00T) andSex of Subject

(F = 1.93; pes.05) factors. Although not statistically significant (F = 1.69;

p = .09) there were some differences in the per6entage of nonstandard phonological '
e

productions elicited icy the,black and white,clinicians.

b Univariate analyses of,yariance, onL for each phonological measure, dis-
,

I

played significantly higher nonstAaard.phonological usage for lowersocioeconomic

than middl - socioeconomic black preschoolers (p(.001). This resulted as the

middle-socioeconomic children interspersed the standard, full form more often
,_

,...? ,

,

.
.

than theirlower-socioeconomic counterparts in their speech sound productions.
:

The percentage of nonstandard speech sound productions and standard deviations

for each group are displayed in Table 1. It is important to note that while

) 0S

F.
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the middle-sodioeConOmic.children ulBed the standard full form more frequently
,

;

than the lower - socioeconomic children, these 611dren used a characteristic

t
I

nonstandard phonological patterning., Moreover, the standard full form was

I

never completely absent in the lewer=socioeeonomic children. The typical

/
form of nonstandard phonological productions is detailed in a later section.

c
, 0

0 A (
v.

a. .-

Table' 1 Insert,

1, I I 4 I

o
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Intervocalle, and pos,typealic fv/ plus intervocalic, pcistvocalic /-3."/ measures
..

.

did girls evid06cc higher nonstandardcperformance than boys. Tn the black
iv

c..

,

mtddle-socloeeonomic group no consistent trend ,ill it`onstandard speech sound

o ."

ss

4

usage emerged between boys and girls, In five, of nine speech sound categories;,7

postvocalic consonant clusters, postvocalic /04A)revocalic and,triterwcplic

/0/; intetvecalic and postvocalic,/ 7, and the /.;-1/ vowel measure, boys evidenced

higher percentages of nonstandard forms than girls.

Table 2 Insert

The preschooLers in the middle-socioeconomic group demonstrated some

difference in nonstandard phOnological usage when tested by black and white'

clinicians. Although ,the specified .05 level of confidence was not reached

with the multivariate lnalysis (p = .09), the middle-socioeconomic children

6
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evidenced more nonstandard speech soundproductions on seven ofnine phono-

logical

.

measves with black rather than white clinicians..., Only on the pre-

vocalic /.;="/ end the prevoc'alic, intervocalic /0/ measures were higher per-

centages of nonstandard forms noted with white clinicians. As shown in Table

3, the lowet-sbcipeconomic grouP,aaso used a. higher.percentage of nonstandard

forms, in six of nineihonological cat ,gories, i same-tace,clinical

setting. p

0 Table 3 Insert

,'
Grammatical Measures. The multivariate analysis of variance displayed a

.
. 7,G-J

V
,

A
U

significant effect for the Socioeconomic Grouping comparison (F = 53.70;
z, \

p< .001). Again,'as with the phonological measures, the lot,Yer-ocioeconomic

0

preschoolers evidenced far more nonstandard grammatical forms than the

middle-scioeconomic group. The three univariate analyses
,

of variance for -.

O.
cz

the grammatical ffieasures_were significant beyoud the .001 level.The means'

and standard deviations of nonstandard grammatical usage are showh in Table

4. Although differences are evident'in the mean scores for nonstandard

matical usage by.boys and girls (Table 5), the Sex of Subjects analysis failed

,t to reach siFificane (r - 2.22; p = .08). Boys displayed g.feater nonstandard

grammatida1 usage in both groups. Five of the s'ix-mean comparisons show more

9,

frequent implementation of nonstandard grammatical forms by males. No tendency

toward higher nonstandard grammatical usage with either hlgck or white clinicians

was demonstratpq in the multivariate comparison (F< 1.00; ns).

Table 4 and 5 Insert

Discriminant Analysis Betvfeen Social Statd4". Groupings

A major 'consict&tatio4.'in this study was whethef-black children from low

and middle social status backgrodhds preSent similar or dissimilar black

--English dialect characteristics; Above, multivariate analyses of variance

"
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4.2yealed, that loweisogioeconomic children are characteristicallyjnore non-

standard than middle-sog4oeconcmic children on both.the phOnoiogical and gram-'

matical components of language. More specifically, a discriminant analysis

(Nie, Bent, and Hull 1970) enables one to assess the corffribution''of each pf

twelve dependent language'measuresoperating .together to the 'over-all betw6n

o

group dialect difference. Previous apalyses presented in-the literature have

.

failed to assess the contiguous contribution of nonstandard forms inicrentifyind

.

,

social status 4ifferences in black children. This'mo-e efficie..(t procedure

more accurately represents the, multidimensional nature of the linguistic system.>
-

0

Table 6.displays in a;step-wise fashion the relat,ive contribution of the twelve

dependent measures to the structural difference between tower and middle-socio-

'

. . (1

`.economic black nonstandarcrEnglish. Seven of twelve measures were shown to
0

be significant contributors to dialect difference; // vowel, prevocalic ari,
G.

postvocalic /1/, tilird person singular markers, postvocalic /9/, prevocalic,

intemocaiia, and postvocalic /v/ and postvocalic /r//.?-q.
°

ti

Table 6 Insert

1

Nonstandard Structural Descriptions. This sections prLsents1 -th structural

/

forms of nonstandard productions evidenced by the twi black grpps.
/ -

Postvocalic Consonant Clusters: Simplification of postvocalic or-r,Sonant

clusters is a frequently occuring nonstandard torn)) (Labov 1968). Preschoolers

evidenced two patterns of simplification: a) deletion of the final consonant

ple nt, e.g., /1<s/ for'last, or b) deletion of both consonant cluster elements,

/1":),7 for last. The loweirsocioeconomic gro ,ip employed simplification 9f the



finar element 87% of the time while both aspects of the cluster were deleted

in the remaining (13%) nonstandard productions. The final` element of the cluster

was deleted 92%. of the time while both portions were deleted 87 of the time

in the middle-socioeconomic children's nonstandard oroduetions. In both groups

tfhe consonant cluster form most frequently simplified was /nd/ fc7,?lOwed

/st/, /nt/, and /pk/ respectively (e.g., /f,:s/ for fast, /frF n/ for friend,

/ 1 f a n / for elephant, /04:D/ for thank).

Postvocalic /1 /. The most, consistent nonstandard form used by the lower-

'socioeconomic preschoolers was the centralized J,) /for postvocalic Ill (89%).

In some environments the lip-rounded /u/ WX) and /o/ (4 %) forms were observed.

,Similarly, the middle-socioeconomic children employed the central /c)/ form

in 90% of their nonstandard reductions. The /u/ and /o/ reductions were each

observed approXimately 57 of the time. Typical examples are /ba,9 / for

/bad.-,J / for bottle, and /tJldd / for turtle.

Postvocalic /r///. Analyses revealed a higher incidence of nonstindard

reducvion in syllabic /r%/ (637) than consonantal In (377) settings in

socioeconomic children., The central /:',J / was the most consistently (91)

jk')Wer-

plAmented nonstandard form. The judges did, however, note the /u/ and /o/

reductions. The middlesocioecoriomic children algo displayed a greater tended

toward nonstandard reductionsoon the /e4/ (66%) than /r/ (24%) items. In il-,pru::-

imately 90% of the nonstandard productions the central / / was use.i vet tho

1 I p- rounded vowels were also evident (e.g.,' /11 s' f or hammer, /

mothei2, is .p..q for supper, / for deer).

Postvocalic /0/. Three nonstanda'rd forms were used by tla.

postvocalic. /0/ iteills;, M, it i\c,,, and deletion. In lower-socioeconomic

ttk was used in 857 of the nonstandard instances while deletion and /t/ lot

postvocalic /0/ was noted 127 and r of the time respectively. SiT1111,11-1v,

middle-socioeconomic children used nonstandard if/ 7(0 of the time tvhil,:

2
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and./t/ for postvocalic /0/ mcured .2.2% and 2% of the time (e.g., /tif/ for

2

teeth, /bof/ for bot-4,./bp,?.f/ for/bath,,,/bot/ for both).

Prevocalic And Intervocalic /e/q The lower-socioeconomic preschoolers
4

0

used four nonstandard forms in this pht.ological category; /t/, id!, /f/,
es o

and /e/. Eighty -four percedt itrforAlrevocalic /0,.12% /d/ for Prevocalic

4

/0/, and 4% '/f/ for prewcalic /0/ ftemsowere noted .in the lOwer-socioeconomic

group. 'On the interyocalic /0/ items the /t/ nonstandard form occured 8/%

of the time, /d/ 17% of the time'an'd ./s/ 1% of the time. In the middle-socio-
.

economic group the /t /.for prevocalic /e/ was noted in 80% of the nonstandard

productions-while /d/ (18%) and /f/ (2%) were observed less frequently. The

nonstandard forms fox.,intervocalic /0/ items were less consistent in the

middle-socioecoriomic black preschooler's than the lower-socioeconomic group; /t/

(57%), /d/ (40.%),' and /s/ (3%) Representitiv examples are: /tr. n/, /d m n/

or /f fer thin, /tz rik/ for nits DI or /E.nida-1)/ for anything °

and /fa.t/ for thought.

,>Prevocaljfc., Intervocalic, Postvocalic /v/. Two consistent nonstandard

(70 forms were 'lined in preschoolers` formulations; a) /b/ for /v/, fnrexampl'e;

/bael&ntay.Vp/ for vaiehtine,,/balola:n/ for Iftolin, /s b n/ for seven, and

b) deletion of lv/, for example, /al/ for five and dral/ for drive. In the

lower-socioeconomic group 100% of the prevocalic nonstandard forms were /b/ for

/v/ /b?ekumki c na / for vacuum Cleaner). Both nonstandard /b/ and deletion

were noted for intervocdlic /v/ Eighty -twos percent of the time /b/ for

/vPwas employed while in of the Lime the /v/ was deleted by the preschoolers

(e.g., /s b<).nt for. seven, /tibi/ for t.v.).. In postvocalic position, /v/ was

cvnsistently deleted (85%). For example, /fax/ was used for five, /mu/ for

C. .2

move and /sto/ for'stove. The remaining rionstan.8ard forms in lower-socioeconomic

children took the /b/ for. Iv! form (e.g., /slob/ for stove). Middle-socioeconomic

children'also,used nonstandard /b/ for prevocalic /v/ items exclusively. On

ii,01 3
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intervocalic---/v/ items the children encoded /b/ for /v/ in 96% of their. nonstandard

uterences.. Only 4V of the nonstandard forms were deletions. Also, on post-
-."

vocalic /v/ items 88% of the nonstandard forms were deletions wl\ile 12%

were /b/ for /v/ formulations,.

Prevocalic /"eri. Nonstandard production of prevocalic // items took one

form in both preschool groups; /d/ for /-c1:7/. Representitive examples are; /d1; /

for the, /d& m/ for them; /d1111/ for then, /dEr/ for their and /doz/.for

those.

t..23

Intervocalic, Postvocalic Three nonstandard dialect forms were observed;

/d/ or /v/ for intervocalic and postvocalic iiri items in addition to a deletion

of /-,r, Ninety-eight percent of the lowersocioeconomic group's nonstandard

forms for intervocalic items took the apical /d/ form (e.g., /fad t? / forc

father, cl,/ for other). Nonstandard performance on postvocalic /r/ items.

was not similarly consistent as 52% of the formulations were /v/ for /-*/ while

47% were deletions. Typical examples are /smuv/ or /smu/ for smooth. Less

than 1% of the time /d/ was noted in postvocalic /7 items, for example, /smild/

for smooth. The middle-socioeconomic children used the nonstandard /d/ 88%

of the time and /v/ 12% of the time in their nonstandard productions for inter-

vocalic items. Usage of /v/ for pdstvocalic /-Y7 items was observed in

68% of the nonstandard forms while' the deleted form was also evidenced frequently

(30%). The apical /d /for postvocalic /;;;;;/ was evidenced in 27 of the non-

.

standard productions.

/Zr / Vowel. Nonstandard production for /;x71 took one form; for b-41../.

For example,/kent/ was regularly used for can't.

Negation. Children's nonstandard responses to three negatiVe forms are

presented: doesn t, isn't, and didn't. In the lower-socioeconomic group /don/

or don't for doesn't items occured over 78% of the time (e.g., She don't want

any food). Double negative forms were used 10% of the.time in nonstandard con-

)
14
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structions for doesn't items (e.g., She don't eat no food, He don't get no more).

The same children consistently used ain't on the negative isn't items (e.g., It

ain't big,,He ain't my friend). For approxliOtely 27% of the nonstandard isn't

formulations double negative constructions were employed. Typical examples

wer2e; He ain't no baby, It ain't.no good. Childr'on's nonstandard responses were

also analyzed for didn't items. Over 53% of the nonstandard constructions took

the form not for didn't, for'example, He not go, or She not'go. Approximately

21% of the didn't items were formulated in double negative form (e.g., He didn't

want no food, I didn't bring no toys). The middle-socioeconomic black children

employed either /don/ or don't on 89% of the nonstandard doesn't constructions

while 10% of their formulations took the double negative form. Furthermore,

ain't for isn't was used in 90% of their nonstandard productions. Only 4%

double negagive forms were used for isn't items. In 70% of the nonstandard
0

negative constructions don't Was used rather than didn't (e.g., Sommy don't see

me Luday, for Mommy didn't see me eoday).

Third Person Singular. In both groups only one type of nonstandard morpho-

4-i>

logical form was evident; zero marking. In each nonstandard instance the /-s,-z/

verb marker was not noted by the judges (e.g., He run fast, for runs fast,

She eat her food, for She eats her food).'

Copula or Auxiliary is. In both groups the zero copula or auxiliary form
0

was the single recognized nonstandard form. All contracted forms of the verb

fell within the standard English category.

DISCUSSION

For those phonological and grammatical measures ,examined, black preschool

children from lower and middle-socioeconomic backgro\inds used bothinonstandard

and standard English formulations concurrently in their spontaneous, paragraph

P10.1.5
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completion and sentence repetition task responses. While the middle-socio-
. q.-

economic preschoolets evidenced fewer nonstandard'Oonological and grammatical,
. ,

\

constructions thah the(lower.-socioeconomic gpoup, their primary dialect was .

1... ,..) t

black :nonstandard English. Thy middle-socioeconomic .children more often inter-
.

spersed the coexisting standard English, forMtsin their nonstandard code, possibly

as a result of marefrequen't contacts with white_ standard English speaking

adults in Chicago's South Shore community., Alternately, parent,of Childrei4,
`.5

4
4.,

from the middle-socioeconomic group may emphasize those language forms,
,

standagd

01
. .

English, which they feel do not hinder upward social, 'educational, and econ-

omic mobility in heir children. The difference in
r
percentage of-Usage of

,,-

nonstandard variations between the lower and middle - socioeconomic, groups 'was

striking as the ariALyses for the phonologicaland grammatical measures displayed

significantly higher nonstandard usage in lower-socioeconomic children. It.is

not suggested, however, that there is only one lower or middle-socioeconomic

black dialect, only that social status differences' influence black nonstandard
a

speakers in most metropolitan settings. Also, it is proposedthat the group

data presented is sugficiently cpmprehensive to be directly applicable for pre-
,

school screening ar in depeth speech and language, assessment activities.

Sex influenced the frequency of usage of nonstandard forms on the phonological

structures sampled. Although tot statistically significant (p = .08)J boys

used more nonstandard grammatical forms than girls. Inspection' of Tables 2 and' .

5 revealed that while bo0 employed suhstantially more nonstandard phonological
0

and-grammaticalconstructions. than-girls, this effg, was most noticeable in
o

black lower-socioeconomic preschoolers.

Research has shown that children become conscious of racial differences

r-,
in others as early as three years of age in lower andltiddle-socioeconomic

black communities (Clark and1Clark 1939, Landreth and Johnsen 1953, Goodman

1966, and Williams and Stabler 1973). Prerequisite to the establishment of a°

L:"

1 0 0 6

a
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code--swit.ching capability with clinicians of another race, childrenmust

berme aware ofvend be able to distinguish salient racial and also personal
ri

16

characteristics in testers. It-bas been assumed 4at bidialeCtaligm is established

about the time. the child is eleven years of age (Houston 1970). Undoubtedly,

code-switching may .be dramatically 'displayed at this age. ,_01der children

should exert gfaa"ter control ;over their-danguage style in various situational

Gontexts than younger children. The'speech sound data from this study suggest,

however, that black Children in later preschool yeas),display the first signs
3

rOT alterin'g their linguistic codes in light of their perce tions of racial
. /

differences in black 'and.white female clinicians- Both m le and lower-
,.

socioeconomic children tied a higher percentage ornonstandard phonological

constructions with,black ratherthan white clinicians. It is likely that'bi-

dialectalism is a progressively established veybal skill, the develapment of

which is influenced by factors such as linguistic experience, socioeconomic

status, communal and parerital standards of speech, family pize, and frequency

or intent of adult-child interactions. While the lower-socioeconomic children

displayed more nonstandard forms with black than white female clinicians, the

code-switching effect was more pronounced in the middle-socieconomic group from

Chicago's South Shore. It is likely that parental cultiation of a bidialectal

style of speech, made possible by a smaller family constellation which allows

greater amounts of time_for teaching children, accounts for the more pronounced

code-switching in middle-socioecollomic black preschoolers. 'Also, more frequent

exposUre to white standard English models in the middle-socioeconomic black

community may exert an influence on the children's learning different.speech

styles.

In summary, for those measures examined, socioeconomic status and sex o
V A

the child influenced black preschool children's nonstandard language per

C

ance. More striking, the beginnings of a bidialectal capability may be ident-
.

ifiable for certain speech sound forms in four- and five-year-olblack children.

I
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APPENDIX

The paragraph completion task consisted of 56 easily completed, open-ended

paragraphs with colorful matching pictures while the sentence rgpettion task

was made up of 108 sentences, four, five, and six words in length. The

following are examples from those tasks.

Paragraph Completion Task:
(Stimulus Paragraph)

I see Fida the,dog.
Fido ate the ball.
The dog ate (the ball).

She i§ my mother. She
maces The woman,
is outer`. The lady (is mother).'

Look at /Carol. The dog bites'
Carol. Yes,' .ehe dog bites people.
People must be careful because
the dag (bites people).

Sentence Repetition Task:
(Stimulus Sentence)

Mother is very thin.

He isn't the last.

Mother is in the hall.

Ed doesn't like to swim.

Standard English Pull Form
of' Scored Responses

Prevocalic /r/
PostVocalic /1/

Copula is in Noun Setting'
Intervocalic
Postvocalic /6h/

Third Person Singular Marker
Postvocalic /1/

Copula is with Adjective
Prevocalic /0/
Prevocalic /v/

Negative (isn't)
Prevocalic /7/
Postvocalic /st/

Copula is with Locative
Prevocalic /;1/
Postvocalic /1/

Negative (doesn't)

The baby sits in the chair. Third Person Singular Marker
Postvocalic /r/,


