S 15’\" -----

N 'm,_"l.
DOCUMENT RESUME

““FL_008 873

oo :Galllmore, Ronald Tharp, Rcland G. '“t
_ Studies of Standard English and ‘Hawaiian Islinds
Creole Engllsh. KEEP Idnquistic Recearch, 1971—3976

Technlcal Report No. 56. o,

P ] . 'Early Education Proiject.
f?PUB,DATE ‘Mar- 76
i NOTE - - 64p.

fﬁEDns PRICE MPF-$0.83 HC-$3.50 Plus Eostage. s

f?DESCRIPTORS Aural Learning; Child Languagé; *Crecle Cultural

’.,_- Factors; Dialects; *Dialect Studies Dlgloscla,

o Elementary School Students; Engllsh' English (Second

Language); Engllsh Inctructlcn.eError Analycls
(Language) ;. *Hawaiians; Ites Analy<1 Ianguage

e . Developmént ; *Languagé ‘Re€search; Language Skills

ce ot *Language. Tests; Ncnverbal Ahlllty, Pred1c+1ve »

o T Ablllty (Testlng). Prigary Educatlon, Prognostlc

- Tests; Psychollngulst1c5° Scc1c11ngu1=t1c Speech

) i Communication; Standard” ‘Sgcken Ucage' Teachlng

o ¢ e

. - Interpretatlon° Verkal Ability; Verkal Tests
;jI TLPIERS *Hawallan Creole English; Language Repetltlon Test

g ifzé: RACT - - )
¥ ~ This regport preeents a <u:nary cf‘the llngulst1C“-m-
g research conducted at the Kamehameha Early Educatica Progral (KEEPY)'
durlng its flrst five years -of operatlcn, as vell as a deecrlptlon of
relevant llngulstlc theoriés. The Sukjects of the research are€ _the
students in the KEEP ele€mentary school (K~3) uhc were tected tulce a
year during -the fwve—year period. Two main iines of~research are
‘ d1=cussed~ (1) the development of instruments tc méasure conpetence
‘1n Standard English (theé SERT) and Hawaiian Ctecle Englleh (the
HCERT), and (2) studles of the anUlSltlon and use cf’ specrflc
:. Standard Engllsh (SB) features Lty Crecleospeaklng chlldren. The
vvlnstruments di :cussed_in theé first secticn are. deccrlbed in detail:
! “the technrgue of ellcfted .information, de’.elopment cf the test itenms,
; admlnlstratlon and ccorlng procedurgs, and apalysis of the results.
The stidies dlscussed in the second §ecticn were aime€d at detérmining
_the ncrmatlve pattern of acquisition of SE features“and explorlng the
‘effects—of various instructional apprcachec on SE feature
- acquisition. In this section there is alsc d150ussrcn of <tud1es done
with ‘a- few supposedly non-verbal children. Ccnclusrcnc are drawn
uhlch .deal with the corrélation between improvement in Standard
Engllsn, Creole English, and general larguage facility and
educatlonal development. (Author/AMH)

~

Jpp—

**********************************##***********************************

- **************************************#*###*#***#**8****###************

‘ [Kc

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

[ S S el e iy o 2 et - - S iy = 4 b bt A Senrrin | SO s e B b seitie .

Kamehameha Schools, Honolulu, Hawaii. Kamehameha “xwmw%

?w“~, - e iuethods; *Teénl; *Test CCnctructlcn““Ieetlng.mmestw- - - -

3.*‘ Reproductlons suprlied by EDRS are the best that can ke made *
* from the original dccument. -k

e b ———Ts

v s e

F N S



=
3
e
:‘ ~
'\_"
. -
.
.

.,

.

o
0o
Q

Q
3

A
N\
f O

 ERI

S

-

Technical Report {59

RY

Studies of Standard English and Hawaiian Islands Creole

Y

English:

bd

Ronald Gallimore

March, 1976

7

US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH.

- EDUCATION 8 WELFARE

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
- EDUCATION

THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
OUCEO EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

KEEP Linguistic Research, 1971-1976

Roland G. Tharp

' .PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
“MATERIAL HAS BEEN-GRANTED.BY .. - -
)] AMEHA EMe
— Ty -
EDWATION | ROJECT -,
" To THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

B3

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND ~.

USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM,”

R

(R

5

AR I L IE IIRT

B

\
:

i

d

H
1
;

B4

-~
=
:
-3
3
;

Y

LAY

'

-

sk oa

o

[TRNG-)

s

L

el

sive




[EEPeETETeT gy

- , ' Technical Reports
~of
The  Kamehameha ‘Early Education Program

i a :teaéa,;'g:h and development program established and funded by
- = ~==----... The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P. Bishop Estate
- ) ‘Ronald Callimore, Roland G. Tharp. & Gisela E. Speidel,
- ] General Editors
e - ) _ Cllen Antill
L Production Editor -

SRS 'f;he cooperation of the State of Hawaii Department of

. Education is gratefully acknowledged, &8 is:the support
and resources made available by the Sociobehavioral
‘Research _Group, MRRC, University of California, Los
Angeles. - :

-t
i,
“

- The opinions expressed herein do not necessarily
5 reflect the position, policy or have the endorse- :
- ment of The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P. Bishop
vaonecre oo s+ __Estate, or of the editors. - =
- o Published by The Kamehameha Early Education Project, 1850
R - Makuakane Street, Homolulu, HI ~ 96817 -
_3‘\‘\7? All rights reserved. No parts of this report may be
0! repraduced in any form or by any means ‘without the prior -
e . - “written peruission of The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P.
Bishop Estate. ' S ) .
NURRNERE o \ 3
* N - ’S - :
B T e e e e it o < i s b e it b < 3 e . ) - ﬂ




The Kamehameha Early Education Program

The Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) is a research and

dgbeibpment program of The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P. Bishop Estate.

»

iheﬁmission of KEEP is the development, demonstration, and dissemination

of methods for improving thg‘éﬁﬁcatiou of Hawaiian.and Part-Hawaiian

-—

children. These activities are conducted at the Ka Na'i Pono Research

o~ - '
and Demonstration Schéoi, and in public classrooms ‘in. cooperation with
theState Department of Education. KEEP projects and activities involve

‘many ‘aspects of the educational-process, including teacher training;

¢urticgldmfdeveiopment,'an&jéﬁild motivation, 1énguage,,aﬁd\c0351£ioq.

¥

‘More-detailed  descriptions of KEEP's historyiahdcoperations are jpresented.

in Technical Reports #1-4. l
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This report presents a summary of the linguistic research conducted at

EEE PN I

‘KEEP during the first five years of operation, as well as a description of

.réleﬁant.iinguisticgtheOries. Two main lines of research are discussed:

I) the development of instruments to measure competence Eg;gtanda:d English.

o PN e
B .

(ﬁhé,SERr) and Hawaiian Creole English (the HCERT), and 2)~stddiéé~dﬁ the

f?f acquisition and use of specific Standard English features by Creole-speaking :
o Wl e ;
¢/ ‘“children. It is concluded that general language facility i§ more crucial to :
S It 1 ) 4% iénguage tacllity is more crucial to :
£ v hY » )
IS ' achievement than use of a specifit-language code. Implications for classroom :
: instruction and future research are presented.™ R
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It is widely believed in Hawaii, by professionals and laymen alike, that

s linguistic factors are involved in the mutual difficulties of Hawaiian children :
St !

’anq;Hawaii.schqols. The form and extent of this involveierit have been .a. matter -3

R e e e T P

- of continuing debate. This dialogué has been influenced by U.S. Mdainland opin-

ta- -~ lon trends. During one stagé, public policy was. committed to "stamping out"
: J - N
pidgin (or broken English, as it is still sometiﬁes described). More recently,

§ the concepts of cultural difference and linguistic relativism have led wany
Ce \“ . . L .

Island educators to an opposite conclusion.
Whén KEEP began operations in 1971, the tide of opinion’in Hawaii had

__‘ﬂ__begyn_tp swingmtowardwa,morettolerant,_andeoﬁtenﬂsupportive view .of pidgin.

T

Among other efforts, the State had experimented with .teaching English as a -

R,

:second_larguage, on the assumption that pidgin (Hawalian Islands Creole)* should

o Ve sm e Ao et e e

~ be treatedvqs a seggxate and, for many,_a first language {Day, 1973a). How-
- N.

gver salutory this development, there remained a fundamental lack of knowledge 7 o

about the specific reldtion .ip of pidgin to séhBBl prtﬁieﬁs. As far as we

B e 0 e st 4 2 ek e

have been able to determine, prior to 1971 there was no empirical demonstration
; - that pidgirn-speaking children were more likely to fail in school. Mbre impor- N,
tantly, there was little but speculation and personal experiences on which to

' base a specific statement of pidgin interference. Was it tue case that use of

A

*Abbreviated to Hawaiian Creole English (HCE)




pidgin in general affected school learning? Or was it that specific skills,

(for example, learning symbol-sound relationships in beginning reading) were

more difficult to learn without standard English competence?

To contribute to the search for specific forms of language interference,
from the beginning KEEP included a linguistic research component. To date,
two major lines of research have been pursued. The first was the de;elopment
of reliable and valid measures of standard English (SE)-and Hawaiian Crenle
English (HCE) performance. With such measures available we ca;ld examine the
;e%gtionship of language to school learning and achievement; test fo;’ﬁhange :ﬁ
é?er time; and conduct comparison studies. Second, we cagrieé out a seriesﬁ
.of -observational and experimental studies .of a specific staﬁdardfﬁhglish‘"w“‘ \‘%{
feature, in order to determine whether and how it was used and learned by
HCE ~speaking children.

The bulk of this paper reviews these two lines of research. However, we

first present an overview of a wider literature.

Language, Culture, and Schools

In the Sixties, the role of nonstandard dialects in minority school “\i
achievement problems received great attention. The argument was generally ’

organized in terms of the language -deficit versus the language difference view.

In most cases and arenas, difference proponents seem to have won, although
lookiné back from the perspective of 1975, it is not clear that they presented
;onvigéing evidence tﬁat use of a nonéténdard»dialéct“was‘; }ééfﬁg 6;ﬂ;£;;;;£;;;~~7*&«
(Somervill, 1975). Mostly, the difference theorists relied upon examples to

refute the notion that minority children -~ Blacks were usually the focus --were
nonvéfbgl or language deficient (e.g., Labov, 1970); rather, Blacks spoke a non-

_ . .
staﬁdanguﬁialect that was misunderstood by teachers, testers, and majority culture ‘
members in gené;él. ‘Nonstandard dialects became the vehicle by which the concept ‘

\
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- dialect differences, introducing dialect and cul ture-relevant Fu;;icpia, teach—-

of iinguistic relativity was introduced into education (c.f. Baratz and Baratgz,
1970; Valentine, 1971}). ‘ -

The dialect-related educational problems of minority children seemed for
a..time to.be on the verge of -explanation, at least in theoretical terms. Afro—
Americans and other minorities were members of cultures that were different from
the majority, and they spoke their own coherent, functional languages. In

‘Hawaii, a similar argument was made in the case of Hawaiian-Americans (Gallimore

and Howard, 1968). /("‘“~~'~“’#/-—~hmmhk‘u.

Two strategies for solution began to emerge, one more radical than the

g s

~ QEHEF° 7The mod;;ﬁte solution involved sensitizing educators to cultural and:
ing Eg@lish as a second language, and searching for specific forms of dialect
i N

~intér§e;ence. The call for more radical action included dialect readers,

~a .

cultire=community control, culture-member and dialect-speakiﬁg teachers, and
the;like. These hypotheses of the Sirties and earl; Seventies have sometimes
)beeé altéred or rejected by subsequent research. The process‘of testing the
idéas of t#e difference theorists continues, but enough evidence is NOW available
_tdlsuggést that specifying the role of minorit§ culture and ;onstaL.ard élalects
in the educational process is more difficult than it once seemed. Solution

development has béén consequently delayed.

I. Development of Instruments to Measure Linguistic Performance

.

“"From Pidgin to Creoc.e T o *

In Hawaii there is a nonprestigious form of communication popularly called

Pidgin. It is usually, though not always, associated with members of cultural
— . e
.groups of middle to low socioeconomic status. HGWeVEE, Ethe term Pidgin is

jlinguistically incorrect, and much of local speech in Hawaii\is better described
s

\\«
as part of a creole speech continuum (Reinecke 1933, 1969; Reinecke—and

- £

- .

8 ~
~,
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Tokimasa 1934; Day, 1973b); A creol¢ is a native language system formed as a
result of two or more languages being in contact through EEe vehicle of a
_pidgin. A pidgin is a highly functional, c;ncrete communication system that is
derived when two or more languages come into initial contact; in Hawaii the
existing creole continuum began as a pidgin when Hawaiian (Pylynesian), English,
Japanese, Chinese, Korean, Filipino, and Portuguese, among othgr languages, came
in contacg in less than 75 years. ‘

DeCamp (1971) first formulated the concept of a creole speech c:::}ﬁuum,

‘but referred to it as a post~créole speech continuum, since he felt :that the

creole would no longer be in existence when decreolization began -- that is,
[

it would begin to change toward the dominant language systém. ‘Bickerton (1973) »~5\;

observes that the use of the term 'post' can be misleading since that variety

which is the greatest distance, linguistically, from the standard language may

s

be no different from the original creole language. T '”“4‘\\\
N S

A creole speech continuum is.comPOSed of a number of linguistic varietiss ' Nt

or systems; these may range from being very distinct from the sdcially dominant _

- T ¥ : e - . . .
standard language to being very similar to it. The standard language acts as

LY SRR,

the model for decreolization*begause of various social phenomenq wh@ch are

-~

beyond present concerns. "Standard" is.used here as a relative term. A linguis- °
. ) 4

tic system's status is, of course, determined by a variety of sociological 4

i &

- E

variables. /

<
*

e . . S e e gt
HCE began to decreolize under the influence of varieties of stan ard

English from the United States mainland. For ease of reference; the term

- §
i

‘Hawaiian Creole English is used when referring to this creole speech €ontinuum,
recognizing that it is only a cover term for a number of varieties of speech.
Although HCE continues to be used by persons at mary social levels, in-

ability in SE is widely regarded as a principal factor in academic

-9
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: underachievement of Hawaiian-American (Polynesian dzscent) and other Island

children.

¢ Before any research around these assumptions could be undertaken, it was
necessary to have a method for measuring the linguistic abilities of Hawaiian /,f’

: ¢ -
3 children. Strange as it seems, there existed no means of measuring the linguistic.
a~Eomp§tence or performance of children in standard English, much less in HCE. ’ff/f
Cur major initial effort, therefore, was directed toward the creatibn‘af a

-

reliable;.-valid measuring instrument. e

: i The .Standard English -Repetition Test”

e

The Technique of Elicited Imitation: Theoretical Considerations

The -Standard. English Repetition Test (SERT). .uses the téchnique of controlled,
> elicited imitation; that. is, the child is instructed to repeat standard English i
‘ sentences which the examiner says to him. This simple, economical method is .

baééd on the assumption that a child who understands a sentence, and/or who is

familiar with its syntax, phonology, and vocabulary, will be-more likely to
repeat the sentence accurately than one who is not. Slobin gnd Welsh (1973)
argued that a child must comprehend the meaning of the sentence to produce an: -
exact repetition. If he fails to understand the semantic message or if he does .
|
not understand the syntactic constructions used in the sentence, he.will not
repeat Fhe sentence accurately.
_ labov (Labov, Cohen, Robins, and Lewis, 1968) used repetition tests with

- -speakers cf Black Vernacular English in Harlem to gain additional insights into

their linguistic competence. Labov claimed that 'repefition tests have a place

&\?eal of data which

hés\gever been tapped before" (Labov et als 1968, p.310). Lab3§)gisco§ered that

- in a school testing program, and that they will yield a gre

the areas in which his subjects had the greatest difficulty repeatiﬁg SE sen-

" _tences were those parts of SE grammar which were the most different from Black

10
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Verna.ular English. Sentences which were much longer but contained fewer

syntactic differences presented less difficulty. [Thus, Labov concluded that

*

the "limited effect of length confirms the impression that we are dealing with J
: i
problems of grammatical processing, not simple additive effects of -memory"

-
-

(Labov et al., 1968, p.315).
Repetition techniques have been used to test linguistic competence by.

Baratz {1969), Rohwer -and Ammon?Ei97l), and by Heber, Garber, Harrington,

Hoffman, and Falender (1972). ngaddition, Politzer, Hoover,aA&'Broyn (1974) .?!

have used a sentence repetition (fést to measure the language ability of children, ’
in Black English, both standard and nonstandard. Tﬁﬁugh\gg>were unaware ofﬂ

-the work of -Rohwer and Ammon, Heber et al., andqulitzer'et=alzrﬁﬁti1uog;/

~—

>§brkugas in progress, there is a clear similarity between ounkgfgumegts for T~
repetition fechniques, as well as between the instruments themselves. However,

none reports test-retest or form-form reliability data, or validity measures. -
B ™~ ) 4 ﬁ"‘.‘

P’ hwer and- Ammon center tﬁéir report on the use of elicited imitation for the
study of individual syntactic constructions. Heber et al. developed a repetition
_test to gyaluézé differential rates of linguistic improvement between an experi-

mental and a control group of children at risk ‘for mental retardation. The

\
N
- |
N

purpose of the present instrument,on the other hand, is to calibrate the standard

s
‘
- 7

Englisﬁ“performance of HCE-speaking children,

As used in the SERT, elicited imitation may either overestimate or under-

—

|
|
|
estimate performance in standard English, since a variety of variables in addi- J
tion to comprehension are related to the probability of accurate repeiitioq.

For instance, the length of the seﬁtence, the difficulty, the meaningfulness,‘ RN

and the serial position of the words (as well as the shori-term memory capacity

of the child) are all factors that influence which Jords and how many will be

'
e -

repeated accurately (Jung, 1968).
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T

Slobin and Welsh describe two factors that may undecestimate a child's
o A4

performance level. 1In their work with a two-year-old girl, they discovered

that she was unable to repeat successfully sentences which she'had'spontdneously
produced earlie?. They claimed this had to do with the child's intention. The
child intended to say -something, and put that i;fention into linguisﬁic form.
Once‘the original intention is gone;\“the task can strain the child's abilities,
and reveal a more limited competence than may actually be present in spontaneous
.. speéch. Thus, ‘whatever we discover in systematic problems of imitation mﬁst be
! “~tgken as a conservative estimate of the child's linguistic competence,"

1]

(Siobid -and Welsh, 1973).

¢

Alternativély the child may cgﬁprehgud the meaning of ‘the sentence but
-- qpt‘repeat it exactly as given. He might fill in the underlying semantic-

syntactic frame with lexical terms which carry an exazt or similar meaning.

- ‘ i

- Slobin éﬁd,Welsh observed this word-substitution yet meaning-preserving béhaVio;,

“and notéd it as an example of what they called assimilatory deformation or g

féébaihé in short-term memory (1973).

4 ~, z .

:lx\ ) h gfmilar process may occur when using elicited imitation with speakers

-,

\BENEonstandarH varieties. 3uch subjects may comprehend the = -n.ng of the
sentence but will repeat it back in the nonstandara code. Th.s substituting
of the nonstandard for .the standard was observed by both Baratz (1969) and

E@bOV,S??bPV et al., 1968) in a study of substitutions made by Afro-American

s?ip between the staudard and nonstandard codes can be obﬁaineq\fiom such

L

|
children asked to repeat SE sentences. Important information about the relation-
substitutions.

Alternatives to elicited imitation were considered in preliminary research:

planning. Ore possibilit} dealt with obtaining samples of speech from the sub=
"-\*\‘ - )
jéées\}ﬁ a wide variety of circumstances, thereby yielding a large amount of

e .

12
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data indicative of each child's performance. There are many drawbacks to such-

i < it {

language: code- (standard- or nonstandard) used by thensggiects, and thefcgnbersomef,'

scoring and. interpreting of such data, Othe{ alternatives focused. on using o
~ -

e

~existing test Instruments, such as the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities,

;his;,noweVéz,\reQQired a long, difficult individual adginistratidn,generally

-

‘ used only to assess speech deficits in a c1inica1 setting.

o ,,.. - e e T e et tam e L.

- B -

R Défi.élopm’e’nt,of the SERT Items ‘ .

_ Sentences to be used as SERT itemsnwere‘adaptedsfrémqtapevrecoraingsabf A;:;

; -

the natural speech of 'HCE=spéaking children, ranging. from age five to 14. The ~ = .7’
recércings“hadrbeen made by various persons, incigdingjﬁpthers ofzthe“childrgn_h-h~u£
.and researcners, and in a variety of settings--fré@ a;schéol tq?the‘hone...EaCh 5#?*;é
tence in an. initial :pool of 75 items included. at least onewgramgzticalwfeatnre,:fffti:é

‘which had been observed to vary. Sentences.with. features of varying frequency

of occurrence, both within and across age groups, wére selected -on, the basis _ o
) % T e

gﬁ appzopriacy for lower elementary-aged children. 7§gbsquent1y;_t§e—nymber

of items was reduced by discardinyg ithose with redundant features;’sufficient, i ;in
. ¥ - I 2
ceiling was provided by including features which were pnljwinfréquentiy=hse§nva R

younger children but which were used by older ones. B
‘The ‘final version of the SERT consists of two forms; each having 15 sen- vl
ténces with 29 features. The two forms differ in vocabulary but not' in gram-=

matical structure. The 29 features test .he following constructions: past

tense, present tense, copula, negation, yes-no question formation, passive,

indefinite article, indirect question form&tion, and pro-nominalization. There;

<

is a reasonable degree of consensus among linguists that the-.selected..features
- -»e-/;«;«-" he

~ ]

properly reflect major points of difference between SE and HCE. .
3t ) \x‘,
Det., .s_ on reliability and validity studies of the SERT are provided by N\KQ

13 o T
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o Qaj,,ﬁogggg‘ﬂaiiiﬁore, Tharp,.and Speidel (see Technical Report #15). 1In

@RIt AT G A T

L AEhiief,Qsatisfactoryﬂindices”of,reliahility.Were.obtainedﬂfromhthehfollowing
;; x”@§thoési ’intefnal consistency, test-retest,!and equivalent form correlations.

é"iiiiiaity.of the-SERT was established by examining its relationship. to the

D

;rfv'riiiigoiS%Test of:Psychoiingnistic'Ability, comparing scores of HCE speakers to
. th3§é“bf:SE’§peaKefs, and improvement in SERT performarce by age.

Administration and Scoring

The test is-administered on an individual basis, -and tape recorded.. Scor-

T e —

ing for the SERT is: done by assigning responses to gpe of four categories.

(l) exact SE——exact repetition of the SE feature. For example' Examiner'

T f i -hot sure where the teacher is. Subject: I'm not sure where the teacher,

T i e )
<70 7dn this  senténces ~ -

G?)f other SE—a correct SE repetition but not an exact repetition. The medn-
N - B ':\‘: . "\-_ o .
ing of the sentence is maintained, even ‘though the féature Wwas not repeated

Ry v

i H o .
& —invexactly the same form. Subject: I am not sure where the'teacher“is; In

v

this example, there is repetition of the second copula, is, exactly as given,

Pa——— M« e

'but the first is changed from a contraction, 'm, to-a full form, am. This

ﬁ,’ ‘ chapging,the contracted form to the full form would be scored as 'other SE."

_w(3) HCE--a transformation of the SE feature. This example illustrates trans-

’\‘\

e o,
[

b

c o~
€

H

formation of an SE feature into an HCE one, while maintaining the meaning*of*n*m
3;: the sentence. Subject: I not sure where the teacher stay. In this example,

. ‘ the sﬁbject'has repeated the sentence using two HCE features, zero copula and
%z;v‘\stay, for thehtwo SE features; 'm and is, respectively.

) a bust. The subject fails to repeat the feature, gives an inaudible or

unintelligible response, or changes the meaning of the sentence by his repeti-

tion. *Subject: I know where the teacher was. This example iilustrates two

- o 1

is. Thevtwb underlined instances of the copula are the SE features being tested

' ' I
SR T LR T
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‘busts,. The: first feature is a bust because of knoﬁ; which is neither a form

‘;'

_.__of the copula nor a negative comstruction._ The second bust, ggg,.is*?jfgf? of ﬁ,f
; thé»ééﬁpia ?uQAEhe tense has been changed  from present to past, which changes. !
; thé-méaﬁing.bf the -sentence; éhug it gggfﬂbe scored as a bust., e “*“’*M*"*1*-~é
?i ‘To obtain a child's performance on the SERT, hisw;é;iieévz;E“?BEEiéa in '-—-j

each of ‘the. four categories. Since there are 29 features, a subject ¢ould.pos-

sibly score 29 for the first category--exact SE. However, to date no HCE=

- v . - P

speaking kindergacten child has repeated exactly all the features in SE.

"KEEP SERT .Results S

io,date,bvér two dozen administrations of the SERT have -been completed., %
At KEEP ‘we have tested all classes Fall and Spring -during the kindergarten :;
year; Class I (the first to enroll at KEEP) has beenﬁE;sted twice‘;nkeach of‘the :
-kindergarten, first, and second grade years, and comparison‘samples in Hawaii s
and the Mainland have been collected. -
Table 1 presents the SERT results for the repeated testings of Class I.

Ihese data are the most extensive longitudinal results currently available.

They show a clear and steady increase in the number of exact SE responses.

™

L

-

Other SE remains a trace response throughout; HCE transforms steadily aecline,
- . .

while busts decline after the initial testing and then remdiq a steady factor.

Theée results are duplicated for Classes II and III, for their_kipdergarten

years. - s
The combined kindergarten test data are presented in Table 2. The means :

‘reflect the scores obtained by every child who enrolled and remained at KEEP

T~

throughoﬁt the kindergarten year (Classes I, II, and III). The major difference

2
. ”

\ .
H

s

‘e

from the Class I data is that the increase in exact SE from Fall to Spring is

e S eve s 5 e - - Lo .- PR T




Table 1

Mean ‘SERT scores for Class I: Kindergarten to Second

Exact Other HCE

- SE. SE Transform Bust

. " .-~.-Kindergdvten (N=28)
9,18 - .36 10504~ - HAE

(5.72) . (4.47) (4:08)
SpEing 73 © 13.61 . 8.89 3593
(6.62) .58) N CRL &) B L)
First Grade (=28) 4
A.f§£1§]3,’ 14.75 . 71.39
| (6.56) .68 (4.59)
Spring 74 16.14 . 7.14
(6.58) . 5.
1$gcqn§ Grade (N=26)

Fall 7% 17.42

G.77)
Spring 75 18.54

(6.50)
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S >, Table-2- - - - .
~~.~...‘_~.____“ . B ] R ’_‘
C ‘Méan Kindergarten SERT Scores for Classes I, II, and III :
| - Exact . ‘Other ~  HCE “
e . SE . SE ‘Transform Bust o
Fall - Kindergarten 9.69 . 1.78 7.34 5.82. . o
- (8:82) - (6.54)  (2.59) 4.56)  (7.46). -
Spring - Kindergarten 13.11 1.84 7.16 6.76 -
Qi83) 6.77)  (1.49)  (4.23)  (5.61) o
o n T T "

-

Table 3 presents the percent og respdnse éy SERT scoring-~-category for ‘%
Class I, kindéergarten through secondigrade. These figures éhov.somewhaé ﬁpfé L
.clegﬁly the‘relatiqqsh@p among changes in frequencies of the various fegpbnse

categories. It appears the children first become better at doing the task

1$re&uction in busts) and then begin to give exact SE respbnsés rather than h . o
HCE transforms. If the basic assumption of elicited imitation is correct,
these data suggest that the children are becoming more.g;;ficient in SE. i
Table 4 presents a fine grained analysis of shifts in response categories "

from Fall to Spring for three classes of kindergarten children. In tﬁe Fall,

626 HCE tranéf;rms were given; by .Spring. only 280. (44.7 percent) of those ‘;

RN A I S P e
N et v .

sdme items were scored as transforms. Most of the rest were .scored as exact SE.

“

Téble“A also presents changes from Fall to Spring for responses scpred\s;

Fp Rl e Rk
Co P

buségLiﬁ the Fall. In this case the largest number of items were still scoréd é
Jas(huéts in the Spring (43.5 pgrcen;). The rest were evenly divided between HCE

transforms and exact SE. These data are important for the information they

P17




Table 3

‘Percéent of Responses to SERT by Category of Response for KEEP Class I:
Kindergarten}to Second Grade

. 1972-1973 1973-1974 1974-1975 b
S Fall Spring  Fall Spring Fall ~ ‘Spring ‘ T

o

;; Exact Repetition 32 47 51 56 60 64

E‘“Qgﬁer‘Sténdard*English 8 9 9 7 6 - 6 3§
g ﬁéﬁéi;anACreole Trans. 35 31 26 25 20 15 o !
1 - Busts —26 14 15 13 13 15w , Yo ‘f

99

Table 4

Spring Responses to SERT Items Scored in Fall as HCE Transforms and Busts:
Kinderzarten Data for Classes I, II, and III Combined

K
7

\ Spring Response

\
- Total Transforms' Z
in Fall | '~ Exact SE Other SE HCE Bust :
626 35767 (2295 5.2 (33) 44.7 (280)  13.4 (84)
/
Total Busts in . :
) Fall
i .~ 866 26.8 (232) 5.5 (48) 24.1 (209) 43.5 (377)
“*number of responses in'parentheses _§

-provide on language develcpment and dialect shifting. * First, they show that the
HCE transform category remains surprisingly stable over time~-44.7 of the items
transformed in Fall, are also transformed in Spring. They also show there is no

[EUOT——— ——- ey,

progression from bust to transform to exaé?*SEé if there were, we would expect

.,
.
1 l«kh
A s
.
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that items busted in Fall mightﬁbe more likely to be t ransforms ratherxtthan
A ekaét SEs- in- the Spring. Instead Fall busts are most likely to~be\§pring busts

(a function of item difficulty), but no more likely to be transforms }hgn
.

s
-

s

: _ exact SEs. _

T f;gi;—;,bresents the correlations of SERT ggzres with all other scoring k@\
categories for two years of test results. Looking first at the exact SE, it ié

! clear that the changes in mean score reflected in Table 1 do not implicate the t

grelativerraﬁki%g of individuél children. The correlations over two years—~-four

i testings--range from .88 to .9@; the exact SE score is thus stable across indivi-

.dudals  in spite of the prog;esEfﬁe increase in mean group score. HCE transforms

; ) and. busts are negatively related to exact SE. The latter is -an artifact of the
scoring system and the fixed number of items. There is a general positive cor-

‘fel’ati‘ér_i of exact and other SE.

SEk&*Comparison Data '
; lThg'SERT was administered to kindergarten and first grade classes in five
i schools in Hawaii. These schools are located in districts in which mainly HCE
is 'spoken: There were two urban, two sub;rban, and one rural scﬁbol."Within each
school ‘thé scores of the first géade children were significantly higher than the
- ‘ﬁindergarten children (see Table 6).

Table 7 presents a comparison of SERT scores obtained from a KEEP kindergar-
ten class and a kindergarten class of SE-speaking children from.a school in the
Western U.S. As might be expected, the SE speakers score substantially higher
than the KEEP children.‘ Two additional points can be made, however, that bear
upon the question of general language facility. First, a sample of HCE-speaking

fourth greders score nearly as well (mean=22.00) as the SE kindergarten speakers

(see Table 7).

o =

™




| Se w12

. .- SE Spring-73
;ngyﬂ ‘
" SE‘Fall-73
© 'SESpring-74
: K ' .o
Othér ‘SE Fall-72

i .Other SE Spring-73

1 .
;. -Other- S¥ Fall-73

: -Other- SE Spring-74

K
HCE Fall-72

P HCEfspring-73
S 1 .
: *HCE Fall-73

' HCE Spring-74.

év Busts Fall-72

f:'qu;s Spring-73

i
Busts Fall-73

- *Busts Spring-74

Table 5

™~

-~

o

Correlation 'SERT Scores with all S;;;Iﬁg«Categories

(Fall & Spring, 1972-73, 73-74)1

Fall-72

—-.79%%

-.80%%

—-.72%%

-.62%%

-.51%%

~

\“\
Exact SE-
Spring-73 Fall-73
L 92%% . 88k
‘Q;’:‘:‘ - 094**
.92k . 90%x
.27 .25
—001 oo,é

41k JGbx(28)
~-.14 - Q7(28)
~. 62%% - . 54%%
-.78%% - Th*%
-.76%% - .78%%(28)
-.65%% -.67%%(28)
—.75%% — 7Tk

—.66%% — . 62%%

- 70%% . —,72%%(28)

-.65%% -.64*%(28)

0

“~Springs-74

.

.89**\\\\\

“~

. 92”

. 90%*

A1

.43%(28)

-.05(28)

-.60%

-,79%%

-.77%%(28)

-.84%%(28)

—-.73%%

-.57%%

-.61%%(28)

-.58%%(28)
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" Table 6 i, :
= ¥ i -
- R
'ﬁeans and t-comparisons on SE Performance for Kindergarten and First Grade ¢
HCE-Speaking Children in Five Schools in Hawaii \ \\
ST Kindergarten First Grade. .1 |. .t R
School . \ . :
. Area N Mean N  “Mean 1 . RN
: . | . -
: ~ Vo I ;
: ;| Suburban 1 20 10.75 23 12.87 1 1.33 7
:, T . 9“ N
Subyrban 2 23 9.30 21 12,42 Y| 1.96%
‘. ~ Rural 14 6.78 11 11.27 K 3.25%%
, , . A : _
?\“«_‘ Urban 1 17 782 21 8.00 oI
“Ukban .2 28 9.18 26 14.23 2.97%%
ki .05 - R
* p ¢.10 .
Table 7 ;
. - ) ‘ N
Means, Standard Deviations and t-comparison of ES Performance for a Group of -
; SE-Speaking Kindergarten Children in the Western States and a Group of
i HCE-Speaking Kindergarten Children in Hawaii T ;
_ Standard =
) Primary Language N Mean Deviation t .
: SE Speakers 30 23.89 3.60
11.74% ;
HCE Speakers 28 9.18 5.61 }
*p ¢ .002




-
-

t*sx¢$gc0nd, if we add to the SERT score of the HCE-speaking kindergarteners

. wrtheg:xbgher SE and HCE transform scores, their total appropriate response is

“a

. \f X
{7~ .21.58~~again nearly as good as the SE speakers score of 23.89. This indicates

-,

§h£?=t§e SERT measures linguistic, not comprehension differences. Total Appicpri-

ate score dssesses the degree to which the child managed the SERT items as a

~

. ‘ ~
cbmprehension/cdmmunicatign task. A response might not be an exact repetition
~

. I
- -of 'thie' formal ‘stricture, but it might be :n appropriate rendering by the child
5 TS}“thsrmgaﬁipg of the SERT item. Thué, at age five, HCE-sﬁéaking children compre-i
hend~SEvb;EIe(\than they can speak it.

~

Comparison of Specific SERT Items

There is little difference in the sentences that SE and HCE speakers find

difficult. The rank order correlation of sentence difficulty for SE and HCE

speakers (see Table 8) is rho=.731. In short, although there is vast difference
ih;ﬁean.§£9re, the relative difficulty of the various items is virtually thg
same. There are some interesting departures, however. Sentence 13 tests th;
-simple past tense. This..sentence was repeated accurately by 83.3% of the SE-
:M\gszaking~ehildggg, and by only 20.8% of the HCE-speaking children. TFor the

former; the, sentence was ranked eighth, along with two others, in degree of

5
2
'

\\'difficulty; the HCE~speaking subjects ranked it as the second harde;t sentence.

~—
LS

fﬁé‘gentence is not long, and tests only ocne feature. What makes it difficult

“for the HCE-speaker is the past tense morpheme /-ed/. In HCF, past tense is not

~

farmed by the addition of Lhis morpheme to the simple form of the verb, but by

preposing the past tense marker wen to the simple form of the verb. Thus the HCE-

sp2aking child would say My mommy wen call up my auntie last night instead of

the SE response My mommy called up my auntie last night.




Comparison of Dif’ficuify of Individual Sentences:

Table 8

-

-

SE- and HCE~-Spéaking Kindergarten Children T
I SE Subjects (N=30) HCE Subjects (N=24)
o, zSentence % of Accurate % of Accurate .
. N‘uml?:et . Repetitions Ranking Repetitions Rankj._qgi

- 1 96.6 1 5 1 .
SR NS 80 11 54,2 3 =
3 96.7 1 54.2 3
4 %0 5 29.2 10 )
5 90 5 25 11
y 6 80 11 35.4 1
- _ 95 3 64.6 2
8 83.3 8 564.2 3
9: 86.7 7 - 25 11 y
10 63.3 15 22.9 - 13 A
L 11 91.7 4 . 56.2 3 ;
B 12 80 11 31.3 9
‘; 13 83.3 8 20.8 14. -
i“'f 14 83.3 8 12.5 15 s
;:f‘\\ 15 80 11 33.3 8 .

- \x}* Means ™ 23.89 10.75
‘ s .Standard
Deviation "3.60 5.96

_ _\\\

23 X
N



The Hawaiian Creole English Repetition Test (HCERT).
¥

In order .to investigate linguistic issues in thié bi-dialectical population,
. i i

8 ~ ~
~

. N ; _
it was also necessary to measure childrens' performance in HCE. Thus a repetition

~ i

test, similar to the SERT; was constructed;‘Bpt one 'which measured a child's

-4 S

—_S -

bility to repeat HCE sente.ces. °
K"'\“ N

The sgﬁé“gqu;al procedures were followed, that is, natural speech recordings

S

...were used to collect a range_of sentences, and from. this. pool items.were..chosen.. __ . R

~

B

7" to represent a variety of syntactic features known from previoiis. research to re-

-

: present a range of linguistic complexity (Day,. 1973a, 1973b; Bickertén, 19753 S
© Peet, 1974). . ‘

Ny
~ .

Some of the featﬁfes should present little difficﬁity to spezkers of SE, -

while others have no near SE equivalents. The sentences and features were se- ‘ :
lected for use with children in the early grades of primary school.

An ‘earlior version was designed in which the number of items was reduced bty
diﬁcérding items on the basis of (1) low correlaéiéhs ;ith total'score and (2)
redundancy. This version was pilot-tested in 1973, and was found to present no

difficulties to kindergarten children in the HCE speech community. Therefore,

in order to have a more meaningful test, additional sentences and features were

§‘«addedzto the-original 15--sentences and 27 features. The HCERT, in its final ver-

‘ sion, consists of 22 sentences with 60 features. Each sentence contains at least

one grammatical feature characteristic of HCE. Table 9 displays the HCERT sen-

tences. Specifically, the grammatical features are the following:

(1)' Objective case éronouns as subjects. Senéences 1, 3, 7; and 20, the ob-
jective case pronoun instead of the nominative case as subject,

(2) Past tense affirmative. Sentences 12, wen go fight; 14, wen go ask; ang

18, wen call. Use of wen plus the simple (or uninflected) form of the verb.



S

DA éaE omash all up..

‘My auntie, her no give us lickings.

A*g?ble 9 e M_\\\

Hawaii CreolézEngiiﬁh Repetition Test s

Michael, him neva come schoo' ias‘{§3bk{ ;
I noé shua whea da teacha.
I tink her stay office.

If)you poun' too muéﬁ3 come sour, an' trow way.

<

Da boy got hit by da sista.

-

»

My mada stay cleaning da house an' Mary cleaning om too. C.

‘Mommy, you know whea my clothes?

Apybody fall down ova dea, gon really get hurt.

When da raio not on, I no can hear 'om.

Had one olda guy wen go fight wit' 'om.

David no like Eymehwit' us-'cause he watching TV. ‘

I wen go as' Ruby if her brada one lia'.

Teach4, you can tell me what is dis?

‘Daumggﬂfome for look my auntie ca', yestaday.

‘When my m&ﬁﬁyxngt home, da sista.stay wit' us. -
- “\\x Tl —

My fa?a\uggkcall up hiéwfngggjxyestaday. N

Easy fo' play, aeh, dis game. T

Us neva go movie 'cause our daddy neva c;ﬁé"hqge.

E Robet, why you no eat your lunch? A : e

Sea

If I no mo' dirt insaid da finga'nail, I safe. ‘N\qhﬁ“k;qhxﬂ
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[

(3) Past tense negative.

*

. - . . T — .
-4~ - ~Use-of neva plus-the simple £6¥m of the verb. ~

Sentence 1, neva come and 20, neva go and neva come.

' ?

(4) Tense heuttalizatiqn; Sentence 16, come. This inVolbgs the use of the

IS

unmarked tense when ,past tense is generally expected.

2(5)”3C0§ﬁfﬁi ‘isage

i (a) Abserce. Séntences 2, I not and whea da teacha; 8, Mary cleaning;

-

B ..
9, whea my clothes; 10, gon really; 11, da raio not on; 13, he watching;

ﬁ . . 14, brada .one ,iia,'.;. 17, mommy -not -home; -2Z, I safe. S e

(b) Use of stay for SE be. Senteunces 3 and 8.

§u . (c) Different placement in indirect question. Sentence 15, you can tell

me what is dis. In SE, its equivalent has is in sentence-final posi-

tion: can you tell me what this is.

- (6) :Non-past tense negation. Sentences 7, no give; 11, no can; 13, no like:

21, no eat; and 22, no mo't (more). Use of no plus the sinple form of the
verb.

! 7) Interrdgégives
f ~

~
(a) Absence™of do-support. Sentences 9 andKZLQ

~

(b) Absence of subject-verb inversion with auxii;;fyu_‘§éatence 15.
“::fggli_Passive
x;u(a)\‘Unma;ked. .Sentence 5, smash.
(b) Mérked; Sentence 6, got hi:.
(9) Existential. Sentence 12, Had
(10) Indefinite Articlel Sentences 12 and 14, one.
(11) Deletion of relative pronoun as subject. Sentence 10.

(12) Deletion of subject. Sentence 4.

TN N ey g

(13) Deletion of auxiliary. Sentence 4.
——(14)- Unmarked conditional. Sentence 10.

(15) Unmarked genitive. Sentence 16, my auntie ca'.

26
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; 7
Zioheind 8w e

-

IKIGI“ﬁnmdrked‘haBituél tense. Sentence 17, da sista stay wit' us; 10, Anybod
: arked habit . » Anypody

&

$
1
i

*
‘
*

fall; and 4; -come.

) o

e KlZ)VFof‘és\complementizer. Sentences 6, come for look; and 19, Easy fo! -play:

~

«

\(1§x1§ﬁﬁj@tp in senténce-final position. Sentence 22.

/ (19) Zéro locative preposition. Sentence 1, come school. :

I T

(20) i a8 uniiarkéd pronoun. In sentence 8, om reféers to the house, ift 11, to.

T RN e A 2
2

rddi6, and in 12 to an unspecified person or persons. -

Co ) - . E
(21) Definite article as a possessive. Sentences 17 and 22. :

N (22);Adject1ve in sentence-initial position. Sentence 19.

R N 2

(23), Tég{éﬁestion. Sentence 19, aeh.

(24) lpsaid meaning SE under, sentence 22.

WY FEaa o€ b oa o

Administration and écoring Procedures

The procedure is identical to the SERT procedure. The test is administered .,”w;

individually by a HCE-speaking adult. The entire session is recorded on tape.

The child is told that the tape recorder is used so that their voices can be -

. recorded, which will enable them to listen to their voices. 1In order to estab-

lish a verbal response, the child may be allowed to manipulate the recorder, say :

his name or another phrase so he can watch the recording indicator flip back and

forth.’ -

The examiner tells the child to listen carefully to what he says, and to say

~M\Ehe same thing, being sure to talk loud enough for the recorder to pick up the N

S

resﬁones. There are three practice sentences which can be used in explaining

the subject's task to him. If a subject is unable to complete a practice sen= I

“~

5
tence, regardless of the language used in responding, the test is not administered.

Each of the 60 features is examined for placement in one of four categoriés: ;

[N e —a—

(1) exact HCE repetition--the subject repeats the features exactly as said

by the examiner.

27




31 L "(2). ‘correct HCE, but not an exact repetition--the subject repeats the

: . feature in -a way which is not the samé as what :the examiner said, but maintaips
" the meaning,

DO -

;ﬁ . (3) equivalent SE repetition--the subject changes the feature from HCE to

z

. :SE, ‘but ‘fé\t.:,aj.nfs the meaning.
B~ — .,A’-;. . h oo )
¥ \\x (4) ‘bust==the subject's response cannot be scored as (1), (2), or (3)

Y s s ; ~
-above; this might involve not repeating the feature,an inaudibie reply, or a

- - -
N - e -

'tepetition which-changes the meaning.
‘Using\these four scoring categories, it is possible to obtain the total number

% ..-of gxa@t\ﬁcgifépetitions, the total number of HCE features chaﬁgéd'tolsE, and
i . " « :

{. -the total number of features which were repeated appropriately regardless of
e - R

-

;7 ‘goaé?(HCE+SE). Except where noted, the analyses presented in this paper are

: -all based on exact HCE reéétitions only.

~..
Reliability ¢
- = N
: S )
- Three<day test-retest reliabilities were.calculated with a sample of HCE-

: speaking kindergarten subjects (N=18) and first gfage subjects (N=17). For the
_former group, r=.91, and for the latter, r=.87.

HCERT_Resuits

HCERT data from the fir.t year of testing at KEEP are presented in Table 10.

Within each of the three grade levels tested, an average increase of three to

four correct items occuwed between Fall and Spring testing. Thus, as with the

SERT, children in the five to seven age range show progressive improvement in

HCERT performance.

In Table 11, results are presented from HCERT testing in a local public

ki

" school, which serves the same population as KEEP. In this case kindergarten,

second and fourth grades were tested; again there is an increase in HCE performance

-~

3

. LRIC 28 S
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Table 10 B
~

Mean- HCERT Scores for Thre;\hgéxcroups:
Fall and Spring Administrations at KEEP

-. ™~

Kihdérgarten
Class II1

-

1st Grade

A len b AR o gt

2nd. Grade

33.62 (26)
(10.50)

-

36.54 (26)

H
*
H
H
Class II ¢
[
i
*

38.03 (30)i -
(10.53)?””#

41.23 (30)

Class T . . _

41.48 (23) L
a.as . 4

45.45 (22)

;e (10.73; (9.02) (6:69) : -
A B N - - E
i Amount. of . - 3
: " Increase +2.92 +3.20 +3.97 -7 i
3 Table 11 4
£ !
% < Mean HCERT Scores -for Three Age Groups: . K
: Spring Administration in a Public School i
{ . . _Grade X <p %
S R (N=18) 33.9 9.8 ;
B - 2 (N=18) 41.7 10.4 ;
£ 4 (N=20) 46.8 6.7 i
3 v eadd
- (oot




Aacross-age. However, while KEEP second graders gave a mean of 45.45 exact HCE

AN & IR S b £
e TR Tt

" ‘répetitions, the fourth graders at the public school gave only about two more

T ﬁ(ééiéﬂi. Thus it appears the HCERT's ceiling is reached by approximately second

¢ grade. Therefore, the HCERT's utility is less than the SERT which tops out at i

7
T i s e e ~
% e

about fourth grade.

) *The’ KEEP.kindergartehers and second graders did,better on the HCERT than

- ~¢": 5 R

their public school counterparts. This is interesting because the public school
-3 \ / ‘ ;
. -children also &id less well on the SERT: meuns of 10.3, 16.4, and 23.2 for ) :
: iukie?ergarten, ‘second, and fourth respectivel» At KEEP the mean SERT for kinder- Sy

'

/
g,garten and second grade is 13.11 and;18 54 respectively. However, the mean of

,_} - } - LI

: 23.2 for fOurth graders is comparable to levels we have obtained previously,

.

and is near the SERT ceiling performance. )

Table 12 presents the correlations for Fall and Spring testing. Kindergar-

“

.. temers and first graders show little variation in relative rark order of per~-

formance, despite the change in mean scores reported in Table 10., The second SR

grade results are something of a puzzle. This is the first instance in our use :

of either the SERT or HCERT that a low correlation was obtafhed between Fall and

Spring testing.

_ Table 12

Correlations Between Fall and Spring Administrations: Exact HCERT

Spring
Kindergarten First Secohd
K (N=26) .65 : -
(26)
1 (N=30) .81
(30)
2 (N=22) .30

(22)
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"in Table 13 are presented the percent of responces scored for each of the
fpuﬁ.Scorihg categories. This format shows the pattern of change that accounts
for the increases in HCERT scores reported in Table 10. For kindergarteiers,

the mﬁip source of improvement on their Spring test is a reduction of the number

of busts (from 27 percent in fall to 20 percent in spring). For first graders,

v
oea e

the pattern Bf change is more.-eVenly distributed across the available sources. A
B \ o

- -

N Table 13 “

. Soﬁrges of Fall to .Spring Change in ﬁCERT:Scores: Percents of Scoring Categories

Grade Exact Other SE ) Xg ;
HCERT HCERT Transforms Busts Ao
Kindergarten \\f
A
o Fall . 56 4 13 27 .
Spring 61, 6 13 20 ‘
Percent change +5 +2 0 -7 -
First S §
Fall 63 6 13 18
Spring 69 3 10 16
®
‘Percent change +6 -1 ’ -3 -2
Second
Fall - 69 4 21 6
_Spring 76. 3 11 10
Torcent change +7 -1 -10 +4

The second grade data are at variance again from the kindergarten and first
grade. But, in this instance, the results suggest an explanation for the differ-

ence, and for the low correlation between Fall and Spring testing presented in

Table 12. Apparently the second graders approached the task in Fall with a
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-strategy that sharply increased the percent of SE transforms they gave to the

[T GOy

. Creole items. Perhaps because thif group had been tested ofien with the SERT or

ores

‘because of their developing SE skills, they tended to transform.

Table 14 presents: the intercétng}ations among the HCERT scoring categories.

[CRC e TaTy

S
:Again the results reflect the naturé.of the system, since the scores are not

4 N RN
independent. However, there is one interesting point. Kindergarten children

A e
-

(Class IITI) who do well on the HCERT are ‘also likely to give SE transforms;

EPIEET

i ‘that is quite the opposite of high SERT™scorers who are quite .unlikely to give

an HCE transform in response to the SERT. Igsee& for kindergarteners, the nuﬁbér i

\

-of SE transforms on the HCERT correlates positgvely with exact SERT scores
) .

(.62 and .61 in Fall and Spring respectively), and with exact HCERT (.24 ‘and .32
for Fall and Spring respectively). The former are Statistically Significant,

' ‘the latter are not. These findings are consistent with another important result

\ -~

™~ reported in Table 14, the relationship of exdct SERT and exact HCERT scores.

"

—
corréla:\\hsi the one exception is the first administration of the HCERT to the

second graders, ﬁhiqh is probably a testing anomaly.
Kinde}garteners who do well on the HCERT and who use SE transforms when they
- do not repeat the HCE version of the sentence, are merely showing a population
characteristic. Children who are good HCE performers, are also good SE performers.
For the older children, the exact HCERT and SE transform correlation becomes
;a negative because of the nature of the test and the scoring system; as they grow
older, children can correctly repeat many more Sentences and they have less .
"opportunity” to transform. Thé‘kindergarteners show the positive correlation

.. because there is still enough ceiling on the test to allow the relationship to

emerge.

O
oo

-w;th one exception, all testings~iésulted in statistically significant positive
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‘The Relationship of SE and HCE

‘MItLiskgbt\clgéE_in the national literature whether nonstandard dialect.”

Y

»pfbfihiency is. related to Standard dialect proficiency. It is implied in *omenl T

e

-);Qggutcesithat the relationship is inverse: a child/person is either proficient !

.- - L=
e " N

?miffiﬁAéne‘or the other. (A notable exception is Valentine, 1971.) Feldman, Wertsqﬂ,

{[ Stone, and Strizich (1975) described this as the tradeoff hypothesis.

I e e .
o T ot

|

|

s , ‘ |
Feldman and her associates (1975) also found a significant correlation be- ) =
N \

<

|

|

\

?f: ‘tweeén -répetition measures of SE and HCE among HCE-speaking high school students
in the Ka'u District .of the Big Island. 1In their effort to develop a repetition :

E""*'ir = N 1 ) 2 N
%%”:Ztgsggggn_Afrq:American youth, Politzer .and his associates found a significant

0 . T - R :
¢ correldtion (r=.54) between proficiency -on the Standard Black English.and the :
3 =ﬁdhétana§rd Black English Repetition tests (Politzer, Hoover, and Brown, 1974). C e

While it is possible, as Politzer et al. suggest, that the relationship is. due

‘itouabilitiés other than dialectical proficiency, for example, test-taking ability

.and..memory, we believe the Feldman et al. argument is more plausible: Tinguistic
fluency for children 1living in a bidialectal situation is very likely to be cor-

%2 »;éiated across the dialects they use. 1n the case of the KEEP children, their

I mequsure to SE is constant, via the media and in the larger community; children

‘with generally good linguistic skills simplixlearn both dialects better than

e
oy

i children with less skill learn either one. It is a matter of individual not e

cultural, difference.

» .

: ' Correlates of SERT and HCERT *

Tables 15 and 16 present kindergarten correlations among SERT, HCERT, IQ,
and school readiness, and achievement measures. The SERT correlates substantially

with a1l ﬁéﬁs&fesﬁ the HCERT is less well related, in several instances below

conventional levels of statistical significance.
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Table 15
7 >Kin?dér;'g—5tvtr:en> Correlates of Exact HCERT and SERT Scores,
Fall and Spring Administrations

Exact Exact HCE Transforms SE Transforms -
HCERT SERT on SERT . on HCERT:. .

Fall WPPSI (N=26) T -
- §

~ Total 1.q. .36 82Kk e

*{Ietbal’ I.Q~. L ’41;73**
I;étformaﬁc:“f.'ﬁ\.‘:’s: .27 BTk
Spring WPPSI. (N=26) . N
“ Total I.Q.
"Verbal I.Q.

Performance 1.

Metro-Readiness (N=26)
'?;Jrl Total Score ’

Spring Total Score J
*p <, 05

*p <,01




Table 16

ééi', First and Second Grade Correlates of Exact HCERT and SERT Scores:

' A{A*“* ’ Spring Administrations

= ’ Spring Spring ‘
i -~ Exact HCERT ‘Exact SERT -
. . First - Second’ First Second

! (N=28) (N=22) ~~ (N=28) . (N=22) -
e T : s 4

. .Spring = WISC

(. Total L:Q. 40k .23 . 63%% 54k
P T-Yerbal I.qQ. 49¥K .29 TGRK 60Kk
A Performance I.Q. .18 .09 .31 .30

.* Spring - Gates Reading

Total Raw Scores - .16 .25 40 J45%

; Total Standard Scores .28 .33 .58%* gélj*

. ‘Vocabulary Raw Scores r.26 .37 .52%% v .63%%
: . Vocabulary Standard Scores .02 .35 .19 : A48% -
;mu - . .. Composite Standard Scoves .10 J14 .30 .27

T SERT

N Fall (N=23) .59%* L 60%*

.

«- >~  Spring (N=22) .58%% .69%*

. #p<.05

L R0
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e,

For‘iﬁtgrest we have also included for the kindergarten the correlations
between SERT and HCERT transformation scores. For the HCERT, this is the number '
of instarces of transforming aun HCE fealure to an equivalent SE feature; the re-
verse is the case for transforms on the SERT. Children who give a relatively
larger number of transforms on the HCERT (tend to give SE responses) also obtain

. relatively higher tesf scores, both Fall and Spring. A more ambiguous pattern

BT R I

tlappéérs for children ého transform SERT items. In Fall,correlations are posftive
‘?nd‘low; in Spring, they are negative and slightly larger. Ir neither cgsé are
they statistically reliaéle.

The inEerretation of the role of the SERT and HCERT in academic achievement
is~gore fully explored in Technical Report #54, a recently completed multi-
variate analysis. In general, it appears that there is a general linguistic
fluency factor that accounts for performance in both SE and HCE; this variable
is better defined by SERT scores and relates in a reliable but relatively minor
way to reading achievement.

This conclusion, that general linguistic competence, rather than a code-
specific fluency, is the variable of concern in academic learning, is supported

by the work of Au and Speidel (see Technical Report #53). Children were read

P

two forms of the same story, one in SE and one in HCE. There were no differences
in comprehension, as measured by their ability to answer questions about the
- stories.
-£8.
Conclusion
The effort to build measures. of SE and HCE is now virtually completed.

. It appears at this point that the SERT will prove more useful in the long run

for two reasons. First, it relates more reliably to important academic measures,

&
‘and, second, it has a higher ceiling than thi HCERT. The latter is not surprising

since HCE is probably a first dialect for mgst KEEP children and thus they will

i,
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ifsﬁgegch optimal performance earliet in HCE. (and on the HCERT). But most impor-
et ) ‘ S
‘tantly we have been able to show that the assaﬁedsnegative relationship between.

;cgrthe,two :dlalects ic not .supported by our résearch. \

ER T -

§ - There are many uses to which the SERT and HCERT can Qe put: developmental
- Ve - ) e - W T ”\"‘

‘. '.gtgdies of HCE. speakers as they move through elementary scPool; comparison

. -gtiidies using samples from other Américan communities; further analysis of the

>

“aénbstitntion or transformation phenomenon; and, fimally, for education research.
.- The latter is of considerable practical significance since, ‘as- noted, in- many

Fx\\qgggonities, it is widely beliéved that nonstandard varieties of English are

AR
o

?3;"i¢?11§§§34\§n the academic difficulties of minority culture youth. -While there

;l_ ﬁaﬁe'béen some noteworthy efforts to document this assumption (c.f. Politzer,

AHoover, and Brown, op. cit.), they are mostly of recent origin, and are general

0ften nonempirical in nature, “and limited in scope.
_ The same state of affairs enists in Hawaii. We constructed the SERT to
M_\
. study ‘the relationship between school achievement and SE performance‘aﬁong HCE-

speaking children, ard to conduct developmental investigations as well. The

résults indicate that language may be impiicated in the academic difficulties

.
o S

of Hcﬁ—speakers. However, we are convinced that the\solution of those school

’ o
~

problems depends on precise rather than general descriptions of‘language/school

performance relationships. It ‘seems unlikely that the relationships are simple
or even sinilar at all levels and across all instructional areas. The SERT
provides one means to specify nhere the difficulties begin and what areas of
‘clagsroom learning are affected. A multivariate analysis of this question is

presented in Gallimore and Tharp (see Technical Report #54).
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II. The Acquisitioa and Use of Specific SE Features:
Normative and Experimental Studies

LT -

S in*addiﬂion to the SERT investigations, a second line of linguistic re—

g - oMy et e
> B Tl e IS - SR

; T search-was conducted during the first five KEEP years. These: studies focused ~__
= ‘ » S

?{ ' :on.acquisition of -specific standard Englisb (SE) features by Bawaiipnecreqigf- x\;x

speaking children. The first series of iﬂvestigations‘were almed at determin-

ing the normative pattern -of acquisition; the second series explored tne effects
- . of various instructional approaches un SE feature ‘acquisition. E

h Freﬂuency of SE Features in‘Natuvalﬁ§peech

T .
~, S

X
The first study examined the range of SE used in natural settings.oy Creole- _

- 7 ;

speaking children (see Technical Report #29) Six mothers were.prébidtﬁ tape ’

recorders and paid to obtain .speech samples of their kindergarten childrenlg Jhile

the quality and quantity of material taped varied substantially, an adequate speec? ~‘1

-sample was obtained for each child. Recordings were made in bedr0ui:, living f

robms,‘bathrooms, riding in cars. and at the Jdining table. Recordings,of’tﬁé;‘ gf’“rﬂé
!

six children were obtained by KEEP researchers in two additional settings:

“w

formal interview anc at schocl. The speech of each child was analyzed forunega—

4 b
tive formation, question formation, present and past tense, occurrencps of the

copula, plural formation, and definite and indefinite articles. These feétures

,

were chosen for analysis because it is widely agreed that they distinguish SE®
and HCE spzakers. Indee’, these features comprise the stereotypic examples A;

used to describe "pidgin" or HCE.

i

i

i
Two important conclusions emerged from the qualitative analysis of the tapes.
. ,

First, none of the six children could be described as "language deficient."

They all exhibited, at one time or another, substantial language and conmunication

- Y

competence, despite coming from backgrounds which are typically labeled deFicient

k4 .
or disadvantaged. Second, the range and variability of specific standard English | ;

40
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.y~*fééthrés was impressive; all of the children used many different SE features.

) ‘Quahtitative analyses of these data proved impracticable. It was pos-—
S

ok a0 o
&owte,

5

‘

, A}§;Bi§ qujﬁdgg when a specific SE feature occurred, but extremely difficult

____ito-gét reliable judgment about when a feature ought to have occurred, but did

>

RICE BaRs o g
. / I S

I “fiot, The difficulties of obtaining and coding free field speech persuaded us

e

z f"tgggiyﬂéhdfﬁgr approach temporarily in order to better assess frequencies of
P

‘The free field speech study also narrowed tHe list of features suitable

>, for more detailed study to plural and past tense formation. Both of these

: ,’Iféétpfes«(or the opportunity to use them) occur with some frequency in child

vy

e

N spéech.” They are relatively easy to identify and to hear when using tape re-

cordings, and there is broad agreement that these two features distinguish
. /SE and HCE.

Plufal and Past Tense Formation: The Berko--Gleason Replication

e T —

af' While the firsF study showed disaéxgptaged childlen from welfare families

.use SE and communicate effectively in many settings,‘it left unanswered whether

they use specific SE features as often as SE speakers. For this reason, Berko-

EragEpt g
«

‘Gleason's classic study was partially replicated since her rggu@ps proyidgg a

normative sample of specific SE feature use by SE speakers (1958). Using am-

Y

cear 18y, ,/l 7y )

biguous objects with nonsense names ("wug and wugs'), she demonstrated that both
‘kindergarten and first grade SE speakers had internalized several morphological

rules, including past tense and plural formation.
&“*“HWWNWEQEKE;:;even children (KEEP Class T) were tested, using the Berko-Gleason
procedure, for ability to use the SE rule for SE past tense and plural formation.
Eight and ten items were used to test past tense and plural formation respectively;

of these, one and two words respectively were real, and the rest nonsense.

The results were startling. For the test of past tense formation, only four

41




27 children were administered eight items, and

~‘““*“*““correct responses were obtained;

e et ey o
3

S

‘98 -percent of the responses vere wrong (212 errors out of 216 responses).

For

the plural formation test, there were only 3 correct out of 270 responses, Or "

99 percent error. :

i "Purther, not only did the children not display any control over or know-

S

ledge of the appropriate SE rules, they also did not use any Pidgin forms! We
know that the past tense in Pidgin, for example, is formed by placing the past

tense morpheme, wen, before the simple form of the verb. Thus, the past tense ;

o mrhy g S wbera

Pidgin equivalent of the SE sentence, I hit the man, is I wen hit da man. How-

ever, not one of the KEEP kindergarten children ever produced a response such as

i ﬁm%wwfzgéé}day he wen rick.! (Technical Report #30: p. 30-4). o e

A variety of interpretations of these results are possible and are dis-

cussed by Day (Technical Report #29 and #30). However, observations of the

children in other settings suggested that the most plausiblé explanation of these

‘high error rates was a faulty teoting procedure and/or materials. Of the child-

-

ren in the study, several had been observed to use plural and past tense forms

in the classroom, at lunch, and on the playgrouad. Further, a number of‘these
children scored very well on the SERT, giving few or no HCE transformations.

This study added to rather than reduced the researchable issues. However,
it serves as an impressive reminder of the competence-performance problem in
measurement of language and cognitive variables.

The KEEP Plurality Formation Test

For several reasons it was decided to invest resources in the development
of a plurality test. First, it was clear that the Berko-Gleason procedure could
not be transplauted to Hawaii without some changes. If we were to make changes,
s economical to make all that had occurred to the researchers in the

it was just a

course of the Gleason replication. Second, we decided at this point to pursue
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PR

~experimenta1 training studies of SE feature acqu{sition, an enterprise requiring

the nonsense items used by Gleason. The KEEP plurality test was composed of pair-

~(singular and plural) 5" x 8" cards with drawings of 12 real objects and eight.

:aniﬁaiéliké\ffgures from Gleason's test. The real words were ehosen to repre-

sent ‘the variety of singular form ending sounds that reflect the phonological

- «.m'_

-
1
H

© R

-%

.3
N
«..-...‘“.:,‘
L3

S
PR

; aspects of plural formation. It was assumed that :the plural morpheme is 1ess

1ik91y t0'occur where complex consonant clusters arise, or where the syllabic

T e

(-iz) rathe. than the nonsyllabic (-s or -z) is required (Day and 0do, working

"‘W\*‘*r’ e [ [P e [P

i)
RS S AL

ff.?épél‘,)‘.

: The w@ords chosen were: ' ¢
% .—.tequiring -s or -z requiring -iz 3
i (non-Sibilants) (Sibilants) &
i Real SE Nonsense Real SE Nonsense

B- v

. cup—boy wug— giass*“" tass :
;- book chief lun nose niz f
. pen car tup church - gutch :

tab heaf

With these items, it was expected that we would be able to test children's know-
ledge of the two morpho-phonological rules involved in SE plural formation: To.
(L addﬁs or -z to words ending in any sound (2) except c¢,j,s,z, to which
" =iz is added.

The second major change from the Gleason format was procedural. For example,
the Gleason procedure required the childrea to complete a sentence ("This is a
wug~-pointing to a picture--and there is another one. There are two......"), in
which level intonation on the word two was used to signal the child to finish the
sentence. Since KEEP children did not seem to understand what was required (some
merely repeated the tester's words and others finished with "of them'" rather than

the plural noun), the procedure was simplified. Several other procedural changes

ERIC
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égé &escfibed by Day and Odo (working paper), which in combination appear to have“
‘soiVeﬁfthe—difficulries of the Bg;ko-Gleason replication.

‘At least the frequencies of plural formation obtained with the KEEP plura-
'ﬁity test .suggested the problems were reduced. Of a sample of HCE first graders' Lo
(KEEP Class I), 54 aﬁd 34 percent of the children, on the average, correctly
-ﬁdrméd plurals for real SE and nonsense items respectively. By way of compari-
éﬁﬁ, Berko-Cleason reported a mean 66 percent of Boston first graders formed
noﬁsgﬁse plurals (for the seven Gleason nonsense items included in the KEEP test)-.

The number and percentage of KEEP children and the percent of the.Gleason -sample

correctly forming nonsense plurals are presented in Table 17.

e s e e orntr e o L

-~
Ty N

Table 17

Comparison of Nonsense Word Plural Formation by KEEP and Boston ok
First Graders :

KEEP Boston#* J

Word No. Children Correct Percent Percent 4
wug 17 . 61 97 3
1un 11 39 92 :

cra 15 54 :f\ss

heaf 5 18 80 — :
gutch 5 18 38 :
tass 3 11 39 :
niz 6 21 33

*Boston data taken from Gleason (1958), N=56
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For example, only 18 and 38 percent of the

. u&;w-mf

HCE3and;Boston children were able to form the plural gutch. For the word wug §
(non-sibilant) the comparable percentages were 61 (HCE) and 97 (Boston). The 7 o
. i ot

1~_zrangesnoﬁerall were 61 to 11, and 97 to 33 for HCE and Boston children respectively.

;H- B Analysis of correct plural responses for the real qulish'sords, suggests . ”;é
%: a: simflar division between non-sibilant and sibilant-f3 nal*words. The loyest \\< "
%1 }?ercentage of KEEP children able to form a plural for a non-sibilant finaf word ‘ ‘\{
;("ﬁhsSZE-keg., The.highest perceritage for the sibilant final words was 39~-chief. ”g

i io5m. s - Sormmc r ¢ g it s e~ . emn s - .

‘"The' tange for the 12 words was from 70 percent (boy) to six percent (church\

p

#

This rate of correct plural formation by the KEEP children was altogether

-,

more face-valid than the trace levels obtained in the Berko-Gleason replication. .

BRI R T

From observation of these children in many settings over several years, the

a_majority

average number of children who showed control of the nlurality rule on

‘,of items seemed about right. Also, since there was a substantial range in per-

-
formance, and room for improvement (scores above 70 and 61 percent for real and T
: nonsense items), the plurality test presents acceptable credentials as a depen—~ ’,f ]
- dent measure. !///"/
In addition, performance on the plurality test predicts plural formation in

a free speech situation. Four of the highest scoring first graders/were recorded
while they played together in a "grocery store at -the KEEP demonstration school.
Similar recordings were made of the four lowest plurality test scorers. The two
groups each played 20 minutes: They were instructed to "play store.," by picking
out items from a variety of common supermarket items, take them to the cashier,

and pay with real money which they were given. To enrich the plurality environ-

ment, the tashier would not sell them anythin_ atil the objects were named. ,

45
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Table 18 "
ﬁgf C Plural Formation in Free Field Speech Situatinn by High ‘ v
P ) and Low Plurality Test Scorers ;
2 . :
L L e ..
A Groups N Number of Possible Number of Observed z
o . T Plurals ~ Plurals ! !
s Low Plural : .
! | Scorers 4 49 35 71.4 3
. High Plural B
T ‘SCOLEES- 4 52 51 98.1 5
’ ~
; All objects purchased were multiples, ‘for example; a‘bag of apples. Fortunately,. . 4
T Tgiven the same amount of time and an identical play structure the two groups .
? *\gnéaged in speech behavior that allowed for virtually idéntical 6gp9rtuﬁities . é
} to form plurals. That is, we were able to count 49. and 52 times, for éﬁéh;yo 3
i groups, in which a plural would have been appropriately used. The number .of ;
: plurals actually observed varied substantially between the two groups--71 and 98 i

percent correct plural formation for the low and high groups respectively.

g Within the i igh group, the individual percents were 92, 100, 100, and 100. There
A was greater individual variability in the low group: 0, 33, 57, and 83. These
data are important for two reasons. First, they tend to validate the plurality

test, and second, they demonstrate that even children with limited control of

. ..
i
¥

R P TR

the plurality rules engage in ample speech behavior. Though they averaged only
71 percent correct plurals, the low group was equal in number of opportunities.

Plurality Formation Training Experiment

; The debate over whether nonstandard dialect-speaking children need to be
taught SE to succeed in school is no more controversial than hrw to do the SE
instruction. For our purposes here, it is necessary only to review the initial

KEEP language training strategy in order to explain the reasoning behind the

46
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plurality formation training experiment.

In KEEP planning, special attention was devoted to the issues of SE oral

language instruction. At that time, theré was (and still is) considerable dis-

cussion and débate in Hawaii over the role, if any of SE language imstruction.

PPy e S DI SR N g PV
PR

§2Fe advocated special classes and patterned drill; others argued for a more
o8 g

natur;T“claggyaom integrated approach. At KEEP we decided more information on
—

e
.

—

£ the relatiohship.of-ﬁéh and SE to school learning was necessary before a judgment

:gbout oral language instruction could be made. We anticipated that linguistic

studies would provide important guidance. In the meantime we opted for a policy

? ~of (1) permitting children to use HCE as they wished, and (2) assuming the entire

dan} oyt L T
- e FRUOR

school day and all teacher-pupil interactions represented opportunities for oral

;i“iianguage practice and instruction.

Happily, our linguistic research did sharpen the oral language training
igssue. First, the SERT studies show that general SE performance gradually in-

" creases from age five to nine. -Second, the natural environmment recording study in-

dicated the children use a wide range of SE. Third, the plurality studies showed

that HCE children are capable of a good measure of correct usaée of a specific

%“'"SE“féature--plural formation.

We can add one additional bit of data. Table 19 presents the average number

of KEEP kindergarten and first grade children who can correctly form plurals.on

the plurality test. For both nonsense and real SE words, about 20 percent more

first graders are able, on the average, to form plurals. A similar kindergarten

to first ircrease was reported by Gleason.

Thus, for plural formation, and in general, there is an increase among the

KEEP children in their capacity to use standard EnéITEH; and this occurs without

any formalized instructional effort. Therefore, to be of valug an oral language

training program must show either larger, or more rapid gains. This is, of course,

47
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::i' ~ .aside frbmy;he_quesfion of whether higher SE performance levels have any effect

* 3

_ -on-‘other .aspects of school learning.

[ e

- Table 19 ' .

S Mean Percent of First Grade and Kindergarten Children
e : ’ Correctly Forming Plurals

N "

é” KEEP BOSTON* %
E v Kindg. 1st Gradek* Kindg. 1st Grade g
E: ange;se Words 15 34 50 66 1
é, Real SE.Words 36 54 - - 3

*Boston data from Gleason (1958).
**These data are from the Plurality Test Study reported above.

Our linguistic research thus led to a point where it was logical to ask if

: it is possible to é;ain HCE children tb useua specific SE feature. The choice
of plurai formation as the targeted feature was obvious since we had availaﬂle .
. a dependent measure and a body of data. What form the training should take was
: : another que .tion. We decided to assign task to an expérienced KEEP teacher.
‘Her task was to devise and ins truct a teaching unit designed to increase the
: ' ‘\cniidggp's control of’the SE plural formation rules. She freely consulted other
y \ teachers ané\éﬁ§ficu1um guides. The final product was a unit diyided into four
parts. Parts one and two focused on the two sounds of words ending in non-sibilants '”%
= | (s and z); part three taught the rule_ﬁpr’;iural formation of words ending in
sibilants; part four was addresggd/gg mixture of‘the sounds. Each part (1-4)
e

¢ was taught until the children mastered the rules-- the criterion was teacher

: assessment of classroom performance. Exceptions to the rules were not introduced

mr taught. Five twenty-minute lessons were spent on the s sound, four on z, three

\)‘ ,f"‘ 48
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" .on iz,.-and- three on the mixture of the three souuds, with am emphasis on x iz.

: ‘Thig took three weeks.

jkiz . ~At,;h9 peginning of each part, concrete objects were used to demonstrate

*

o tihz;&ffferenqe betweeri singular and plural words. The teacher presented one

item, .such as a block, and asked a child to label or name it. The children were

S et AR G
TN 55

.égkgdwtb repeat the response if it was correct. If not, the teacher would cor-
”f»:rgggiy name the itémvénd then ask thé class to repeat. The process was repeated
- : I
;{_~whilé the‘teapherlﬁigsented several blocks; the rule for plural formation was

e
.

?’ -stated. Then, usidg either one or several objects, the-teacher asked individual

L

¢ éhildren %20 label or name the items. Once a correct response was iuggl\sz\\\\

ghildren repeated the response, and the teacher again stated the rule. In ad- -~

L

ditior to concrete objects, colored slides of objects were used, with a similar

teaching format.

; To enhance motivation, the children were usually divided into teamsbthat
}"“'fﬁéﬁ“fﬁ?ﬁé providing names or labels. Points were awarded and recognition given
for accumulated points, .g. a "goo? work award"), Throughout, children were
praised for correct responses and appropriate behavior, a standard feature of

;, KEEP teaching practice. They werz never reprimanded for incorrect responses.

Finally, worksheets were used for instructional follow-up. Pictures of sin-
gular and plural objects on the sheets were to be circled by the children as the
teacher called out either the plural or singular word.

Twenty-six kindergarten children (Class II) who had beer pretested on the
plurality test were randomly assigned to either an experimental or control group.
The’13 experimental group children completed the three-week plural training unit
while the 13 control children continued their regular activities.

; Following the language onit, both experimeatal and control groups were retest-
) ed on the plurality test (Posttest 1). Tlese results are presented in Table 20.
49
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. Table 20 *
%,5 ‘ Pre- and Posttest Plurality Scores for Kindergarteners in § :
b ' Experimental and Control Groups S T
gﬁm - Pretest Postteszi Posttest »»Qi
= Mean % Mean % Mean &% B
o Real Words 4.31 36 - 6.54 55  8.30 64 k
i ! Experimental (3.05) (3.17) (2.81)

: " 'Grp (N=13) Nonsense 1.31 16 2,77 35 4.93- 38 -
; ‘ (1.38) (1.62) (1.62)

Real Words 4.38 37 5.38 49 5.85 45,
;' Control (3.31) (3.91) (4.33)

?.4 Grp (N=13) Nonsense 1.08 14 2.23 28 3.23 25

(1.59) (2.04). (2.81). .. . ...

Unfortunately, the results are not clear. Both thc experimental and control

groups showed increases in number of correctly formed plurals. These changes are

not statistically significant, nor are there any reliable differences between the. _

group means on either testing.

The difficulty is the unknown effect of repeated testing. Simply being
givzhxgpg,tegt twice in approximately four to six weeks could easily account for
the chan;éss the items are more familiar, and format and conséquences of the ex~ 4

- perience less threatening, etc. Since the pre~ and posttest kindergarten differ-
ence is about the same‘as thz kindergarten versus first grade difference (see
Table 19), the practice effect alternative is entirely plausible. . ‘ 3

‘ To further confuse the issye, we can preseﬁt tha results of a second post- -
test. Astounded by the stZdents"performance on the first posttest, the teacher
who had constructed and carried out\the training unit tested the children again ;
(Posttest 2). Thesé results are also\presented in Table 20. |

For the real SE words, the change for ihe experimental group from the pre-

test to Posttest 2 is sEétistically significantly greater than the control

&

-
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(t£2§041 (i1), pn(.OS, one tailed). For the nonsense words, the same comparison

‘m‘\)‘a -

approaches cotiventional levels cof significance (t=1.698 (11),1>< 10, one tailed).

The relative amount of change in the two groups from Posttest 1 to Posttest 2 is

e~ 8180, Significant (.05), for both real and nonsense words (t=2.077 and 1.920 resr b
,xpgt,:\gvel_}')-.
; : Agaiﬁ\there are plausible alternative explanations of the changes other than - <

v
Tame

’ﬁttribﬁting th;ﬁ'tb the training experiences of the experiméntal group. (1) The .
teacher may have. unwittingly biased her results since she knew bhich children
; . weréwigfthe experimental and control groups; (2) the practice effect of taking

2:‘ ‘the test a third time; and (3) the teacher's presence prompted the experimental

s s 2o e - . PR

g _ children to generallze to Posttest 2 what they had learned in the training sessions. f
? Regrettably, we cannot partial out what was happening in the training study A
E :and'the posttests. What is eiear, however, is the impressive range of perfor- _
i @énce.gains in a few short weeks. Overall, it suggests the children may have §
;?E:"greatet~plural»fbrmation competence than-their performance usually indicates. '%
é Ttis is certainly consistent with the results of the free field speech study ;
;‘- which suggested even low scorers on the plural test correctly form SE plqrals

’ on about 70 percent of the appropriate occasions. ’

e e e

However, a fine grained analysis of specific items suggests the range of

v:plural formation rule competence is limited to phonologically simple words
i which are monosyllabic and do not end with a sibilant. This is true for both .

3

" the real and nonsense words, and before and after training. If there were any . ) f
;w»rrtraining effects in addition to the other factors, they would be restricted to
the phonologically simple words which did in fact show change. On the posttests
" of nonsense words ending in sibilants, which was the most severe test of rule

competence, there were actually fewer children who correctly formed plurals

(from four on the pretest to two on the posttest).

51




b;é;éll, the studies of plurality suggest correct usage varies as a func-

tion of articulatof& complexity. Easily articulated words are more often cor-
rectly formed as plurals; more difficult words--those with marked final conso-
nants-~are more likely not formed as plurals, or formed incorrectly. The natural
hierarchy of simple to complex final consonants is on a continuur from easiest

to hardest (nonconsonant, nasal, voicelesg stop, voiced stopped, and fricative).
The children's performance can be predicted from this continuum.

Another Approach to Oral Language Training

Whatever else was learned from the plurality training experiment, it was
clear that~the instructional approach used offered little hope. Of course, we
no doubt could have revised and/or extended the training and eventually obtained
an increase in correct plural usage. But if every SE feature took three or more
weeks to learn, the cost would be enormous. In addition, there are many who

argue that the training approach used was unnatural, and language fluency rules.

learned—~in-a—formal—setting-rarely-generaiizes
After considerable exploration of various training aiternatives, including

.
the use of observational learning principles (c.f. Zimmerman and Rosenthal, 1974),

~.
~.

we elected to do a hypothesis—éenérating study. That is, we would explofé oral
language learning through direct observation and intensive case studies of KEEP
children as they went about their daily activities.

The first step was to observe those instances in the school day in which
children engage in extended conversations with peers and/or teachers. The result
was informative; during the time this survey was conducted, few opportunities
occurred, and those’ that did were brief.

Next, we asked a number of teachers to conduct small and large group dis—
cussions so that we might study their techniques and the chiidren's language

behavior. These sessions were videotaped. The range of discussion-leading

S8
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»;1:$tyi§§,éﬁd;$kills was great; in general, the teachers talked most of the time

i-.."gnd ‘the children gave one or two word responses. To the teachers, this circum-

Teoe

7~‘i$€§£éﬁt§as the inevitable tesult of the lack of a specific oral language cur-

a,g;ﬁtigﬁiﬁg,andﬁtﬂﬁ‘iaqk~of programmatic emphasis placed on oral language-develop-

* ‘hent and activity. .
g in,qﬂdigiqq;'the observations confirmed earlier work which suggested that

-

. hpsgiqf'the éhildren at KEEP are quite verbal when given an opportunity. They

-

: " R - LT Tt T - _

<" .may’ uge HCE .but they communicate effectively. There are about teén percent who

,iﬁseéﬁ to be genuinely nonverbal; even in peer situations they say little, and
~théy‘dre~§fféctively handicapped in most instructional settings.

e e < e e,
Aot e ~

Concurrent with these developments, the results of ‘the 'SERT and tests of school
achievement (readirg and math) began to become available. These data suggested
that while SE performance is linked to learning to read, its contribution is

Secpndéry and limited. In addition, Feldman et al. (1975) found among HCE-

speaking students on the Big Island that it was general linguistic fluency and
not SE versus HCE that influenced school learning.
We decided to continue the exploratory study by concentrzting on those

children who by direct observation and test scores appeared to have limited oral

language skills. Changes in oral language performance would be relatively

|
|
|
1
easier to detect, and therc was a great practical need to assist these children. w
Presumably what we learned by working with children in difficulty would be ‘

generalizable to other more language-capable children.

o

Eliciting Oral Responses from Nonverbal Children? :
«i

A group, composed of five-children (two girls and three boys), - T T e

who scored low on both the HCERT and SERT and who were considered nonverbal by

2This section is taken from a report preparad by Ms. Claire Asam, who conducted
the sessions and contributed to the analysis. !
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KEEP teachers was selected. Four of the children were first graders and ons
was a second grader (ages 7-8). All scored low on standardized IQ and achieve-
men; tests, and were in thez lowest reading group in the school. All were of
Polynesian ancestry.

The teacher met with these children every day between 11:00 and 11:30 AM
for a period of two weeks. The sessions were approximately 10 minutes in length:
and were held in a research building adjacent to the regular classroom building.%
Each session was videotaped. {

The tea;her used various methods tc bhegin the sessions. The first methoc
was to give individuals special days to talk. Each child was 23ssigned one-day
during the week that was his day to come with something to share with the group.f

Although it was unclear whether or not the children prepared in advance for theii

—

day, all of the children willingly participated on their assigned days.

The second method involved teacher narratives. The teacher verbally shared

!
something with the group, hoping to elicit verbal responses, but made =0 requeﬁtL
for respunses. ‘

The final technique used to stimulate conversation was direct questioning,
by the teacher, of specific individuals. :
From the first few sessions these ''monverpal" children were very verbal, thé

contrast with their usual verbal rates was impressive -~ a reaction shared by

-
many XKEEF Staffers. The following are possible reasons for their behavior in the;

sessions: ¢

~
~~

1. The children were in a loosely structured environment, dissimilar *o
their usual classroom situation, with no teacher demands.

2. The teacher created a situation in which the children were encouraged,
and given confidence in their speech.

3. The children were with peers ~f similar verbal avility.

It
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4, “The éhiildren had an opportunity to express themselves in a relaxed,

informal, nonthreatening environment among peers and with a teacher

5;'*;‘v“whwaHAWed an interest in whatever was saiqd.

et &
e T e

5y The children looked forward to this special time and would often ask
:ﬁhgxtggcher if they were going to talk together on the "other side."

" The chiildren associated talking or a time to talk with the room they
’ had their sessions in. e

s *‘M,.'m_.w

kApparentTy, no one method was nore effectlve than another in evoking conversation

from the cﬁildren.

F'}ErélihiﬁaryMAnaiysis of Language Group‘Sessions

To date we have céfpleted only a prellmlnary analysis of the tapes obtained

: from the small group language sessions w1th the supposedly nonverbal children.
e 4

gS:qurrowing from Kernan (1974), ten tapes were coded for narrative elemenfé;\
"Labov and Waletzky (1967) define a narrative as a method of recapitulating
:'iﬁgéfféiﬁeriencé by matching a verbal sequence of two or more clauses to the

“sequence of events that (it is inferred) actually occurred. A narrative, then,

‘\7“18*6n1y one means of verbally recapitulating past experience.....Labov (1972)
4 N
‘posits sig‘elements, or sections, in the overall structure of well-formed,; ex-

‘tended narratives" (Kernan, 1974: 3-4).

We found three of these elements in sufficient detail to code. _They areg

% 1. Abstract: clauses ct the teginning of the narrative that summarize the en-
i _tire story or result of the story. A narrative may also begin with an introducer

«which is a relatively stylized way of indicating that what follows is a narrative

H
i
p4
s

:andy among other things, is not subject to the rules of sequencing that apply to

e

dialogue or conversation, for example, I remember one time when I was six years old

%w~(Kernan, 1974: 5-6). .

\ 3The narrative analysis and the coding procedure were suggested by Keith Kernan;
;- we thank him for his many valuable suggestions.
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2. Orientation: clauses that provide some information as to time, place,
persons, and their activity or situation; orientation clauses may also provide
bacﬁground information such as knowledge that characters in the story may or may
not ‘have, mood of characters, or other information that is necessary to under-
standing the narrative.
3. Evaluation: clauses which attempt to make narratives appreciated and
considered by the audience to have been worth the telling.

\ - %

There are additional narrative elements described by Kerﬁan. However, in :
the KEEP tapes they ocairred only as traces. The tapes coded were recorded over
ten consecutive school days and were the final ten sessions of the small group
discussions. The preceding tapes could be analyzed, but due to day-to-day
variations and equipment failures during our initial exﬁlora ions, the last ten
days of taping were more suitable for analysis.

We considered several forms of analysis. The advantage of the Kernan nar-
rative coding procedure was the availability of his data on same aged Afro-
American chiléren. é

The total number of clauses ccded in the ten tapes was 569. The mean number
of clauses per narrative was 13.23, and the total number of narratives over the
ten days was 43. Our mean of 13.23 clauses per narrative for the KEEP 7-8 year
olds is within the range obtained by Kernan for his three age groups: 16.00
(ages 7-8), 11.00 (ages 10-11), and 18.00 (ages 13-14).

As our use of a restricted narrative element code implied (we used three
while Kernan used six), the KEEP children displayed a limited range of narrative
elements. 1In the 43 narratives, we observed 38 abstractors/introducers, 40

orientation clauses, and only seven evaluation clauses. The bulk of the remaining

clagggs related the narrative events themselves.

S6
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Finally, ‘Kernan analyzed the distribution of narrative techniques employed

ig§ﬁhi§~§§§§1g. A narrative technique is defined "in terms of the semantic

,:gg :relatedness that exists between certain of the independent clauses of th-

narféﬁivé”k(Kernan, 1974: p. 12). A narrative technique may occur anywhere in

‘the overall structure of a narrative, that is, the various elements of narrative

jé hniques include exact repetition of clauses, the paraphrase of a preceding

Kernan found "children of different ages utilize these techniques to elabor-

. »»mw..yw« .
s

.ate’and expand different sections of the narratives" (p. 18). For his seVeh to

<?p; the seven—eight year old KEEP children, 58 percent of the narrative techniques

océur as narrative clauses. Thus younger children--Hawaiian and Afro-American--

appear to be more concerned that the narrative events be understood; thus their
" use of techniques is largely confined to elaborating and explaining iarrative -

éVents themselves. The older children "seem to be more interested in elaborating .

the background information necessary to a proper interpretation and undérstanding .
of the narrative...." (p. 18). For example, for Kernan's 13-14 year olds, 46 and

_ 45 percent of the techniques observed occurred as orientation and evaluation

ciauses respectively; only nine percent occurred as narrative clauses.
In sum, the KEEP nonverbal children displayed in their narratives a dis-

‘tribution of elements and techniques that approximated the rates obtained by

|

1

|

Kernan for a similar aged group of Afro-American children. Given the enormous o
differences in the settings in which the studies were conducted, the parallel

|

|

results are even more remarkable. The KEEP children were recorded in their

5%
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. regular school, and were "interviewed" by a teacher. Kernan's data were obtained

as part of a community based project; the narratives were obtained by black fe-
male interviewers whom the children knew well.
For our purposes here, we can conclude that the open-ended small group dis-

cussion format holds substantial promise, and should be further exploited. We

learned that given the right circumstances the nonverbal KEEP children can use

language effectively; that they show in their narrative techniques a preference

- N b
that is probably appropriate to their age; and the length of their narratives

~ }
is likely average for“th?r age. :
+

In addition to the narrative analysis, informsl review of the tapes suggests
the children rely heavily on HCE rather than SE to recount their stories. For

some of them, three years of school experience would appear to have had little

" impact on their-use of SE in a conversational/narrative setting. It seems they

uﬁQerstand SE perfectly well, but they do not use it. Whether it is because

they cannot or choose not to remains unclear. On the surface it appears they

,
3,

cannot;,%nd that the limited opportunities for classroom discussion have .done
little t;aafsist them to be more fluent in SE.

Finally?“ghe peer interaction in the small group discussion was extremely
important. Afté%2§everal sessions a phenomenon occurred which the researchers
(Asam and Day) des;;ibed as GIN (group involved narrative). A GIN included in
the story one or more 6f the other children in the group; often the stories
were fantasy ("we went to the moon, and got ice cream"). The inclusion of group
members in a story elicited rapt attention and evident involvement. It was
during GINs that some of the most nonverbal of chese children were observed
to use complex, elaborate language.

Discussion.

The studies with the supposedly nonverbal children point sharply to a need

N

Y
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Egéaqzé;;gggiéh competence from performance. These children were selected because

5 e o aeas

. ‘test lcores and teacher observations indicated they were nonverbal. What we

ngiﬁéﬁﬁéﬁfig“Eéﬁéthing dbout the conditions in which they are willing to talk. Ob-

P

5
e

Final Discussion and Conclusions: . ol

A

'ihété are several major conclusicus to be drawn from the KEEP linguistic .
, f'iéyégrch; We have come a long way since 1971 in our effort to grﬁeféféhd the .

. x_lé‘tﬁi‘e. of ‘thié children's linguistic behavior.

* . ¢

1. There is a steady development of standard English‘perfbrmanée‘lévelé
- b

Zéﬁpﬁguthé‘ﬁaﬁaiian Crecle-speaking children. This occurs from ages five to

- ~ gn £ *

~ niné without special programs, at rural, suburban, and urban schools.

'2. At age nine, Hawaiian-Creole speakers spéak gtandard English almost as

gziiiés somewhat younger children for whom standard EngI}gh was a first language. __

g -

-

g
5. Hawaiian-Creole speakers understand .standard English almost as well as

same .aged standard Engliish-speaking children. Creole speakers' comprehersion of J‘_”‘?

-standard English is excellent as early as age five. T

4. Young Creole speakers have difficulty with the same features for standard ﬁ

English as SE speakers. A study now in progress suggests that thése features also

‘present difficulty to Pima Indians, Mexican immigrants, Koreans, Chinese, Japanese,

!
and Fildpinos. .
5. Hawaiian Creole speakers show improvement from ages five to seven in l

Creole performance, just as they do in standard English.

6. Children who are skillful in standard English are also skillful in Creole W
Th;sﬁ not skillful in standard English are also nof skillful in Creole. :
v }. Skill in standard English and in Hawaiian Creole is related to readirg
achievement. Standard English appears to be slightly more important to learning

to read than Creole, but both are less important than general language development.
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8. Training in standard English is less likely to be important than in-

creasing the number of oral language opportunities and activities.

Y - T Improvement in standard English skill by Creole speakers follows a

hierazchy of difficulty that is common to standard English speakers.
10. Creole-speaking children very often p ‘form below their ability in

oral language skills.

The programming implications of the linguistic research at KEEP have been

sharply narrowed. At this point, we believe the next lines of investigation

N 'éﬁouiélbé“on ways -to increase the oral language‘opportunities and activities.

_.In addition to a curriculum materials issue, an important part of this research

will be on teacher skill. It is likeiy that a major effort will be needed to

define and train teacher skills that foster oral language growth.

——-g
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