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This investigation compares dialect use by African American children differing in
socioeconomic status (SES) and gender. Subjects were 5- and 6-year-old boys
{n = 30) and girls {n = 36), who were kindergariners attending schools in the
Metropolitan Detroit area. Comparisons of the amount of dialect in the children’s
spontaneous discourse revealed systematic differences relative to SES and gender
in the frequencies but not the forms of dialect in use. Children from lower-income
homes, and boys, were more marked dialect users than their middle-class peers
or girls. The sociolinguistic implications of the findings are discussed.

KEY WORDS: African American English, socioeconomic status, gender differ-
ences, children

ost large urban centers in the United States include a signifi-

cant and growing number of African Americans, most of whom

(Battle, 1993; Smitherman-Donaldson, 1977) are speakers of
the nonstandard dialect, African American English (AAE). Early lin-
guistic and sociolinguistic investigations of the dialect revealed its sys-
tematic, rule-governed structure (Dillard, 1972; Fasold & Wolfram, 1970;
Labov, 1970; Wolfram & Fasold, 1974). These studies were focused pri-
marily on the discourse of adolescents and adults, usually in the form of
ethnographic descriptions of the rich linguistic and interactive charac-
teristics of communication among inner-city gang members. This line of
inquiry convincingly refuted prevailing notions of the time that AAE
was a deficient form of Standard American English (SAE). AAE has been
studied to a lesser degree in younger children but the linguistic con-
straints governing the use of various forms have been found to be sys-
tematic as well (Ball, 1994; Baratz, 1970; Wyatt, 1996).

In addition to its focus on adolescent and adult use of dialect forms,
much of what we know about AAE is based upon the performance of low
income speakers. Unfortunately, African Americans are impoverished
at disproportionate rates in the United States (Cole, 1980; U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, 1990) such that an African American child is three
times more likely to be growing up in poverty than other children in the
U.S. (Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, & Duncan, 1996). It is important to un-
derstand dialect use in this large and primarily poor segment of the
African American population. It would be incorrect, however, to ascribe
the characteristics of dialect use among speakers from low socioeconomic
status (LSES) backgrounds to African Americans in general, if indeed
the information available to date only characterizes African Americans
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living in poverty. Dialectal variations in the discourse
of children differing in socioeconomic status (SES) should
be pursued.

Few studies involving African American children
have examined dialect performance relative to subjects
differing by SES. Those studies that have been conducted
have reported differences in performance based upon
this important social status variable. Dillard (1972) re-
ported that pre-adolescent and adolescent children from
a middle-income racially integrated community used less
dialect and more SAE than low-income age-peers from
a predominantly African American, block-long commu-
nity, in New York City. Ratusnik and Koenigsknecht
(1976) found that instances of third person singular /s/
and /z/ exclusions, copula and auxiliary deletions, and
double negatives were increased in frequency for 4- and
5-year-old children from lower-SES compared to middle-
SES homes in Chicago. The Ratusnik and Koenigsknecht
study focused on phonological features primarily, how-
ever, so only three morphosyntactic forms were exam-
ined of the potentially much larger set produced by Af-
rican American children. In one of the few published
reports of the large variety of dialectal forms used by
young African American children, Washington and Craig
(1994) defined and described 16 different AAE forms in
the freeplay discourse of 45 normally developing pre-
schoolers. All of our subjects were from low-income
homes, however, so no SES comparison was possible.

Most of the literature on dialect use by African
Americans not only derives from the study of older ado-
lescent and adult inner-city gang members, but charac-
terizes males primarily. Dialect use by females remains
largely unknown. Cross-cultural sociolinguistic ap-
proaches to the study of language variation have re-
ported that male speech includes many more nonstand-
ard variants than female speech (Labov, 1972, 1990;
Romaine, 1978; Wolfram & Fasold, 1974). More specifi-
cally to African Americans, Wolfram (1969) and
Abrahams (1973) have observed that the talk of women
is closer to SAE than that of men. Romaine (1978) pro-
vides evidence that gender differences in nonstandard
variants may be observed as early as 6 years of age for
other dialects of English.

Our understanding of dialect use by African Ameri-
can children will remain critically incomplete without a
gender comparison. It is difficult to predict the nature
of the relationship between gender and dialect. Although
there are long-standing observations that some aspects
of structural development favor girls (Ely & McCabe,
1994; Huttenlocher, Haight, Bryk, Seltzer, & Lyons,
1991; Koenigsknecht & Friedman, 1976; McCarthy,
1930; Morisset, Barnard, & Booth, 1995; Winitz, 1959),
most recent research finds few differences and then pri-
marily in discourse behaviors (Craig & Evans, 1991; Ely,
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Berko-Gleason, & McCabe, 1996; Macaulay, 1978;
Sheldon & Rohleder, 1996). It remains unclear whether
a primarily morphosyntactic system like AAE will evi-
dence systematic differences relative to gender, and fur-
ther, whether the asymmetries in dialect use noted be-
tween African American men and women will be
apparent for young children as well.

The purpose of this investigation was to examine
dialect use by young African American children differ-
ing by these two potential influences on language per-
formance, SES and gender. Information of this type
would contribute generally to our increasing understand-
ing of children’s use of AAE, and more specifically to the
development of informative research designs and much
needed culturally valid assessment instruments.

Method
Subjects

The subjects were 66 African American children (30
boys and 36 girls) living in the metropolitan Detroit area.
All of the subjects were dialect users although the
amounts of dialect evidenced in their discourse varied.
African American children comprised more than 75% of
the student body in the school districts participating in
this investigation.

The subjects ranged in age from 63 to 76 months
and all were kindergartners. All of the children were
apparently normally developing based upon teacher and
parent judgments. None were enrolled in special educa-
tion services of any kind although special education ser-
vices were available for kindergartners who met district
criteria. Each child passed a bilateral hearing screen-
ing at 25 dB for 500, 1,000, and 4,000 Hz (ANSI, 1978)
prior to data collection. No formal language measures
were administered to these children in an attempt to
confirm their normal developmental status in ways other
than teacher and parent reports. Unfortunately, no valid
formal tests of the language development of African
American children are available to date (see Washing-
ton, 1996, for a recent discussion of this issue), preclud-
ing the collection of a quantitative language perfor-
mance-based, subject selection criterion of this type.

School administrators contacted all African Ameri-
can families in their districts who had children enrolled
in kindergarten. Subjects were selected on a continuous
enrollment basis for participation in this study based
upon their ability to meet the following SES criteria.
Half of the children were from low and half from middle
sociceconomic status homes. LSES was determined by
a child’s eligibility for the free or reduced-price lunch
program based upon the federal guidelines. The family
incomes of the children who participate in the free and
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reduced price lunch program must be between 135% and
185% of the federally established poverty guideline for
a family of four during the year in which the data were
collected. The MSES subjects were selected from a pool
of subjects 4 through 6 years of age identified by the
school districts who attended schools in which fewer than
20% of the families were eligible for free or reduced-
price lunches. None of the 33 children designated MSES
in this investigation participated in the free or reduced-
price lunch programs. Gender was allowed to vary within
SES strata. Table 1 summarizes the subject distribu-
tion for gender and SES.

Data Collection

Spontaneous, free-play language samples were col-
lected during adult-child discourse with an African
American female examiner who spoke AAE to the chil-
dren. The examiner was one of a team of five experi-
enced African American researchers, with more than 2
years experience testing children. Examiners and sub-
jects were not paired in any specific manner. Rather,
the availability of a given child and each examiner’s
schedule were used to determine adult-child pairings.
Each child wore an individual microphone and the
samples were audiorecorded using a microphone mixer,
in a quiet room in the child’s school. Sample durations
were approximately 15 to 20 minutes.

Each child was presented three toy sets and allowed
to select one for play during the interaction in an at-
tempt to standardize interest levels in the play materi-
als across subjects. The toy sets included: Barbie and
Ken dolls with a Burger King play set, action figures
and props, and the Fisher-Price School. The choices were
successful in maintaining the interest of each child.

Scoring

The language samples were transcribed orthographi-
cally using the CHAT conventions of the Children’s Data
Exchange System, CHILDES (MacWhinney, 1994). In-
stead of utterances, however, the transcripts were seg-
mented into Communication Units (C-units), using the
scoring criteria of Loban (1976). The first 50 wholly in-
telligible C-units were segmented into secondary CHAT
files for analysis using the CLAN programs. The 50 C-
unit corpus was selected because it is sufficiently large
for data reduction purposes and is readily obtainable in
a 15- to 20-minute sampling period from even the young-
est children in this age range. The C-unit was defined
as “a group of words that cannot be subdivided without
the loss of their essential meaning” (Loban, 1976, p. 9).
In addition, the syntactic segmentation of multiple main
clauses linked by simple coordinate conjunctions were
separated into C-units if all clauses included subjects,
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Table 1. The gender, lower (LSES), and middle socioeconomic
status (MSES) of the subjects.

LSES MSES Total
Males 13 1 30
Females 20 16 36
Total 33 33 66

based upon Hunt’s (1970) criteria. A departure from the
scoring system defined by Hunt (1970) occurred for sen-
tences containing select AAE forms. Specifically, sen-
tences containing AAE forms such as the zero copula/
auxiliary and that involve deletion of the main or aux-
iliary verb forms were counted as one C-unit. C-units
have advantages over other units of analysis like the
T-unit (Hunt, 1970) and the utterance (Brown, 1973,;
Miller & Chapman, 1981). Unlike T-units, C-units pre-
serve short discourse units like one-word responses to
adult questions and comments in addition to scoring
sentences with a subject and main verb. These proce-
dures stabilize sentence lengths in children of school
age, like those in the present investigation, who are
capable of producing long strings of clauses joined by
simple conjunctions.

C-units were scored for the occurrence of one or more
types of AAE, using Washington and Craig’s (1994) defi-
nitions for children. Our earlier work identified AAE
types from the discourse of children from LSES homes.
The appendix provides examples of the same types of
AAE, but obtained from the samples of the MSES chil-
dren in this investigation.

Reliability

Transcription reliabilities were established for each
sample. Approximately 10% of the discourse of each child
was re-transcribed by an independent observer. A point-
to-point comparison for morphemes was 91%, when the
number of agreements was divided by the number of
disagreements.

Seven of the subjects were randomly identified and
their transcripts were re-scored by an independent ob-
server using the Washington and Craig (1994) taxonomy
for types of AAE. Point-to-point comparisons resulted
in a 95% agreement for types and an 82% agreement for
tokens. Agreement for C-unit segmentation was 99%.

In addition, the examiners’ use of AAE was investi-
gated in two ways to explore comparability across
testers. First, the amount of variation among testers in
the frequencies of AAE tokens and types was compared.
In addition, the verbosity of the examiners was com-
pared in terms of the numbers of utterances each pro-
duced during the elicitation of the 50 C-unit child sample.
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Table 2. Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for frequencies
of AAE tokens and types and adult utterances for examiners and
AAE tokens and types for the children relative fo the examiners.

AAE tokens AAE types Adult utts.

Examiner M SD M SD M sD
Examiner behaviors

1 6.6 4.8 20 7 118.4 74.2

2 20.6 16.6 *4.4 1.8 98.2 63.8

3 12.8 6.4 Al .89 101.6 25.8

4 14.6 6.0 3.2 1.9 124:2 38.1
Child behaviors

1 8.2 54 3.0 22 NA NA

2 4.4 3.4 2.4 =5 NA NA

3 7.4 4.9 2.6 11 NA NA

4 10.6 4.3 4.0 14 NA NA

*p=.03.
NA = not appropriate.

Since the number of subjects tested by a specific exam-
iner was determined based upon scheduling issues, the
specific numbers of language samples involving any spe-
cific examiner varied. For analysis purposes, five inter-
actions were selected for each of the four examiners (n =
20) who had collected at least five of the samples re-
ported in this investigation, representing approximately
30% of the total interactions. No statistically significant
differences were found across examiners for the frequen-
cies of AAE tokens, F(19) = 1.8, p > .05, or numbers of
utterances produced, F(19) = 0.27, p > .05 (see Table 2).
Types of AAE varied significantly between two of the
examiners, F(19) = 3.86, p < .05. Second, the impact of
the adult behaviors on the children were estimated by

Table 3. Percent of subjects using each AAE type (N = 64).
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comparing the frequencies of AAE types and tokens pro-
duced by the children relative to examiners (see Table 2).
Despite a difference between examiners for types, no
statistically significant differences were apparent for the
frequencies of AAE types, F(19) = 0.96, p > .05, or tokens,
F(19) = 1.6, p > .05, produced by the children. Consid-
ered together, these findings indicate that the dialect
used by the children was not affected in systematic ways
by the minimal variations in dialect used by examiners.

Results

The data collection and segmentation procedures
yielded a total corpus of 3,300 C-units for analysis. A
summary of the AAE types used by the subjects is pro-
vided in Table 3. Two of the MSES children (3% of the
total sample) did not produce dialectal forms during
the first 50 C-units of their freeplay interactions. How-
ever, both children produced dialectal forms later dur-
ing their freeplay samples. In order to evaluate the com-
parability of the dialect used in the first 50 C-units to
the remainder of the freeplay discourse, 6 MSES and 6
LSES subjects were randomly selected representing
20% of the subject cohort. Dialect use during the first
50 C-units and during the remainder of the freeplay
samples were compared for frequencies of occurrence
of dialect. This required converting frequencies to per-
centage frequencies because the number of C-units in
the remainder of the sample was not controlled as it
was for the consistent 50 C-unit base. The percentage
frequencies were arcsine transformed to stabilize vari-
ances in percentage frequency data. A paired compari-
sons t-test revealed nonsignificant frequency variations
for amounts of dialect internal to these samples, #(11) =

AAE type
& -
.2 S 2 2 z
o X
3 § 2 "3 .‘S: © B = 2
= s 5 ¢ ¢§ ) B B § 8
& B8 . 1 SEEU ST PR i SN TR -
A e U S T NN o L e
~ 9w B z ‘E b 5 = =
Wi o ) S Gl R R R TR T e T
Groups N 2 & 'S 58 E N & 5 £ i & 5 e £ s
LSES
Malasin =003} . 100 =100 98" =@y’ 07 o0 23 o8 B 05 18T 15 .0 B ) D
Females (n=20) 100 80 20 AR AT s R AR o T AR RO e e R
Total (n = 33) e Mon SN SRS AT/ SN T RS R et S PO T TN B
MSES
Males (n = 16) VR | R ¢t - ok | o Lo KR ORI TSR R e T SR S LR S
Female (n=15 73 73 20 Rl o e Rl e SN e T N i B i e
Total (n = 31) ey S AT S PR, ST ST e SRR S B [k L R | R
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0.28, p > .05. Subsequent analyses based on the first 50
C-units were calculated only for the 64 subjects who used
dialect during the sample.

A two-way Analysis of Variance was computed for
frequencies of occurrence of any AAE form (tokens) by
gender (2 levels) and SES (2 levels). There was no sta-
tistically significant interaction between SES and gen-
der, F(1, 60) = 0.069, p > .05, but there were significant
main effects for SES, F(1, 60) = 12.33, p < .05, and for
gender, F(1, 60) = 4.72, p < .05. Table 2 presents the
mean frequencies for SES and gender. The frequencies
of AAE were significantly greater for the boys (M = 11.03)
than the girls (M = 9.05) and the frequencies of AAE
were significantly greater for the LSES children (mean
= 11.76) than the MSES children (mean = 8.03).

Although tokens varied by SES and gender, the
number of different AAE forms (types) did not. A two-
way ANOVA revealed no significant interaction between
SES and gender, F(1, 60) = 1.03, p > .05, and no statisti-
cally significant main effects SES: F(1, 60) = 1.42, p >
.05; gender: F(1, 60) = .0.22, p > .05 (see Table 4).

There was a marked toy preference relative to gen-
der although not for SES. Two-thirds of the boys (20/29)
selected the action figures and props, whereas the girls
rarely did (4/35) and preferred the Burger King with
Barbie and Ken dolls (26/35). It seemed important to
determine whether, in some unknown way, the toys were
creating play contexts with more opportunities for dia-
lect use by the boys. The mean number of tokens for
boys playing with the action figures was 9.8, less than
those for boys selecting the other toys (M = 12.4). This
inverse relationship between AAE tokens and action
toy sets indicates that the increased frequency of AAE
in the samples of the boys was not an artifact of toy
preferences.

The variation in AAE tokens also appeared unre-
lated to opportunities for their occurrence, to the ex-
tent that average C-unit lengths in words index the op-
portunity for dialect use. A Pearson Product Moment
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correlation between AAE tokens and average C-unit
length in words revealed a nonsignificant relationship
(r=.22,p>.05).

Discussion

The results of this investigation indicate that socio-
economic status and gender are two important influences
on the use of AAE by African American children. The
discourse of children from lower-income homes, esti-
mated by annual household incomes, reflected signifi-
cantly more dialect use than that of children from
middle-income homes. In addition, the discourse of the
boys in this study reflected significantly greater dialect
use than that of the girls.

The socioeconomic status of a child’s family has been
an acknowledged influence on various structural aspects
of a child’s language performance since empirical ap-
proaches to the study of language acquisition began
(McCarthy, 1930; Templin, 1957). Of course SES is a
general term, reflecting the potential effects of a num-
ber of co-variables. For example, in other work, educa-
tional level of the primary caregiver, rather than house-
hold income, is the better predictor of good and poor
cognitive and linguistic outcomes (Hawley, Halle, Drasin,
& Thomas, 1995; van Baar & de Graaf, 1994). In the
present investigation, it was not possible to secure this
kind of family information, so it remains unclear which
aspects of a child’s daily living contribute to the SES
differences obtained. Further, eligibility or ineligibility
for the federally funded or reduced price lunch program
was our SES criterion variable. This is one of the least
satisfactory ways to measure income. It would have been
preferable to know the specific income levels of the fami-
lies, educational level of the caregivers, and other vari-
ables often used to establish socioeconomic status. It is
possible that the population from which our subjects
were drawn did not select from the population as a whole.
If, for example, a parent had not enrolled a child in the

Table 4. Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for the frequencies of AAE use (tokens), the number of different AAE forms (types) and
average C-unit length in words (C-MLW) by lower (LSES) and middle (MSES) socioeconomic status homes and by gender.

Tokens Combined Types Combined C-MLW Combined

LSES MSES LSES MSES LSES MSES

M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Males 13.1 (4.6) 9.4(3.8) **11.0(4.5) 3.7 (1.1) 3.6(1.5) 3.6(1.3) 3.42(.45) 3.18 (.45) 3.29 (.46)
Females 10.9 (5.2) 6.6(4.1) 9.1(5:2) Siinns) T 3.07(1.4) 3.5(1.6) 3.59.(.57) " 3,28 |.55) 3.46 (.58)

*11.8 (5.0) 8.0 (4.1) 3:8(1.5)5. 3:35(1.4) 3.521.33). = 3:23 (. 49)

*p=.001
*pi< 05
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federally funded program that child might have been
included in the MSES sample rather than the LSES
sample. Whereas systematic SES differences were found
despite this potentially undetected subject selection er-
ror, SES misclassification using this particular estimate
probably was not an important influence on the data
obtained. Clearly, the ways in which poverty co-variables
affect performances by African American children war-
rants intensive study.

It may be the case that the dialect used by the child
from a low-income home is not the critical factor in this
SES/dialect relationship that warrants explanation.
Whereas AAE is an established rule-governed dialect, its
marked occurrence in the discourse of children with few
opportunities to be exposed to others outside their own
linguistic community may represent the standard for
analysis and understanding of AAE. Accordingly, the lim-
ited use of AAE as it appears in the dialect of middle-class
children may be the variation that requires explanation.
Middle-income families by definition have the potential
for more tangible resources and this would involve expo-
sure to the mainstream culture and its linguistic forms.
It will be important in future research to explore the de-
velopment of code-switching behaviors in order to improve
our understanding of the language of middle-class Afri-
can American children. Perhaps in addition to examining
reasons why low-income children do not code-switch
(Baratz, 1969, 1970; Debose, 1992) we need to determine
how and when the middle-class children do.

The finding of increased amounts of dialect in the
discourse of children from low-income homes appeared
unrelated to longer sentence lengths. Sentence length
in this investigation was calculated for numbers of words
per C-unit, a very gross measure. Perhaps sentences
with multiple clauses or advanced verb forms involving
multiple auxiliaries would increase the opportunity for
AAE, whereas sentences increased in length for other
reasons (e.g., multiple phrases) would not create oppor-
tunities for increased AAE. Future research using more
qualitative analyses, for example a subordination index
(Loban, 1976), or an examination of verb phrase elabo-
rations, might allow more systematic examination of the
role of opportunity in dialect marking.

Two of the children in this investigation did not use
AAE forms in their first 50 C-units, although AAE forms
were apparent in the remainder of their samples. De-
spite the potential for sampling error such as that rep-
resented by these 2 subjects, the use of a consistent
segmentation base across subjects is desirable and was
retained in this investigation. The first 50 C-units were
obtained readily for all subjects, and served to stan-
dardize the numbers of subject productions available
for analysis purposes, increasing the comparability of
analyses used. It was also notable that these 2 subjects
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represented only 3% of the samples overall. Ninety-seven
percent of subjects produced AAE forms during the 50
C-unit segment. For these children it appears that there
was no difference between the first 50 C-units and the
remainder of the 15-20 minute language sample, based
upon a direct comparison of 20% of the subjects. These
results underscore the reliability of the 50 C-unit cor-
pus for examining dialect in this population.

The gender differences found in this study are con-
sistent with those reported in the prior adult literature.
Cross-culturally, the discourse of males is more non-
standard than that of females (Chambers, 1995; Nichols,
1983), and Wolfram (1969) found that this was also the
case for African American men and women living in
Detroit, coincidentally the locale for our current study
of children. This gender-based variability has been hy-
pothesized to relate to the greater mobility of women in
urban work settings and consequently their greater
breadth of social and geographical contacts compared
to men (Chambers, 1995). It is notable that the socio-
linguistic literature proposes that both men and indi-
viduals in lower income communities have more re-
stricted environments. Females and middle class
individuals have greater mobility and consequently more
exposure to mainstream culture. The data from this in-
vestigation are consistent with the basis for their pro-
posals. Our LSES and male subjects used more non-
standard forms suggestive of fewer external linguistic
influences. The young ages of our child subjects, how-
ever, challenge any mobility-based proposal.

What is surprising in the present investigation is
that the gender distinction is apparent at such young
ages. The subjects in this study were only 5 and 6 years
old. Cross-culturally, this confirms Romaine’s (1978)
earlier proposals derived from the study of British En-
glish that gender-based asymmetries in dialect use
would be apparent in young children as well as adults.
Wolfram (1986) has suggested that more positive val-
ues of masculinity are associated with more frequent
use of nonstandard forms. Thus, socialization practices
may be the source of these gender differences, a com-
plex set of variables requiring future research.

Interestingly, only tokens differed by SES and gen-
der. The number of different types of AAE used by the
children did not. Types may index children’s dialectal
competence, and, consequently, the size of children’s dia-
lect repertoire may be determined by their developmen-
tal status. Alternatively, the frequency of usage of the
forms (tokens) may be governed more by performance
constraints and external influences.

So little is known about children’s use of AAE that,
as cautioned by others (Adler & Birdsong, 1983; Stock-
man, 1986; Terrell & Terrell, 1993; Vaughn-Cooke, 1986),
clinicians must exercise extreme care when assessing
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the language of African American children. Nonstand-
ard forms in a child’s speech may be evidence of dialect
rather than disorder. The findings of the present study
indicate that LSES children or males are at particular
risk for misdiagnosis if the presence of nonstandard
forms is a determining factor during the assessment
process. Whereas no culturally valid testing instruments
are available at this time, this is not a trivial issue. In
the absence of developmental information about AAE
and appropriate language tests, clinicians must rely on
assessment strategies that are relatively independent
of the effects of dialect. Craig and Washington (1994)
have suggested that the amount of complex syntax in a
child’s conversation is an example of this type of ap-
proach. Other examples are Stockman’s (1996) Minimal
Competency Core, a criterion-referenced assessment
approach, and a processing-dependent approach to lan-
guage assessment as described recently by Campbell,
Dollaghan, Needleman, and Janosky (1997).

Future research addressing the linguistic status of
African American children will need to consider SES and
gender in systematic ways. The present findings indi-
cate that research designs should control for the influ-
ences of these variables, and provide gender and SES
comparisons in results as appropriate. Controls on SES
and gender and more information about the ways these
variables influence the language production of African
American children should maximize the potential
generalizability of new findings across the whole popu-
lation of African American children.
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Appendix. The morphological and syntactic AAE forms scored for each subject

(adapted from Washington & Craig, 1994).

Definition

Examples

Zero Copula or auxiliary

uronmon

is,” “are,” and modal auxiliaries “will,” can,” and “do” are variably

included

Subject-verb agreement
A subject or verb may differ in either number or person

Fitna/sposeta/bouta
Abbreviated forms of “fixing to,” “supposed to,” “about to,” used to
code imminent action (Examples of utterances that were not scored for

this form were: “they fixin it,” “what are we supposed tfo do to that,”
“what about they lunch?”)

Ain't
“ain’t” is used as a negative auxiliary

Undifferentiated pronoun case
Nominative, objective, and demonstrative cases of pronouns occur
interchangeably

Multiple Negation
Two or more negative markers occur in one utterance

Zero possessive
Possession is coded by word order, so that the possessive “-s” marker
is deleted, or the nominative or objective case of pronouns is used
rather than the possessive

Zero past tense
“-ed” is not always used to denote regular past constructions, or the
present tense form is used in place of the irregular past form

Zero “-ing”
Present progressive morpheme “-ing” is deleted
Invariant “be”
Infinitival “be” is used with a variety of subjects to code habitual

action (“it's gonna be far away” was an example when habitual
“be” was not scored); or to state a rule

Zero “to”
Infinitive marker “to” is deleted

Zero plural
Plural marker

Double modal
Two modal forms are used for a single verb form

u_n
=S

is variably included

Regularized reflexive
Reflexive pronouns “himself” and “themselves” are expressed using
“hisself” and “theyself”

Indefinite Article
“a” occurs regardless of vowel context

Appositive pronoun
Both a pronoun and a noun reference the same person or object

“he goin(g) up”
“how you get this on2”

“| don’t got this at home so | don’t know where it go”
“guess where this box go2”

“I'm (a)bouta make him fall.”
“I'm (a)bouta make them sit down.”
“(be)cause they fitna go to a field trip”

“no it ain’t no more”
“she ain’t got no dress shoes”

“all of his for he?”
“my favorite toys is them jeep truck that you can get in.”
“and her got a camera”

“but these aren’t gonna come in no more”
“because | don’t have no other shoe”

“because they getting they lunch”
“it's they boss”
“that's a fireman hat”

“my mom spend my first five dollar bill”
ADU: “the elevator fell”
CHI: “yeah (be)cause he step on it”

“they was blow up cars”
“I'm talk”

“when they little they be talkin(g)”
“sometimes all of the other kids be doin(g) bad things”
“the wedding be close”

“he try dump his face in it”
“and | think it's geftin(g) ready snow”

“we have drinks and hamburger”
“because they are the fastest one in the world”

“an(d) magic boy he was lying that Ryan still was did it”
“she might can wear these”

“nope he just pee on hisself”
“you think by touchin(g) it you're gonna hurt themself2”

“a elevator”
“well | got a ax”

“my Donatello his head turns”
“the blue turtle he ain't here”
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