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Abstract 
This study examines the four English-lexifier creole languages spoken in Grenada, Guyana, St. Vincent, 
and Tobago. These languages are classified using a comparison of some of the markers of key 
grammatical features identified as being typical of pidgin and creole languages. The classification is 
based on a scoring system that takes into account the potential problems in translation due to differences 
in the mapping of semantic notions. This scoring system allows for a quantification of the data being 
compared, which provides a relative score for the potential intelligibility and acceptability of sharing 
literary material from one creole to another. Basing the classification on key grammatical markers allows 
for the use of this classification in determining if it is possible to conduct Machine Assisted Human 
Translation (MAHT) of literary materials developed in one creole to another (i.e., adaptation). Using the 
markers to classify and group these languages provides further information in the MAHT process. The 
markers of the grammatical features can be input into the MAHT tool (the computer programme) even 
before the translation process is begun. This classification tool has implications in the areas of the 
classification of creole languages based on historical and sociohistorical events, the spread of 
grammatical features among English-lexifier creoles, decreolisation, variation studies, and literary 
development. 

 

Keywords: David Joseph Holbrook; creole languages; Grenadian Creole; Guyanese Creole; Tobagonian 
Creole; Vincentian Creole; translation; classification of languages; literary development; grammar. 
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Introduction 

The Problem 
One of the goals for any organisation is to carry out its function in as efficient a manner as possible, 

making the best use of the time, resources, and personnel available. This has been true for SIL 
International (SIL), whose goal is to make available to as many people as possible the literary 
development1 materials produced in projects where they have had significant involvement in the 
production of those materials. SIL is very interested in determining if materials that they produce in one 
creole language of the Caribbean (or any other region where they work for that matter) can be shared 
with or adapted to any other territories with a similar creole language. The problem is that the grouping 
or clustering of the creole languages of the Caribbean, specifically the English-lexifier creoles in this 
study, has not been given specific enough attention by researchers up to this time. Much of the 
classificational research of English-lexifier creoles of the Caribbean has either focused mainly or solely 
on the verbal system or has taken a more sociohistorical rather than linguistic approach. A linguistic 
approach is necessary in the context of this study to determine the grouping or clustering of languages. It 
is the specific linguistic structures of grammatical features and the morphemes that are used to mark 
those features that will be key in determining if written materials in one creole can be shared with or 
adapted to another. More than just the verbal system markers need to be taken into consideration in 
order to significantly group these languages linguistically. 

Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to develop a tool that can be used to help identify where written 

materials produced in one Caribbean English-lexifier creole language might be easily shared with or 
adapted to other similar creole languages. The tool that is needed is one that will linguistically group 
(i.e., classify) the English-lexifier creole languages of the Caribbean. The tool developed in this study 
examines and compares the lexical similarity and total number of markers of some key grammatical 
features of these creole languages and assigns a score to each comparison. The higher the score, the 
greater the similarity of the lexical items and total number of markers used to mark the grammatical 
features of each creole language under examination. This is not a measure of intelligibility or a measure 
of the acceptability of written materials produced in one creole when shared with another. Intelligibility 
and acceptability can, however, be inferred from this. It should be expected that when there is a greater 
similarity of lexical items and total number of markers under examination, then there would be a greater 
degree of intelligibility and a greater potential for written materials produced in one creole language to 
be acceptable for use by speakers of the other creole language. 

Thus, this grouping is for the purpose of determining the potential to share or adapt literary 
development materials. It is not an exact measure. The tool is designed to provide a way to score the 
potential for the unidirectional sharing and/or adapting of written materials. It is a system for scoring 
the relative similarity and difference in a selected set of markers of key grammatical features of the 
creole languages under consideration. Both the concepts of the potential intelligibility of these languages 
and the potential acceptability of written materials produced when shared with or adapted to another 
are taken into consideration. These scores can then be used to cluster or separate these languages based 
on the similarity or difference in their scores. Once the clustering of the creole languages is determined, 
attempts can then be made to share, if possible, or adapt any written materials produced using one of the 
computer programmes that have been developed for such a purpose. (The computer programme 
                                                  
1 I have chosen to use the term “literary development” to refer to the initial development of an accepted standardised orthography 
and written materials in a language where there have been no successful attempts to establish these in the past. This does not mean 
that there have been no written materials previously produced in the language, just that there have been no successful attempts to 
establish a body of written materials and/or an orthography that is widely accepted and used.  
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promoted in this study is AdaptIt.) This is because of the potential to easily incorporate the research into 
differences between the markers of the creole languages into the programme even before any attempts at 
adaptation are carried out. In this way, the tool for comparison and clustering of these languages can 
then be used as a companion to the computer programme used in adaptations. 

This study uses my own research, and the research of other linguists who have studied creole 
languages, to identify the grammatical markers to compare. It applies the tool to the grammatical 
markers of four creole languages, and presents the results of that comparison. The four languages are the 
English-lexifier creoles spoken in Grenada, Guyana, St. Vincent, and Tobago. 

Factors to Consider 
There are many factors that need to be considered in such an undertaking. Which creoles are 

compared and why is one factor. The time frame of the comparison is another factor. The sharing or 
adapting of written materials is in focus, and so the structure of grammatical features and the markers of 
those features of each language that are in current usage need to be examined. The scoring system needs 
to take into account not only the potential intelligibility of these creoles but also the potential 
acceptability of written materials produced in one creole when shared with or adapted to another. 
Another consideration is that the phonology of these languages is important but orthographic 
representation would supersede phonological concerns. Of major importance is the choice of which 
grammatical features and markers of those features are to be compared. This study reviews research of 
creole languages, particularly the debate on the origins of creole languages, which has provided a large 
body of information related to the grammatical features considered “typical” of creole languages. It also 
takes into consideration the distinction between sharing written materials and adapting those materials, 
as well as the effect that has on the approach to each language. 

Why These Four Creoles 
These four creole languages were selected for a number of reasons. One of the reasons was their 

relatively close geographic proximity to one another and their geographic separation from the other 
English-lexifier creoles in the eastern Caribbean. All four of these creoles are spoken in the geographical 
southeast corner of the Caribbean. This region of the Caribbean was chosen because of my familiarity 
with Guyanese Creole due to my previous experience of having lived in Guyana for a year and a half and 
of having spent a considerable amount of that time learning Guyanese Creole. 

There is a group of six English-lexifier creoles in the geographic southeast corner of the Caribbean. 
(Depending on the outcome of the debate as to whether the creole speech of Trinidad and Tobago form 
one language or two, there may be only five English-lexifier creoles in this group.) These six languages 
are: Grenadian Creole, Guyanese Creole, Vincentian Creole, Tobagonian Creole, Trinidadian Creole, and 
Bajan, the English-lexifier creole of Barbados. Four French-lexifier creole territories—St. Lucia, 
Martinique, Dominica, and Guadeloupe—separate these six languges geographically from the rest of the 
English-lexifier creoles in the eastern Caribbean. Although it would have been very interesting to include 
Trinidadian and Bajan in this study, because of the need to narrow the research, it was necessary to limit 
research to only four of these six. 

The English-lexifier creole spoken by the residents of the island of Carriacou has been treated 
independently of the English-lexifier creole speech of residents of Grenada by most previous researchers. 
This has not been because of research that has shown that it should have status as being distinct from the 
creole speech of Grenada but because researchers have not included the creole speech of Grenada in 
their research. The general attitude of residents of Grenada and Carriacou is that while there may be 
minor differences in the creole speech of the two islands, but basically they are the same language. 
Grenada’s National In-service Teacher Education Programme’s paper “Some Differences in Lexicon, 
Grammar and Phonology” treats the creole speech of Grenada and Carriacou as a single language 
(NISTEP). The English-lexifier creole speech of Grenada and Carriacou is treated as a single language in 
this study as well. This is based not only on people’s attitudes toward the creole speech of both islands, 
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but also on my own research in Grenada and Carriacou (Holbrook 2000). It is also based on a 
comparison of my research in Grenada with what has been published by others, in particular Kephart’s 
“Broken English”: The Creole Language of Carriacou. This study has focused on the creole speech of 
Grenada because, as mentioned below, one of the criteria for choosing Grenada was the fact that there 
was not much published information available on the English-lexifier creole speech of that island. 

The English-lexifier creole of Tobago, in contrast to the Grenada-Carriacou situation, is not grouped 
with Trinidad in this study. There are three main reasons for this. The first is that there is a debate as to 
whether the creole speech of Tobago is distinct from that of Trinidad. Some researchers have asserted 
that the creole speech of Trinidad and Tobago is one language while others have asserted that there are 
differences and they should be treated separately. It is not the intention of this study to weigh in on this 
issue and prove one way or the other whether these are two separate creoles or one. If the English-
lexifier creole spoken in Trinidad were included in this study, this issue would need to be addressed. The 
amount of research needed to prove this is beyond the scope of this study. The second reason is that 
there is a definite social and political identity associated with the creole speech of each island, and 
possibly a type of national identification that is unique to each island. Residents of Trinidad whom I 
have interviewed have indicated a definite distinction between their speech and that of residents of 
Tobago. Because of the focus of this study, if the creole speech of Trinidad and Tobago were treated as a 
single language, for the reasons just mentioned, it might not be acceptable to speakers in one island or 
the other or possibly both. The third reason is, as mentioned in the criteria below, at the start of this 
study there was much more published research on the creole speech of Trinidad than that of Tobago. 

The narrowing procedure for selecting which four creoles to work with was guided by a number of 
factors. One of those factors was the relative closeness of the creole from Standard English. In reviewing 
previous research, when it was reported that a creole was “closer” to Standard English than other more 
“radical” or “conservative” or sometimes incorrectly labelled “more basilectal” creoles, it was less likely 
to be chosen. The label “basilectal” applied to a creole when comparing it with another creole is an 
incorrect use of that term because the term “basilect” refers to a range on a continuum of a single creole 
with its lexifier language. There are three terms generally used when discussing the creole continuum: 
basilect, mesolect, and acrolect. The acrolect refers to the lexifier language of the creole as it is spoken in 
the territory where the creole is found. The basilect refers to the creole variety that is generally 
considered the most distant or removed from the acrolect. And the mesolect can be any number of 
varieties of the creole that fall between the basilect and the acrolect. The term basilectal could be 
meaningless in a pan-creole system because the mesolect of one creole could be roughly equivalent to 
the basilect of another. Thus, in comparing creoles, a single creole cannot be “more basilectal” than 
another because every creole involved in a continuum-type situation would have a basilect. A creole’s 
basilect may be closer to or more distant from Standard English, but to label a creole as “more 
basilectal” is incorrect. The only instance where this might be correctly used would be where the 
mesolectal speech (or some variety closer to the acrolect than the basilect) of one creole would be 
compared to the basilectal variety of another creole. More about the creole continuum is discussed in 
chapter 3 in the section titled “The Creole Continuum—Problems for Data Selection” . 

Another factor that guided the narrowing process was the amount of information that was available 
for each creole. The more research that was available, the less likely it was to be chosen. This was for 
several reasons. Those creole languages with little research most likely had little done in the way of 
literary development as well. This could be advantageous in a literary development context because 
attitudes toward literary development, whether good or bad, would potentially not be as strong. Also, I 
did not want previous research to possibly influence the results of my research. I was concerned that old, 
outdated, or questionable data might cause me to try to track down and include speech forms that might 
no longer be in use or might be passing out of use. I also believe it is important to contribute to the ever-
growing body of language data that needs to be made available for other researchers and research 
purposes. Since there is a large amount of information available on Guyanese Creole, it does not fit this 
factor well. However, as already mentioned, it was chosen because it was the starting point for my 
interest in this region and the creole with which I was most familiar. There is little information available 
on Grenadian. Although there has been a lot of research done in Carriacou, it was uncertain at the start 
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of my research how similar the creole speech of Grenada was to that of Carriacou. Initial research has 
shown that there is very little difference, with the tendency to use certain markers on one island and 
other markers on the other island, even though both markers are used in the speech of residents of both 
islands (Holbrook 2000). There was very little published research on the linguistic structure of 
Vincentian as well. Just prior to and since the start of this study there has been a good deal published on 
Tobagonian by Dr. Winford James, himself a native speaker of Tobagonian, and Dr. Valerie Youssef. 
Most significantly, these two have co-authored a book, The Languages of Tobago, which provides a wealth 
of knowledge on this creole. 

The final factor was the classification of these creoles in prior research. The most well-known 
classification is Ian Hancock’s classification of the anglophone Atlantic creoles, in which he groups 
Vincentian, Grenadian, and Tobagonian in one branch under his eastern branch of Caribbean (Hancock 
1986b:324–325). He also groups Bajan (Barbados), Trinidadian, and Guyanese as another branch under 
the eastern branch of Caribbean. In addition, he indicates that there is some connection between the 
Vincentian/Grenadian/Tobagonian branch and Guyanese. His classification of the English-lexifier creoles 
was based upon his own research and the research of several other linguists. Hancock’s own research, 
among other foci, included a comparison of fifty sentences, which he states are “an organon for 
continuing work” in comparative studies (Hancock 1986b:282). In his study he states: 

I am attempting, in this study, to put into perspective some of the problems we are 
dealing with in our efforts to unravel Atlantic Creole history: the extent to which 
undocumented suppositions must be bolstered by creole reconstruction, internal as well 
as external, and to which known sociohistorical events correspond. We must ascertain 
which features in some creoles are retentions of what have become obsolete in others, or 
have been introduced more recently from outside or else have developed independently 
within them. These things will be ascertained only through rigorous comparative study. 
(Hancock 1986b:282) 

My own research and observations in these territories and first-hand reports of others have led me to 
question some aspects of the way Hancock has grouped the four creoles under consideration and the 
usefulness of these classifications. For purely linguistic reasons, even Hancock’s own data can lead to 
questions concerning the classification of Guyanese more closely with Trinidadian and Bajan than with 
Tobagonian. A cursory examination of Hancock’s fifty sentences shows that in about thirty-four of the 
fifty sentences, Guyanese, Trinidadian, Bajan, and Tobagonian are approximately the same in terms of 
closeness (or nearly as different depending on one’s perspective). In the remaining sixteen sentences, 
Guyanese appears to be closer to Tobagonian than Bajan or Trinidadian in twelve, closer to Trinidadian 
in two, closer to Bajan in one , and closer to both Trinidadian and Bajan in one . Thus it would seem that 
from Hancock’s own data, Guyanese and Tobagonian should be more closely linked linguistically than 
Guyanese and Trinidadian or Bajan. 

The paragraph quoted above from Hancock refers to unravelling “Atlantic Creole history.” This 
“unravelling” is done, according to Hancock, through what can be known about “sociohistoric events,” 
which possibly refers to the dispersal patterns of slaves, among other things. Also referenced in this 
unravelling is the necessity to “ascertain which features in some creoles are retentions of what have 
become obsolete in others,” which is likely a reference to decreolisation, as well as what might “have 
been introduced more recently from outside,” which would be borrowings due to language contact. 
These are all factors in his classifications, classifications that apparently emphasise history over current 
linguistic makeup of these languages. This is evident by his emphasis on discovering areas of language 
change (decreolisation and borrowing), which would be areas where, in the structure of a language, 
historical ties that exist might be absent, or where they might be falsely present due to recent 
developments. While a classification based on historical and sociohistorical events is useful in tracing the 
development of these creole languages, it is not as useful with reference to grouping these languages 
based on the actual linguistic structures and markers that are present in these languages today. An 
accurate linguistic classification can, using his words, “be ascertained only through rigorous comparative 
study” (Hancock 1986b:282). Hancock is referring to a comparative study of all the factors he mentions 
above, with the emphasis on unravelling history, whereas this study is limited to the unravelling of 
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linguistic aspects of the languages as they appear today. In so doing, a different classificational grouping 
based on linguistic similarities of these four creole languages emerges. 

One would expect that if these territories had similar histories that the creole languages spoken in 
each would also be similar. One would also expect that if these territories had dissimilar histories, that 
differences in the creole languages spoken in each would be more pronounced. The results of this study 
indicate that neither of these expectations has been realised. 

There are some parallels between the European settlement history of Grenada and St. Vincent. Both 
Grenada and St. Vincent were first settled by the French, Grenada in 1650 (The Grenada Independence 
Secretariat 1974:8), and—after some failed attempts by both the French and the British—St. Vincent in 
the 1720’s (Philpott 1996:13). The French ruled both islands until 1763, when they were both ceded to 
the British by the Treaty of Paris (Prescod 2001: 5; The Grenada Independence Secretariat 1974:10). 
Both were recaptured by the French in 1779 and returned to the British in 1783 by the Treaty of 
Versailles (Philpott 1996:13; Youlou United Liberation Movement n.d.:3; The Grenada Independence 
Secretariat 1974:10). 

Guyana and Tobago, on the other hand, have radically different settlement histories, both from 
Grenada and St. Vincent and from each other. Tobago changed hands so many times before finally being 
ceded to the British that it is mind-boggling. In 1641, Tobago was granted to James, Duke of Courland 
(modern Latvia) by Charles I of England. James was the godson of Charles I and the Courlanders were 
the first to establish a settlement in Tobago. This settlement was established in 1654, two previous 
attempts having been thwarted by the indigenous Carib Amerindians (Minderhout 1973:4–5). The Dutch 
captured the island from the Courlanders in 1658. With the help of the British, the Courlanders retook 
the island in 1666 only to have the French drive them out later that year. The French abandoned the 
island in 1667 and the Dutch took possession. The British captured it from the Dutch in 1673 and then in 
1677 the French captured it from the British. In 1679 Tobago was returned to the Dutch and in 1684 it 
was declared a neutral territory and off-limits to all powers by the Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle. The French 
returned to the island in 1760 and were driven out by the British in 1762. The Treaty of Paris in 1763 
ceded the island to the British, who began settlements that year. Then, in 1781, it was captured by the 
French, recaptured by the British in 1793, ceded to the French in 1802, recaptured again by the British 
in 1803, and finally ceded to the British by another Treaty of Paris in 1814 (Minderhout 1973:4–8; 
Ottley 1950:5). 

The European settlement history of Guyana is not nearly as complicated as that of Tobago and is also 
different from Grenada and St. Vincent. Three former Dutch colonies make up what is today the nation 
of Guyana. From the early 1600’s until 1796, “except for some few brief periods,” the Dutch controlled 
these three colonies (Robertson 1990:52). In the latter half of the 1700’s the influx of British planters to 
these colonies was significant. “In 1814, the Dutch ceded the Guiana colonies of Essequibo, Demerara, 
and Berbice to the British” (Robertson 1990:51). Finally in 1831, these three colonies were united to 
form the single colony of British Guiana. 

Given these historical facts related to the settlement of these territories, it might be expected that, 
due to similar and/or different settlement patterns, the English-lexifier creole speech of Grenada and St. 
Vincent would show the most similarity, and that the creole speech of Guyana, given its Dutch heritage, 
would show the greatest dissimilarity from these two. The creole speech of Tobago might be expected to 
show dissimilarity from these two as well. In addition, the creole speech of Guyana and Tobago might be 
expected to show some similarity, because of the periods of Dutch control of Tobago, but because of the 
turbulent history of Tobago, this would be difficult to predict. In fact, however, the results of this study 
indicate that there is the least amount of similarity between the creole speech of Grenada and St. 
Vincent, where European settlement history might predict the greatest link. Again, contrary to what 
might be expected, the results of this study also indicate that the creole speech of St. Vincent can be 
clustered with that of Guyana and Tobago and, in addition, it is the most central creole speech variety of 
the three. 
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Comparison of Grammars 
The comparison of grammars conducted in this study focuses on discovering the key features of the 

grammars of the four English-lexifier creole languages spoken in Grenada, Guyana, St. Vincent, and 
Tobago (henceforth Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian) which would reveal areas of 
difference between these creoles and thus some of the potential obstacles to the sharing or adapting of 
literary development materials. As the word “some” in the title of this study suggests, this study is by no 
means intended to be a comprehensive comparison of entire grammars. A comprehensive description of 
the grammar of just one of these creole languages is beyond the scope of this study. George and Mary 
Huttar’s descriptive grammar Ndyuka, dedicates 372 pages to syntax, 171 pages to morphology, and 
smaller sections to phonology and lexicon. Even with this bulk of description of a single creole language, 
the authors felt that there was still much more that could have been written about other aspects of the 
grammar of that language (Huttar 2003). 

Identifying the key features of the grammars to compare rather than a comprehensive comparison 
allows for an economy of time and effort in discovering the potential obstacles, and thus allowing the 
field worker the opportunity to devise methods of overcoming those obstacles to sharing or adapting 
materials. As Bickerton puts it, 

What is not needed is dogged fact-gathering…but the capacity to distinguish between 
the trivial and the nontrivial. The task of the theorist is to tell the field worker where to 
look and what to look for, and if the latter chooses to reject such aid, he has about as 
much brain as the man who throws away his metal detector and proceeds to dig by hand 
the three-acre field where he thinks treasure lies buried. (Bickerton 1981:45) 

Bickerton proceeds to describe twelve key areas of grammar in order to “see something of the range 
and extent of the similarities which any creole theory must somehow account for” (Bickerton 1981:51). 
These key areas of grammar are discussed below in the section “Selection of Grammatical Markers”. 

Several questions form the basis for a type of comparison where the sharing or adapting of written 
materials is in focus. Those questions include: How similar are the grammars and grammatical markers 
of these languages? Can these languages be grouped based on their similarities? And conversely, can or 
should they be separated based on their differences? Can written material developed for teaching 
reading or other purposes in one creole be used in another carte blanche, with adaptation, or not at all? If 
adaptation is possible and needed, what types of adaptations are necessary? Not all of these questions 
are answered by this study. By comparing key grammatical features rather than whole grammars, this 
study provides a tool to answer the first three questions with the expectation that those answers will be 
useful for answering the other two questions for field workers who may actually become involved in 
such endeavours. 

Synchronic Examination 
This study is intended to be a synchronic examination of the data for the four creole languages 

Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian examined in this study. As mentioned in the preface, 
the data used for this study was gathered in the different locations from September 1999 to April 2003. 
Although other data was reviewed, no outside data was used. The goal of providing a tool for use in 
sharing or adapting written materials necessitates the use of a synchronic examination. Although a 
diachronic examination is interesting and helpful for determining the development of creole languages, 
when it comes to sharing or adapting written materials it is not what is in focus. The focus of such an 
endeavour is an examination of the languages at the time the material is being developed and shared or 
adapted. Two major factors, intelligibility and acceptability, need to be considered when determining if 
written materials can be shared or adapted between languages. 
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Intelligibility 
Probably the most important factor to take into consideration in sharing or adapting written 

materials is the degree of intelligibility between languages. The degree to which one language is 
comprehensible to speakers of another affects the possibility of sharing or adapting literary development 
materials. Three types of intelligibility need to be mentioned here. 

The first is inherent intelligibility, which is the ability of speakers of one language or dialect to 
comprehend a second language or dialect based solely on the similarities of their grammar, lexicon, and 
phonology. To test inherent intelligibility, one of the prerequisites is that the speakers of the two 
languages being tested have had no exposure to the other language or dialect, and preferably to no other 
related language or dialect either. Inherent intelligibility is important in this context because it provides 
a fairly accurate measure of the potential for sharing or adapting written material that is developed in 
one language or dialect with another. The higher the degree of inherent intelligibility between two 
languages or dialects, the higher the potential to share materials. 

Intelligibility testing of related languages is often conducted by the comparison of word lists (Grimes 
1989:51). This type of comparison is not very revealing for creole languages, not only because of the 
lexical similarity between the creole and its lexical base language, but also because of the lexical 
similarity between creoles of the same lexical base. Any measure of intelligibility of creole languages 
must take into account the grammars of those languages because, as Grimes explains, 

different grammatical influences do not show up in word list comparisons, but can be 
important factors in the degree of understanding or lack of understanding between 
regional varieties. (Grimes 1989:54) 

Inherent intelligibility testing of closely related dialects is most often conducted by recording a 
personal narrative text from one dialect and testing how well speakers from another understand it (Casad 
1974). Recording of the personal narratives to be used in testing can also pose some problems in creole 
language situations in the Caribbean. There are many variables that influence a person’s speech either 
toward or away from natural creole speech. The topic being discussed, the setting of the discussion, and 
the participants involved are just three of those variables, of which participants are one of the more 
powerful determinants (Youssef 1993:260). Therefore, especially in cases where an outside researcher is 
involved, the validity of recorded texts to be used for testing is questionable at best. It is unlikely that an 
accurate measure of inherent intelligibility can be made using this type of recorded text test in a creole 
comparison situation. Casad, one of the designers of the test, lists eliciting texts as one of eight possible 
problem areas when conducting these tests for similar reasons (Casad 1974:99). Problems in elicitation 
of texts would be magnified in a creole-speaking context (Grimes 1989:56). 

A second type of intelligibility that needs to be mentioned is learned intelligibility, which may be 
considered to be a measure of bilingual proficiency. Bilingual proficiency is a situation where a speaker 
of one language or dialect, through exposure to the second, has gained a degree of comprehension of the 
second language or dialect (Grimes 1989:52). A person who has a degree of learned intelligibility would 
give a false score on an intelligibility test designed to determine inherent intelligibility. 

The third type of intelligibility is mutual intelligibility. Mutual intelligibility is a term used by many 
linguists which implies that speakers of one language or dialect have the same degree of comprehension 
of speakers of a second language or dialect as speakers of the second have of the first. That degree of 
comprehension is often stated in terms of a certain level or percentage of mutual intelligibility. Language 
X may be said to be 95 percent mutually intelligible with language Y, meaning that speakers of language 
X comprehend 95 percent of what is said by speakers of language Y and speakers of language Y 
comprehend 95 percent of what is said by speakers of language X. The use of the term mutual 
intelligibility thus carries the implication of intelligibility being equal in both directions. Take for 
example the following quote from Aceto: 

Of course, a considerable level of homogeneity or mutual intelligibility currently exists 
among certain lexically-related creoles sharing the same general geographical space, and 
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lexically-related varieties such as the Atlantic English-derived creoles share many 
structural, phonological, and lexical features which deserve consideration. (Aceto 
1999:98) 

What Aceto reports concerning the similarities of the structural, phonological, and lexical features of the 
Atlantic English-lexifier creoles is true. This is a well-established fact and one of the factors that led me 
to conduct this study. 

The use of the term “mutual intelligibility” in this context gives the impression that the level of 
intelligibility of these structural, phonological, and lexical features is equal in both directions for all of 
the Atlantic English-lexifier creoles. Intelligibility being equal in both directions, however, is rarely the 
case (Grimes 1988:59). Grimes discusses another type of intelligibility that is not necessarily related to 
this study, marginal intelligibility, but it illustrates this point well: 

There is an area of marginal intelligibility which presents special problems…This 
marginal intelligibility has surfaced in the cases of some Campa dialects of Peru…where 
one dialect could understand narrative discourse in another dialect, but could not 
understand hortatory, expository, or explanatory discourse in that other dialect (Grimes 
1988:58). 

Although marginal intelligibility is not a major issue in this study, it does demonstrate a lack of mutual 
intelligibility based on a lack of comprehension of different discourse styles. The lack of mutual 
intelligibility is not limited to different discourse styles but is evident even within a single discourse 
style. 

An example of a lack of mutual intelligibility in a single discourse style would be a speaker of one of 
the English-lexifier creoles being studied here when compared to a speaker of Standard English. It is 
possible that a monolingual Standard English speaker would have a higher degree of intelligibility of a 
Caribbean English-lexifier creole than a monolingual creole speaker would have of Standard English. 
This, of course, assumes no learned intelligibility on the part of either speaker of the other’s language. 
This can be shown by an examination of irregular verbs used in Standard English that are not used in 
creole. In most cases, the creole form for the present and simple past tense is the same, the unmarked 
verb. Standard English, however, marks these differently. The present tense is the unmarked verb, but 
the simple past tense is marked by the used of the –ed suffix or, in the case of irregular verbs, a 
sometimes completely different verb form. The past tense of buy, for example, is bought. The only 
similarity between these forms is the first sound of these words. It would be unlikely that an unfamiliar 
reader could establish a connection between these two words because they are so radically different in 
spelling from each other. In a discussion or a hypothetical written correspondence2 between the Standard 
English speaker and the creole speaker, where this verb is used in the simple past tense, the Standard 
English speaker would very likely comprehend that purchasing something is being discussed. This is 
because the creole form of the simple past tense of this word, buy, is recognisable to the Standard English 
speaker, but the Standard English speaker may not understand the time reference. The monolingual 
creole speaker, however, upon confronting a form that is not used in his speech or writing, bought, may 
not be able to comprehend the meaning of the verb or the time frame in focus. Other irregular verbs in 
Standard English could also be mentioned, such as catch–caught, run–ran, and see–saw, etc. Thus, 
intelligibility of simple past tense verb forms in most cases would potentially be higher when going from 
the creole to Standard English than from Standard English to the creole. In other words, the monolingual 
Standard English speaker would likely understand the simple past tense forms utilised by the 
monolingual creole speaker better than the creole speaker would understand the Standard English 
speaker. 

Other individual grammatical items might be found that may show that creole speakers might have a 
higher comprehension of Standard English for that item than Standard English speakers would have of 
creole. If this was the case and it was scored in an intelligibility test, the scoring of these two different 
                                                  
2 I say “hypothetical written correspondence” because there are currently no efforts at literary development in any of the creole 
languages being examined in this study, therefore, a written correspondence would very likely not take place. 
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areas of non-mutual intelligibility might offset each other. This could make the percentage scores of 
intelligibility for each the same. They could possibly then be said to be 95 percent mutually intelligible 
because the percentage of intelligibility would be the same for both. This, however, would be an 
incorrect evaluation because even though the percentage scores might be the same, the areas of 
unintelligibility between each may be different. 

The fact that intelligibility is not necessarily mutual has a great impact on any comparison carried 
out for the purpose of determining the potential to share or adapt written materials. There is currently 
no significant or organised literary development being carried out in any of the four creole languages 
examined in this study, but the potential for literary development exists for all four. With that in mind, 
intelligibility needs to be considered in a “one-way” direction from each creole to the others. Thus, since 
intelligibility is not guaranteed to be the same in both directions, what would need to be determined is 
not only how well Guyanese speakers understand written materials produced in Tobagonian, but also 
how well Tobagonian speakers understand written materials produced in Guyanese. This would further 
apply to Vincentian and Grenadian as well. If these degrees of “one-way” intelligibility were known, and 
literary development was carried out in one of these creoles, we would then know which of the other 
three creoles would have the highest potential to share or adapt those materials. 

A comparison of the markers for key grammatical features provides a way to measure the degree of 
“one-way” intelligibility between these creoles. It also has the advantage of both word list and grammar 
comparisons that are necessary for a creole language comparison. Because isolating morphosyntax is a 
feature of creole grammars, a comparison of the grammatical markers is essentially a comparison of a 
selective list of words—in this case the words that are used to represent grammatical features. As James 
and Yousef explain, 

All words are economical devices since they are signs for complex phenomena, but 
grammatical words are the major economy of language. More than the content words, 
they are the words a speaker has to know in order to speak a language natively (James 
and Youssef 2002:127). 

The selection of the grammatical features to compare thus becomes very important and is discussed later 
in this chapter and in greater detail in chapter 2. 

Acceptability 
When considering the potential to share written materials or adapt them from one language or 

dialect to another, the intended users’ acceptance of what is produced is another key factor. There are 
various factors related to acceptability that need to be considered before proceeding with any attempts 
to share written materials. Acceptability and accessibility of written materials are two different issues, 
and acceptability takes precedence over accessibility. What is important to consider in the sharing or 
adapting of written materials between languages is whether speakers of the language that they are being 
shared with or adapted to will use the materials (i.e., whether these materials will be acceptable). 
Accessibility implies access to the written materials both in the physical sense, of people being able to 
obtain the materials, but also in the sense of comprehension of the written materials. If written materials 
are accessible to the speakers of the language they are being shared with or adapted to, but are not 
acceptable, then those materials will likely not be used. 

Naturalness of the written materials is one factor related to acceptability that needs to be considered. 
If in the reading of the written material, the reader feels that what is being promoted as his language 
somehow does not sound natural, then there is less likelihood that the reader will accept those materials. 
Local ownership3 of material that is produced is also important to the acceptance of that material. The 
most effective means of getting local ownership in a literary development project is by eliciting the 
involvement of the speakers of the language in the decision-making process as early as possible (Bendor-

                                                  
3 Local ownership would result from the involvement of people, organisations, and possibly governments in decision-making for a 
literary development project and would include varying levels of commitment of time and resources on their parts. 
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Samuel 1987:7). Nationalist pride may play a role in non-acceptance when sharing materials. People 
may not be willing to accept something, especially something relating to so personal of a thing as 
language, if they are not the source. Attitudes toward speakers of the language that is the source of the 
written materials can also play a role. The more positive the attitude toward the source language and its 
speakers, the more likely that sharing of written materials will be successful. The converse is also true. 
Cultural issues related to the written materials are also important to consider, but these are beyond the 
scope of this study. 

Not a “Common-Ground Dialect” 
One thing that this study is not attempting to do is to create a synthetic “common-ground dialect”. 

The comparison of grammatical markers in this study could be used to determine which markers from an 
individual creole are potentially the most common among the four creoles. By selectively choosing the 
grammatical markers that are the most common, a “common-ground dialect” could be created. This 
“common-ground dialect” would possibly be made up of the markers from all four creoles. The first 
person singular pronoun might be taken from Grenadian while the second person singular pronoun 
might be taken from Tobagonian. These choices would potentially be made on the basis of these markers 
being the most common among the four creoles. Thus, one would have a dialect whose source is all four 
creoles but which does not exist naturally in any. Literary development materials could potentially be 
produced independent of any input of the speakers of these four creoles. This appears to have some great 
advantages in terms of efficiency, but in reality, something of this sort would likely not be acceptable to 
speakers of any of the four creoles for some of the reasons mentioned above (see also the discussion on 
the Mixtec languages of Oaxaca, Mexico in the “Sharing and Adapting: Some Differences” section later in 
this chapter). 

If a “common-ground dialect” were produced independently of the speakers, another reason it would 
very likely not be acceptable is that there would be no local involvement or ownership. Where there is 
no local ownership there is less likelihood of acceptance. A “common-ground dialect,” although 
potentially highly intelligible to speakers of all four creoles, would likely not be acceptable because of 
naturalness factors as well. It would also be more difficult to gain local ownership for a project because 
of naturalness factors. This is because the written materials produced might not “feel” local. Thus, it 
might be difficult to get local involvement to produce such non-“local feeling” materials. For these 
reasons, a “common-ground dialect” would very likely be less acceptable than an adaptation-based 
approach where there is not only local ownership by those producing the original materials but also local 
ownership by those doing the adaptations into the second language. 

Phonology and Orthography 
A comparison for the purpose of determining potential for sharing literary development materials 

must, of course, take into account the phonology of the languages or dialects being compared. 
Phonology, however, is not as critical an element as it would be if comparing spoken discourse. 
Phonology is important in determining the orthography, but phonology is of lesser importance for our 
purposes because it is the orthography that will ultimately come into play if written materials developed 
for one creole are shared with or adapted to another. None of the four creoles being compared in this 
study has an established orthography at this time. Thus, if an orthography is established for one creole, 
attempts can be made by field workers to try to get the same or a similar orthography established for the 
other creoles at the appropriate times through the appropriate local channels. This would be especially 
important if attempts to share or adapt materials are forecasted for those creoles. Even if the same or 
similar orthographies were not established for these creoles, orthographic adaptations could easily be 
conducted using computers. 

This emphasis on orthography has some advantages. There is a great deal of phonological variation 
in the speech of these four creole languages. Phonological variation occurs not only from speaker to 
speaker but sometimes even within the speech of a single speaker. Phonological and/or grammatical 
context can also influence phonological choice. This variation is most evident in the vowel systems for 
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these languages. Decker, in his work with the Belize Kriol Project,4 struggled with determining the 
number of vowels to represent in the orthography being developed for that language. The problem was 
due to the apparent overlap of phonologically similar vowels, which made it difficult to determine if 
there were phonemically five vowels or nine. Decker employed computer analysis of phonologically 
similar words and segments and found that nine different groups of vowels could be identified, but that 
there was a great deal of overlap in some of these groups (e.g., between “Vowel” 2 and 3). Because of 
this overlap, two words taken out of context might be difficult to distinguish. Decker, however, found 
that other clues provided by the context helped in distinguishing these words. Thus, two words with 
phonemically different vowels may, because of phonological variation, be homophonous when taken out 
of context but can easily be distinguishable in written form. 

Selection of Grammatical Markers 
The selection of grammatical markers reflects the focus of this study, which is a comparison of these 

creoles that will produce information that will be useful in determining which creoles group together in 
such a way that they are the best candidates for sharing or adapting written materials produced in one 
creole to other creoles. Another result of the study is to obtain information that will show which creoles 
do not group together well. As mentioned earlier, the comparison of these four creoles is not a 
comprehensive comparison of entire grammars but of the markers used in a limited set of key 
grammatical features. Three main criteria were used in determining which features should be included in 
the set of key features to be compared. For clarification, see the “Purpose” section of this chapter for 
further details related to the focus of this study. 

The first criterion was the frequency of usage of a grammatical marker. If a grammatical marker 
occurs frequently, then any differences in that marker between creoles will have a greater effect on the 
comprehension and acceptability, or lack thereof, of shared written materials. This was evidenced in 
research conducted in the Bahamas, where the extendibility of written material produced in Gullah was 
tested with speakers of the English-lexifier creole spoken in the Bahamas, locally called Bahamian 
Dialect. One high frequency item, the second person plural pronoun, was the most frequent cause of 
misunderstanding and lack of comprehension (Holbrook 1998:3–4). Bahamian Dialect and Gullah have 
different forms for this grammatical marker. In Bahamian Dialect the form is yinna /jɪnʌ/ and the Gullah 
form is oona /unʌ/. Although they are phonologically similar, differing only in their onsets, the 
difference was great enough to cause confusion and lack of comprehension for Bahamian Dialect 
speakers. The Dictionary of Bahamian English (Holm and Shilling 1982) includes oona /unʌ/ as a form 
found in the Bahamas, but its use is apparently archaic and isolated to the island of San Salvadore (Holm 
and Shilling 1982:147). 

The second criterion was the relative similarity to Standard English. Those markers that tended to be 
the same as Standard English were less likely to be chosen for this study. The markers that were included 
were those that differed from Standard English in form and/or function. If they were the same as in 
Standard English in both form and function, they were elgible to be excluded, unless it was the only form 
available to compare. This was helpful for two reasons. The first is that if the markers were the same as 
in Standard English, they tended to be the same for all four creoles. Since the focus of this study was to 
seek areas of difference between all four creoles, it helped to eliminate markers that wouldn’t show 
differences. The second is that all four of these creoles are spoken in countries where Standard English is 
also the official5 language. English and creole are often mixed together in speech, not only between 
sentences, but often within the same sentence as well. Since many features of creole are also the same as 
Standard English, focusing on markers that tended to be different from Standard English aided in the 
identification of utterances that could be considered acceptable creole utterances for this study. 

                                                  
4 The Belize Kriol Project is a group of creole speakers who have been interested and active in the development of Belize Kriol as a 
literary language (Decker 2000:1). 
5 “Official language” is to be distinguished from “national language” in that the “official language” is the language that is used by 
the government, in education, etc., whereas the “national language” is the language that can be used to identify the people of that 
nation. For example, Guyanese Creole might be considered  the national language in Guyana while English is the official language. 
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Many creole features are also shared with regional varieties or dialects of English. These features of 
regional varieties of English, however, are most often not thought of as features of Standard English. For 
example, in all four of these creoles, me, the first person singular pronoun, is used in the nominative or 
subject case. Although this is not considered a feature of Standard English, it is reported to occur in the 
dialects of Leicester and Warwick in England (Wright 1905: 67). 

The third criterion was grammatical features whose markers differed in form from one creole to the 
next. This criterion is fairly straightforward but necessary because of the constraints placed on selection 
of features due to the first criterion. This criterion allowed the acceptance of features that were not 
necessarily high frequency but were important for various reasons. For example, reflexive pronouns are 
not very high frequency items while personal and possessive pronouns are high frequency items. 
Including reflexive pronouns helps fill out the pronoun category. Reflexive pronouns do differ from 
creole to creole and also meet the second criterion as well. 

With reference to these three criteria, it must be remembered that sharing or adapting written 
materials is the focus of this study. It is not just to compare grammars for the sake of comparison but to 
try to discover where there are differences and make sure that those areas are compared. Where the 
forms and functions were the same as Standard English, there tended not to be any differences from 
creole to creole, and that is why the second criterion was included. The third criterion was included 
because some low frequency items differed from creole to creole and might have been excluded based on 
the first criterion. Also, one creole might use the Standard English form(s) (and function) for one feature 
while the others use something different, so a specific statement in the second criterion was needed to 
allow for this. 

The identification of key grammatical features for English-lexifier creole languages of the Caribbean 
by other creole linguists was also taken into consideration in addition to the three criteria described 
above. Other researchers have identified grammatical features that they consider to be characteristic of 
creole languages (see the “Contributions of Previous Research” section of chapter 2). Three are 
mentioned here and focused on in chapter 2. All three studies identified approximately twelve features in 
specific publications. Escure investigated nine features (actually twelve because she combined some 
features together due to the similarity of grammatical markers) in her study of decreolisation in Belize 
Creole (Escure 1981:34–35). Her work is mentioned for reference because it relates to a creole language 
not being compared in this study. Eight of these nine (actually eleven of the twelve) features she 
identifies are covered in this study. Bickerton, mentioned earlier, provides a list of twelve areas of 
grammar he feels are important for determining similarities (Bickerton 1981:51–72). His work is 
mentioned for reference because it relates to a study of language universals in creole languages. This 
study examines markers in eleven of these twelve areas. Passive constructions are discussed by Bickerton 
but passive constructions are identified by a change in grammatical structure, not by specific 
grammatical markers and thus did not fit into this type of comparison. Taylor also lists twelve 
grammatical features, some of which are different from Bickerton’s and Escure’s, which he states are 
“features common to at least two lexically differently based groupings…and seemingly characteristic of 
creole languages” (Taylor 1971:293). His work is mentioned for reference because the markers were 
derived from a comparison of creoles of different lexical bases. Three of the items mentioned in Taylor’s 
list are not included in this study. 

As noted, these authors, Bickerton, Escure, and Taylor, provide these lists for different reasons. 
Bickerton was attempting to answer larger questions related to language universals, origins of languages, 
language acquisition, and a genetic programme for human language (Bickerton 1981:xi-xiii). Escure was 
looking for linguistic cues to decreolisation within a single creole and so selected features that were 
“characteristic of the basilect which ideally includes in its most stable state maximal frequencies of 
creole features” (Escure 1981:32). And Taylor focuses on the similarities between creoles of lexically 
different bases (Taylor 1971:293). Despite the three different orientations, the lists are quite informative 
and useful for this study. The other grammatical markers identified by other researchers are examined in 
more detail in the “Contributions of Previous Research” section of chapter 2 and details for reasons of 
inclusion or exclusion in this study are given in the “Selection of Grammatical Features” section of 
chapter 2. 
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In order to facilitate this study, a consistent way to compare all of the grammatical features was 
needed. If a different type of comparison were done for each feature, based on the unique aspects of that 
subsystem, it would be difficult or impossible to come up with some sort of meaningful classification or 
grouping. In addition, to compare the overall structure of the system of every one of the grammatical 
features examined would have made the study too broad and burdensome; thus it was necessary to limit 
the comparison in some way. To do this, only the markers of the grammatical features chosen were 
compared. In addition, as pointed out in the discussion on translation in the review of literature, since 
sharing or adaptation of written materials is in focus, the differences related to the overall structure and 
semantics will be limited because of the close relation of the languages being compared. Where there are 
significant differences, they can be dealt with in the adaptation process. 

More Than Verbal Markers 
There has been much research done into various aspects of the Caribbean English-lexifier creole 

languages. Despite all this attention given to the English-lexifier creole languages of the Caribbean and 
their similarities, there has not been much work that compares aspects of the grammars of these 
languages. Much of the comparison work by creole linguists that has been done has focused on the 
comparison of aspects of the verbal systems of these languages. For example, nine of Bickerton’s twelve 
areas of grammar and a large amount of the text of his book Roots of Language (1981) are related directly 
or indirectly to the verbal system. Few scholars have compared other aspects of the grammars of these 
Caribbean English-lexifier creole languages. The verbal system is important to consider when 
determining the similarities and differences of these creole languages. It is by far the set of grammatical 
markers that best fits the three criteria outlined above. These markers are high frequency, differ from 
Standard English, and often differ from creole to creole. It is also the only feature that was included by 
all nineteen researchers in Figure 2.2. Verbal features and markers. who included six or more 
grammatical features in their research. There is, however, much more that needs to be considered in a 
proper comparison, such as the nominal markers, especially in a comparison that involves some type of 
classification of these languages into groups. 

One Does Not Equal All 
There is a general attitude among some linguists, including some creole linguists (although generally 

not those studying the Caribbean English-lexifier creoles), that if you see one English-lexifier creole of 
the Caribbean, you’ve seen them all. Kephart, for example, uses the term “Lesser Antillean Creole 
English” to refer to an English-lexifier creole variety “found mainly in the Windward Islands (Grenada, 
the Grenadines, St. Vincent, St. Lucia, Dominica)” (Kephart 1984:28). Jamaican, as well as Guyanese, are 
often used as a prototypical creole of this group. Many books and articles have been produced that use 
Jamaican or Guyanese, or both, as almost the sole source for examples of features of English-lexifier 
creoles of the Caribbean. Lawton (1982) uses Jamaican almost exclusively in his discussion of the 
differences between English and English-lexifier creoles in the Caribbean. Mufwene, in his articles 
“Observations on Time Reference in Jamaican and Guyanese Creoles” (1983) and “Notes on the Durative 
Constructions in Jamaican and Guyanese Creole” (1986a), for example, focuses on both Jamaican and 
Guyanese (see also Bickerton 1971 and 1975, Craig 1969, Gibson 1982, 1984, 1986a, 1986b, 1988, 
1992, Patrick 1991, Rickford 1986a and 1987a). Although this is not implied by any of the authors just 
mentioned, some readers may go away with the assumption that Jamaican and/or Guyanese are 
prototypical of the rest of the Caribbean English-lexifier creoles, and if one is familiar with one or both 
of these, there is no need to familiarise oneself with any of the others. This is an unfortunate by-product 
of several factors related to these creoles: the similarities in their development and structure, the 
abundance of research conducted on these two languages, and the depth of research done on these two 
languages. It is a fact that there is a high degree of similarity of the grammars of the English-lexifier 
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creoles of the Caribbean not only due to the shared lexical base language, but also, as Holm puts it, due 
to 

the typological similarity of the Niger-Congo languages that formed their substrata—as 
well as other factors, such as universal features of adult second language acquisition and 
cultural contact phenomena, that affect the formation of pidgins and subsequent creoles. 
(Holm 2000:91-92) 

Considering the high degree of similarity of the grammars of the Caribbean English-lexifier creoles, it is 
reasonable to choose a single creole such as Jamaican as an example in the comparison of grammatical 
features. What should not be implied from this is that all aspects of the example are applicable to the rest 
of the group. The type of comparison and grouping done in this study, based on more than just the 
verbal system, may help dispel the “if you’ve seen one, you’ve seen them all” fallacy that has been 
incorrectly assumed by some. 

Creole Language Origins 
Considerable research has been conducted that has focused on the origin and the similarities of 

creole languages. Many researchers have considered the possibilities of whether they originated by 
relexification of a Portuguese pidgin of African origin, or by its spread as an English-lexifier pidgin used 
as a type of lingua franca, which also had African origins (Holm 1989:46). There has been much debate 
concerning the influence on the grammar of the creoles from the substrate and/or superstrate languages 
as well. The concept of a creole continuum has been explored in much detail. The possibility that many 
of the similarities in creole languages are the result of creole languages originating in the context of 
second-language acquisition has also been given attention. This is due to universals of second language 
acquisition and the similarities those universals have with creole language grammars. There have been 
two fairly prominent competing theories of origin of many of the world’s creole languages and of the 
Atlantic creoles,—those creole languages spoken in southern North America, eastern Central America, 
northern South America, the Caribbean, and the west coast of Africa, in particular. One theory, 
polygenesis, carries the idea that these creoles developed independently of one another in their 
respective locations. In the case of the Atlantic creoles, some have proposed that they developed in 
parallel ways because of the similar linguistic source material and similar physical and social conditions 
(Romaine 1988:92). This theory implies that there is no genetic relationship between creoles. The other 
theory is monogenesis, “the idea that many of the world’s pidgins and creoles could be traced to a 
common origin” (Holm 2000:46). 

McWhorter, in his article “Sisters Under the Skin: A Case for Genetic Relationship between the 
Atlantic English-Based Creoles” (1995), argues for a monogenetic origin of the Atlantic English-lexifier 
creoles. He argues that they should be grouped together because they all derive from a single ancestor of 
expanded structure (McWhorter 1995:289). The evidence he provides for this grouping is based on six 
grammatical features that are shared by these creoles that are not derivable from substratal, superstratal, 
or universal influences. He states that because these features are not derivable from substratal, 
superstratal, or universal influences, then they must come from a “single stabilized common ancestor” 
(McWhorter 1995:326). This brings them together into a single unit or genetic branch based on some of 
their similarities that, he argues, can only come from this common ancestor. 

McWhorter’s arguments recognise, but do not address, the differences in these languages based on 
the differences in their subsequent development. As part of my preparation to test Gullah written 
material with speakers of Bahamian Dialect, I read the entire Dictionary of Bahamian English (Holm and 
Shilling 1982). I was intrigued by the plethora of words listed that referred to differences in skin colour. 
Holm reports the use of “some twenty precise words for skin colour” in the Bahamas (Holm 2000:113). If 
the English-lexifier creoles of the Caribbean are “sisters under the skin,” then an examination of the 
“skin” (the actual grammatical markers used) is necessary to gain a clearer understanding of how these 
languages group within the context of the genetic branch proposed by McWhorter. It may also provide 
further evidence for the establishment of a genetic relationship between these creoles. A polygenetic 
scenario implies that, if there is no genetic link between languages, there should not be any sort of 
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dialect relationships between them either. This study, however, establishes that there exists a fairly close 
dialect relationship between three of the four creoles under examination and a more distant dialect 
relationship of these three with the fourth. 

Communication: The Heart of it All 
The very heart of this study is the process of communication—not just any communication, but the 

communication of written materials in a way that encompasses adequate comprehension and a high level 
of acceptance of what is produced. It also encompasses communication of materials not only within a 
single language or dialect but across language or dialect boundaries. Nida (1964:120) identifies five 
basic factors or phases involved in any communication: 

1. The subject matter, also called the topic; 
2. The participants: the writer or speaker and the intended audience; 
3. The process of writing or the oral speech act; 
4. The language used to encode the communication; and 
5. The actual message or text that is spoken or produced. 

All five of these phases of communication are important in the development of written materials in 
creole languages, not only in the initial production of these materials in the creole that will be used as 
the source, but also in the sharing or adapting of those materials to any of the other creoles. 

The subject matter, or topic, is important to consider in terms of the lexical items associated with the 
topic. The domains of use of the subject matter in the creole language and the lexifier language with 
which it co-exists are also important. The choice of a subject whose linguistic domains are associated 
primarily with one or the other language will impact the language choice—creole or lexifier language—
and the lexical items used in the message or text. The choice of lexical items can then have a further 
impact on the choice of language. The reason for this is that lexical items associated with either the 
creole or the lexifier language tend to influence a person’s speech toward the language that the lexical 
item is most associated with. Thus, the topic is important for language choice reasons and is discussed in 
more detail in the “Selection of Subjects and Variables in Data Gathering” section of chapter 3. 

The second factor, the participants, as pointed out in the first chapter of this study, is one of the 
most important aspects of the communication situation in this study. The speaker or writer and the 
intended audience most likely have the greatest impact in terms of language choice. Creole speakers 
have a higher probability of producing creole speech with others they are familiar with and who are also 
known to be creole speakers. This is also discussed in more detail in the “Selection of Subjects and 
Variables in Data Gathering” section of chapter 3. 

The process of writing or the oral speech act is the third item mentioned by Nida. The speech act is 
different depending on whether the message is encoded orally or in written form. The oral speech act or 
process involves the use not only of the sounds we make with our mouth (phonemes or oral segments) 
but also of other, non-segmental clues, including non-verbal ones, in the process of communication. Such 
things as intonation, stress, and tone (suprasegmental features of the oral message), as well as non-verbal 
clues such as facial expressions, hand movements, and body posture, all add to the oral communication 
process. Writing is limited to a set of symbols representing the unique meaning-bearing segments of 
speech and is produced with a writing instrument onto an object, be it pen or pencil on paper, a stick in 
the sand, or a computer on to a computer monitor. In writing, the intended audience does not have 
access to the suprasegmental features of the oral message but is limited to the representation of the 
meaning-bearing segments. Other conventions of writing can be added to indicate some of the non-
segmental clues, albeit not as effectively. Such things as punctuation, bold fonts, using all capital letters, 
italics, and underlining, can be added to indicate stress or intonation clues. Non-verbal clues, however, 
unless expressly encoded into the written message, are completely lost. The oral process is quick 
compared to writing and the delivery of the message to the intended audience is nearly instantaneous in 
most cases. The writing process can be long, depending on the length of the message, and can be 
delivered to the intended audience at any time following the completion of the writing process. The 
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advantage the writing process has over the oral process is the ease with which it can transmit the 
message to a wider audience over a longer period of time. The message produced in the oral process can 
be recorded using complex equipment and then transmitted to a wider audience over a longer period of 
time, but this requires the intended audience to acquire complex equipment to receive the message. An 
external source of energy to run the equipment is also required. The message produced in most writing, 
other than the electronic communications through computer technology etc., can be produced using 
simple equipment that does not require an external source of energy. It also does not require the 
intended audience to have any equipment to receive the message. 

The language used to encode the communication, the fourth item mentioned by Nida, is a fairly 
straightforward factor in the communication process. In creole language settings, however, where the 
creole co-exists with its lexifier language, language choice is based on a number of variables. Those 
variables, discussed in the “Selection of Subjects and Variables in Data Gathering” section of chapter 3, 
affect whether the speaker’s choice of language is creole, the lexifier language, or a mixture of both. The 
writer of a written message still faces the variables that a speaker of an oral message does, but because 
of the difference in time frame for delivery of the message, the writer has the opportunity to take more 
time in the production of the message and thus can be carefully selective when it comes to language 
choice. Obviously, in the context of sharing or adapting any message from one creole to another, the 
longer the time available for production of the message, the greater the opportunity to ensure that the 
message is encoded in the creole language with as little influence from the lexifier language as possible. 
Writing provides a greater opportunity for selectivity in language choice. 

The actual message, whether oral or written, is the final item mentioned by Nida. There are at least 
three parameters that need to be considered with reference to the message. They are: stylistic concerns, 
aesthetics, and semantics (Reed 1986:2). These parameters probably have a greater impact on the final 
form of a written message but will impact an oral message as well. 

The choice of speech or writing style shapes the final form of the message. Stylistic concerns are 
related to the manner in which the author of the message, whether oral or written, wishes it to be 
perceived by the intended audience. Writing or speech styles can be, among many things, formal or 
informal, modern or archaic, and can encode such things as recognition of dialectal differences etc. in 
what is produced. 

The type of impression the author of the message is attempting to make also shapes the final form of 
the message. The aesthetic parameter is related to concerns about the impression the message has on the 
intended audience. Types of impressions that can be produced, depending on the form of the message, 
can be favourable or unfavourable, pleasant or unpleasant, encouraging or discouraging, positive or 
negative, and the list could go on. 

The semantic parameter, another factor that shapes the final form of the message, is related to the 
choice of lexical items used to communicate the intended meaning of the author. Most lexical items have 
a range of meanings, or a semantic range. Often more than one lexical item is available to communicate 
an idea. Specific lexical items are chosen to communicate, as nearly as possible, the semantic meaning 
intended by the author of a message based on the semantic range of those lexical items. 

Sharing and Adapting: Some Differences 
Sharing written materials between related languages or dialects of the same language and adapting 

written materials from one related language or dialect to another are two different methods of 
communication across linguistic boundaries. Sharing involves the wholesale importation of what is 
produced in a source language (SL) or dialect, with an SL audience in mind, into the target language (TL) 
or dialect even though there may be some potential differences that might hinder comprehension and 
acceptability. Adapting, on the other hand, involves taking into account the differences between the SL 
and the TL that might hinder comprehension and acceptability and making changes to the SL written 
materials so that the final product in the TL will be more comprehensible and acceptable. 
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The original product, in the case of sharing written material, is not changed in any way. Obviously, 
sharing of written material must take into account the degree of comprehension between the SL and the 
TL. If there were not a high degree of comprehension, sharing of materials would not even be a 
consideration. 

The motivation that organisations such as local governments, UNESCO, and SIL have in wanting to 
share written materials is found in their desire to be efficient (Hollenbach 2002:30). When situations 
arise where a high degree of comprehension is found between related languages or dialects, these 
organisations are naturally interested to find out how far they can disseminate their products. They are: 

interested in efficiency, to make the best use of limited personnel to do the work, and 
limited money for publication costs. [They] want to produce materials that can be used 
over a wide area. (Hollenbach 2002:30) 

These organisations and others place a high value on, as the expression goes, “getting the most for their 
money.” In addition to organisations, individual researchers also attempt to target the widest possible 
audience for their product. Craig, in the preface of his book Teaching Language and Literacy (1999), 
makes an argument for the potential usefulness of his product to a wide audience. He states that the 
book focuses on the English-speaking Caribbean but argues for the application of the theoretical 
framework presented in the book to other similar situations and concludes the preface by saying that the 
main implications of the book are “pertinent to the concerns of a relatively wide readership” (Craig 
1999:ix). This quest for efficiency, with the goal of a wide distribution of materials produced, is also one 
of the motivating factors behind the computer programmes that have been developed to assist in the 
adaptation of texts from one related language or dialect to another. Weber and Mann, in describing the 
results of one of the first efforts to work with a computer programme to do dialect adaptations, state that 
doing this may “reduce time and effort―both in adaptation and in manuscript preparation” (Weber and 
Mann 1981:165). 

The value of efficiency to organisations and others motivates them to look for a wider audience for 
the written materials they produce. The generally accepted procedure in SIL, before beginning a literary 
development project for a group of related languages or dialects, is to conduct a survey to determine 
which language variety is the most comprehensible to the others. That language variety is usually chosen 
as the SL and the others are TLs for material produced in the SL as well. Materials produced in the SL are 
also distributed to the TLs, generally with little or no adaptation. This appears to be an efficient use of 
time and resources, but it does not take into account the indigenous view of language identification. The 
indigenous view considers the identification of language based on the perceptions of the speakers of the 
languages themselves. Hollenbach describes the situation of the Mixtec language group in the state of 
Oaxaca, Mexico (Hollenbach 2002:29–31). In describing the high concentration of languages in a small 
geographical area she states, 

The speech of two towns only a few kilometers apart often shows clear differences, even 
though the languages belong to the same family and also show strong similarities. These 
differences are found not only in a selection of lexical items, but also in functors, such as 
pronouns, subordinating conjunctions, and deictic systems. (Hollenbach 2002:29) 

Although there are differences, because of the close proximity of these towns and the similarity of the 
languages, comprehension is usually high for the languages of neighbouring towns. 

Neighboring towns are usually quite able to understand each other, and intelligibility 
often extends to the speech of two, or even three, towns away in any direction. But 
intelligibility alone is not the point for speakers; ethnic identity is. (Hollenbach 2002:30) 

The language spoken in a town plays an important role in the ethnic identity of individuals from that 
town. 

Each town, therefore, values the features of language that are unique to it and that serve 
to identify a person as being from that town, and not from any of the neighboring towns. 
Each difference serves as a badge that immediately labels the speaker as part of a 
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different group; usually the town he/she is from is immediately obvious. (Hollenbach 
2002:30) 

In this context, the indigenous view of language identification is that there is a different language in 
each town. SIL has at times, for the purpose of efficiency, attempted to produce written materials in the 
language of one of these towns with the intention that they would be extendible to neighbouring towns. 
This has not always been successful, as is the case for the SIL members working in one literary 
development project in this region. After trying for over ten years to produce compromise materials that 
would be acceptable to people from three towns in close proximity to one another, they abandoned their 
efforts because none of the speakers from the three towns accepted what was produced. In some cases, 
individuals from towns that are neighbours to a town where written materials have been produced have 
sought out training from SIL to produce their own materials even though SIL considered the materials 
produced in the one town sufficient for the neighbouring towns (Hollenbach 2002:33). 

The situation in the Caribbean with the English-lexifier creoles is not much different from what has 
been described for the situation with the Mixtec languages in the state of Oaxaca, Mexico. The 
differences between these creole languages are not limited to individual lexical items but also include 
functors (i.e., grammatical markers). The lexical differences are not extreme because of the shared lexical 
base language and other factors related to similar development. The creole speakers from one territory 
are usually able to understand the creole speech from some of the other territories, though not 
necessarily all. And these creole languages also show strong similarities. Language family issues are still 
debated and are discussed in the “Creole Language Origins” section of this chapter and also in chapter 2. 
The major difference relates to the geographical and political circumstances of the Caribbean when 
compared to those of Oaxaca. Travel between towns in Oaxaca is much easier than between the different 
territories where English-lexifier creoles are spoken in the Caribbean. The language centres in 
consideration in Oaxaca are in a single country and are separated by only a few kilometres of land, but 
national boundaries, and sometimes hundreds of kilometres of water, separate language centres in the 
Caribbean. However, even with the differences in the geographical and political circumstances, the 
remaining sociolinguistic circumstances are still very similar. 

One of the factors not mentioned so far is that both of these language situations involve the co-
existence of a major European language as an official language with the vernacular languages, Mixtec 
and Spanish in Oaxaca and creole and English (or another European language) in the Caribbean context. 
In the Caribbean context the official language is usually the lexifier language, but in Oaxaca the official 
language and the vernacular language are from radically different language families. Devonish points out 
that since countries like Jamaica and Guyana have been granted independence, those in the government 
have claimed to be involved in nation building (Devonish 1994:6). Nation building relates to creating a 
common identity. Where attempts by governments to incorporate language into nation or identity 
building have been made, the lexifier language had to be used because it is the language of the state 
(i.e., the official language). Thus, the efforts by these nations in the Caribbean at creating an identity for 
their people have not, in most cases, included the vernacular language, i.e. the—creole. In fact, these 
nations have had a national identity, although perhaps not given official recognition, even prior to 
independence and the language that is most associated with that national identity is the local creole. 
This is highly evidenced by the identification of individuals from one territory of certain words or 
pronunciations of words as being either associated or not associated with their speech variety. 

In Mexico, the situation is similar with the government’s use of Spanish to create national identity. 
The Oaxaca, Mexico situation, however, is different from other parts of Mexico and from the Caribbean 
because even though the Mixtec language exists in competition with Spanish, as creole with the lexifier 
language, in Oaxaca, “ethnic identity is very strongly with a town, rather than with a country, a region, 
or a language” (Hollenbach 2002:30). Mixtec speakers not only have the unique features of their 
language which help to create an identity based on their town as opposed to other towns, but the radical 
difference between Mixtec and Spanish provides them the means to create an identity as separate or 
distinct from national identity as well. 



  19 

 

The situation in the Caribbean is different in terms of national identity. National identity for Mexico 
has been well-established, whereas for many countries in the Caribbean there is a struggle for national 
identity because of their gaining independent status relatively recently. With English being used in the 
Caribbean as a tool to try to create identity, Devonish poses the question: 

How does one create national consciousness manipulating as a symbol a language which 
is used in many other countries, Britain, the USA, Canada, Australia, etc.? (Devonish 
1994:6) 

Thus, in the Caribbean context, attempts at the creation of a national identity are complicated by the use 
of a language associated with many other nations. The longer history of Mexico as a country has given 
that nation time to create a more recognisable national identity tied to the official language. The Mixtec 
speakers could use their language to create a separate identity because of the differences that are evident 
between their speech and Spanish, and between their speech and the speech of other towns. This, 
however, is not the case for many nations in the Caribbean. These nations have struggled in their 
attempts to create a national identity using their official language because that language is the same as 
the official language of the former colonisers and of other former colonies. The greatest desire in the 
quest to create a national identity for some of these new nations seems to be to create one that is 
separate from these former colonisers. Speaking of the situation in Guyana, Allsopp writes, 

In 1953, these two men [Dr. Cheddi Jagan and Forbes Burnham] became the political 
inheritors of what was called “The Land of Six Peoples” – White and Portuguese, Afric 
and Indic Guyanese (my terms) [Allsopp’s], Chinese and Amerindians. They immediately 
set about ostracizing and scaring away the first two as the privileged exploiters, I may 
say with the general approval of the rest of us. (Allsopp 1997:32) 

Often, the second-greatest desire in the quest to create a national identity is to create one that is 
separate from other former colonies as well. I have lived and worked in the Caribbean region for seven 
years, focusing on creole languages. As an outsider with exposure to the creole languages of more than 
one territory, I have had the opportunity to talk with local citizens about their own creole language and 
the creole language spoken in other territories. The most frequent comments I have heard from local 
citizens when discussing creole languages from other territories have emphasised either the differences 
in the creole speech of the other territory or their perceived superiority of their own country and/or 
speech. 

The creole provides a unique speech form with which national identity can be linked. Devonish 
argues that an attempt is under way in Jamaica to create an alternative national identity from the one 
being proposed by the state. This alternative is based on the “native/vernacular language, Jamaican” 
(Devonish 1994:12). In other territories of the Caribbean, the native/vernacular language, or creole, has 
been used in some way in the creation of a national identity. This is true for Papiamentu in Curaçao, 
Sranan in Suriname, and Kweyol in St. Lucia. There is a major factor, however, that needs to be 
mentioned in these three situations. These creoles exist alongside official languages that clearly do not 
share, either in whole or in part, the same lexical base as the creole (Devonish 1994:10). Thus, these 
creole languages can be identified as separate speech systems from the official language. The existence of 
the lexifier language alongside the creole in a continuum-type situation (see the “The Creole 
Continuum—Problems for Data Selection” section of chapter 3) does not allow for such an easy 
recognition of creole as a separate speech system from the official language. Even so, as is the case in 
Jamaica, in some territories the English-lexifier creole is beginning to be associated with a type of 
national identity by some speakers of the creole language spoken in that territory. One example is the 
development of an orthography in Belize Creole (Decker 1994a and 1994b) and production of written 
materials, including a transitional writing primer, two children’s books, and a four thousand-word 
glossary and spelling guide (Belize Creole Project 1995, 1997a, 1997b, and 1999). A pilot project to 
develop trilingual educational materials, beginning with creole and bridging to English and then to 
Spanish, in Islander Creole of San Andres and Providence Islands, Colombia, is another (Morren 2000). 
National or local cultural festivals, where performances in creole are part of the festivities, such as the 
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Tobago Heritage Festival in Tobago and Mashramani in Guyana, also help support the link between the 
creole language and national identity. 

One of the most significant similarities between the Mixtec and the Caribbean situation relates to the 
impact that the use of the unique features of a language variety for identity purposes has on acceptability 
of the written material that is produced. As with Mixtec speakers from neighbouring towns with high 
levels of understanding, English-lexifier creole speakers from different territories in the Caribbean with 
high levels of understandingrecognise that there are features of the speech of one group that are distinct 
from the speech of the other group. This was found to be the case with Bahamian English-lexifier creole 
speakers when they were exposed to Gullah materials (Holbrook 1998:3–4). Decker and Keener also 
report this to be true for speakers of Islander Creole of San Andres and Providence Islands, Colombia, 
when exposed to Belize Creole and Jamaican Creole materials (Decker and Keener 2001:9). 

With this in mind, it is apparent from an examination of the Mixtec case in Oaxaca that the sharing 
of written materials produced in a SL with a TL was unacceptable. This was because of the differences in 
grammatical features that also serve as markers of identity. For this reason, although sharing of written 
materials is important to consider, it may not be an acceptable option for groups of similar creoles in the 
Caribbean. Sharing materials produced in a source creole with a target creole in the Caribbean, although 
better in terms of efficiency, may prove not to be acceptable to the target creole speakers because of 
recognition of the unique features of each other’s speech. The relative infancy of the literary 
development of English-lexifier creoles in the Caribbean is another complicating factor in the sharing of 
written materials. Where a tradition of literary development has not yet been established, and the 
standard attitude toward the language is negative (as discussed in the “Selection of Subjects and 
Variables in Data Gathering” section of chapter 3), attempts to introduce written materials among 
speakers of a creole variety that is easily recognised as not originating from that variety would likely be 
met with rejection, not acceptance. 

Adaptation of materials produced in the SL to the TL is the strategy identified by Hollenbach as the 
one that provides the greatest amount of efficiency while allowing for the production of separate 
materials in each language (Hollenbach 2002:31). An adaptation allows for the recognition of the 
various unique features of a language and takes advantage of the high degree of similarity of the 
languages at the same time. In an adaptation, the unique features—those features in the SL that differ 
from the TL—are identified and the appropriate changes are made to the materials so that what is 
produced reflects the TL features. In almost all adaptation situations, after the initial changes are made, 
other editing may be necessary to ensure naturalness in the final product (Buseman 1993:2). These 
further changes are usually minor and would be similar to the final editing process of materials 
originally produced in the SL. 

Significance of the Study 
This study has significance in a number of areas of practical application as well as theoretical 

research. It has significance to those interested in literary development of Caribbean English-lexifier 
creole languages and potentially for other creole languages. It could be useful for creoles of other lexical 
bases because it provides a tool for selecting key features for comparison. It may be helpful for 
organisations such as UNESCO and CARICOM, which are concerned with issues of education, literacy, 
and literary development across the Caribbean region, because this study provides a tool that can save 
time and resources when dealing with more than one language situation at a time. For the same reasons 
it may be helpful for organisations such as SIL that are often involved in literary development in related 
languages or dialects in separate countries in coordination with government and/or local organisations. 
This tool can be very useful in planning the progression of literary development in the affected 
territories, in coordination with local governments and/or other organisations. 

This study has significance to educators because it provides them with a detailed list of grammatical 
features that are key in identifying creole language utterances and in distinguishing between a creole 
and the lexifier language. It also provides educators a tool to use in comparing a creole language and the 
lexifier language. This is helpful because it can be used in teaching primary and/or secondary school 
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students the distinctions between their creole language, often their first language, and the lexifier 
language, which raises language awareness among students. If the goal of educators is a correct 
understanding and acquisition of the standard or lexifier language, then language awareness is one of the 
prerequisites to be borne in mind “before teaching programmes for language and literacy are designed 
and constructed” (Craig 1999:37). According to Craig, one of the resources that are needed to 
accomplish the development of language awareness is “an understanding of the salient characteristics of 
CIV [Creole Influenced Vernacular–DH] that are in contrast with English” (Craig 1999:40). Many others 
have written on the importance in education of the recognition that creoles are separate languages with 
separate grammars from their lexifier languages (see Carrington 1976, Craig 1971, 1976, and 2000, Field 
2002, Kephart 1985, Roberts 1994, and Siegel 1999). 

This study also has significance in the area of the classification of the Atlantic English-lexifier 
creoles. Previous classifications have tried to take into account the many variables, some of which are 
mentioned above with reference to Hancock’s attempt at classification, and have thus provided a 
classification which is part historical and part linguistic but which doesn’t seem to adequately settle the 
issue, especially on the linguistic side of things. This study provides a tool for grouping these creole 
languages based on the current status of their linguistic composition. 
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2 

Review of Literature 

Translation 
Whereas sharing of materials does not involve changing the SL materials, change is involved in 

adapting material from the SL to the TL. This change is a type of translation of the message of the 
materials. Translation is a special category of communication because it involves transmitting the 
meaning of a message from the form of one language to the form of another. Jakobson identified three 
kinds of translation that involve the interpretation of an utterance, or as he calls it, the interpretation of 
a “verbal sign” (Jakobson 1959:233). These three kinds of translation are: 

1) Intralingual translation or rewording is an interpretaton of verbal signs by means of 
other signs of the same language. 

2) Interlingual translation or translation proper is an interpretation of verbal signs by 
means of some other language. 

3) Intersemiotic translation or transmutation is an interpretation of verbal signs by 
means of signs of nonverbal sign systems [emphasis in the original]. 

The second type of translation mentioned, interlingual translation or translation proper, is further 
defined by Jakobson as the recoding and transmission of a message received from another source and 
involves “two equivalent messages in two different codes” (Jakobson 1959:233). Adaptation falls into 
this second type of translation. The use of the term “translation” henceforth, unless noted otherwise, 
refers to this second type of translation. 

There have been many definitions of the term “translation” that have been proposed, but almost all 
involve, as mentioned above, the transmitting of the meaning of a message from the form of one 
language to the form of another. Larson, for example  writes concerning her book: 

The purpose of this text is to show that translation consists of transferring the meaning 
of the source language into the receptor language. This is done by going from the form 
of the first language to the form of a second language by way of semantic structure. It is 
meaning which is being transferred and must be held constant. Only the form changes. 
(Larson 1984:3; emphasis in the original) 

Translation, then, involves the selection of the appropriate forms in the TL that would communicate, as 
nearly as possible, the meaning of the SL message. 

Two types of changes from the SL forms, when translating into the TL forms, make up the two poles 
of a continuum in translation. One pole is literal translation, which is the replacement of the SL form 
with the equivalent TL form regardless of the intended meaning in the SL text, and the other pole is 
idiomatic translation, which is the replacement of the SL form with the TL form that expresses the 
intended meaning of the SL text regardless of the equivalent TL form. Larson writes the following 
concerning this: 

A “word-for-word” translation which follows closely the form of the source language is 
called a literal translation. A literal translation is useful if one is studying the 
structure of the source text as in an interlinear translation, but a literal translation does 
not communicate the meaning of the source text. It is generally no more than a string of 
words intended to help someone read a text in its original language. It is unnatural and 
hard to understand, and may even be quite meaningless, or give a wrong meaning in the 
receptor language. It can hardly be called a translation. The goal of a translator should 
be to produce a receptor language text (a translation) which is idiomatic: that is, one 
which has the same meaning as the source language but is expressed in the natural 



  23 

 

form of the receptor language. The meaning, not the form, is retained. (Larson 
1984:10; emphasis in the original) 

Thus, according to Larson, the production of an idiomatic translation is much preferred over that of a 
literal translation if communication of the meaning of the SL text in the TL is the goal. 

A perfect translation—for all intents and purposes an impossibility—means that the message is 
exactly equivalent in both codes. This is the ideal in any attempt at idiomatic translation. It involves the 
transmission of the message from the SL to the TL in such a way that the meaning of the message and 
the three parameters of the text—stylistic, aesthetic, and semantic—remain the same. This means that a 
perfect translation not only has exactly equivalent ways to communicate the meaning but exactly 
equivalent ways to communicate the style, aesthetics, and semantic ranges as well. Because of the 
potential problems in translation, the achievement of a perfect translation is extremely unlikely. 

There are a number of factors that can contribute to the imperfections of a translation. These 
problems can go beyond the factors already mentioned and can involve issues related to the culture of 
the speakers of the languages as well. Reed (1986) identifies four types of problems that are at the root 
of imperfect translations. These problems are: 

the differences in mapping lexical and semantic notions; lexical specificity versus lexical 
generality; cosmology; and cultural expectations or values shared by the speakers of the 
SL, yet not shared by the speakers of the TL. (Reed 1986:2) 

The last two, cosmology and culture, go beyond the previous considerations of style, aesthetics, and 
semantics, but because of the similarity of the culture as well as the linguistics of speakers of Caribbean 
English-lexifier creoles, they should not pose any great difficulties. Of these four problem areas, only the 
first one appears to be an area that could create significant potential problems in adapting written 
material produced in one English-lexifier creole to another closely related creole. 

Lexical specificity versus lexical generality deals with situations where in one language a general 
term is used to cover a group of similar items. An example would be types of mango. Most North 
Americans who have not had exposure to tropical areas where different types of mangos are grown do 
not specify between different types of mangos. One word covers all the types of mangos one might find 
in a North American grocery store. In the Caribbean, however, the general category “mango” exists, but 
every mango belongs to a specific category of mango. There are spice mangos, long mangos, ‘julie' 
mangos, starch mangos, hairy mangos, rose mangos, etc. If someone were selling mangos in the 
Caribbean, the purchaser would want to know what type of mangos were available, not so with most 
North American consumers. Among the English-lexifier creoles of the Caribbean, lexical specificity versus 
lexical generality is not likely to be an area that creates great problems because of the shared lexical base 
of these languages and because of the similarity in their development. This is an area that could be 
handled during the final editing process after the initial adaptation of materials has been completed. 

The problem of cosmology fits into the area of the linguistic categories that influence thought 
processes. This is generally a much greater problem for translation between languages belonging to 
different language families (Reed 1986:7-9). Since the Caribbean English-lexifier creoles form a natural 
group, any problems created by differences in cosmology should not be major problems. 

The categories of cosmology specifically mentioned by Reed that may create problems are temporal, 
spatial, and aspectual categories (Reed 1986:8). This area relates most closely to the creole Tense-Mood-
Aspect (TMA) system, which has been the focus of much research (Singler 1990). Again, this is not likely 
to be an area that creates great problems because of the shared lexical base of these languages and 
because of the similarity in their development. Bickerton, and others, promote a classical or prototypical 
TMA system that is typical of creole languages (Bickerton 1974 and 1981). The promotion of a TMA 
system as something that is typical for all creole languages is something to which Winford and others 
have taken issue Winford 2001). Using data drawn mainly from four Caribbean English-lexifier creole 
(CEC) languages, Winford argues that 
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CEC’s, despite sharing a “common core” of TMA categories, differ significantly in their 
overall inventories and organization of these categories, as well as in the syntax of the 
auxiliaries themselves. (Winford 2001:15) 

While this may be true, the four creoles chosen by Winford—Sranan in Suriname, Guyanese, Jamaican, 
and Belizean—are fairly distant in both geographically and linguistically. Sranan is well-established as 
belonging to a group of Surinamese creoles that do not fit well into the Caribbean English-lexifier creole 
group. As Holm puts it, “The English-based Creoles of the Caribbean proper form a group that is quite 
distinct from the Surinamese Creoles” (Holm 1989:444). Only Jamaican and Belizean might possibly be 
grouped in terms of geography and linguistic similarity. SIL is currently exploring the possibility of 
adapting written materials developed in Belize to Jamaica and materials developed in Jamaica to Belize, 
and eventually from these two creoles to two other creoles, Islander Creole of San Andres and 
Providence Islands, Colombia. and Miskito Coast Creole of Nicaragua (Decker AdaptIt 2003). While all 
this is interesting, only in cases where it has been established that there is a high degree of similarity 
between creoles would an adaptation be attempted. If there were minor differences in the TMA system, 
these could be dealt with either by the computer programme used in the adaptation process or by 
manual editing after the initial adaptation has been completed. 

The problem of cultural expectations is related to the amount of shared knowledge or information 
that is needed to decode a message that has been translated from another language. This is another area 
that generally can create greater problems for translations between languages belonging to different 
language families. Again, given the shared lexical base and similar development of the Caribbean 
English-lexifier creoles, the problems created by differences in cultural expectations would be expected 
to be minor and could be dealt with in the manual editing after the initial adaptation has been 
completed. 

The mapping of lexical and semantic notions is the problem area of translation that could create the 
most significant difficulties in the adapting of closely related creole languages. This mapping involves 
the choice of lexical items to represent certain semantic notions. Slight variations within a semantic 
notion may result in the choice of a different lexical item or items. An example of this can be found in 
the possessive pronouns of Vincentian Creole. In the Vincentian sentence [ɑwi bɪn ɡo ɑ hi hɑus] ‘We 
went to his house,’ [hi hɑus] is used to express the typical possessive construction. The focus of this 
sentence is on the action of the verb, not the ownership of the house that is the destination of the action. 
In the following Vincentian sentence, [ɑwi bɪn ɡo ɑ fu hi hɑus] ‘We went to his house,’ however, the 
focus is on the ownership of the house that is the destination of the action, not on the action itself. In 
this sentence, in the phrase [fu hi hɑus] ‘his house,’ an extra morpheme, [fu], is added to the pronoun to 
indicate that focus is placed on the ownership of the house that is the destination of the action. This is 
what is referred to later as the focus on possession marker. Grenadian Creole does not employ this extra 
morpheme to indicate focus on possession. In Grenadian, stress and intonation are used to indicate this 
focus relationship. There would be a problem in translation with mapping of lexical and semantic 
notions if the second Vincentian sentence, the one with the focus on possession, were translated into 
Grenadian. This is because of the use of the extra lexical item in Vincentian to indicate focus on 
possession, where no overt lexical item is used to mark this in Grenadian. 

Reed (1986:3–6) identifies the six logically possible types of mapping. (Five of these possible types of 
mapping can cause problems in translation.) The six types of mapping of lexical and semantic notions 
are: “one-to-one, one-to-many, many-to-one, many-to-many, one- (or many) to-none, and none-to-one (or 
many)” (Reed 1986:3). Of these six, the first one, one-to-one, is the only one where no mapping 
problems exist. It involves a situation where there is only one possible lexical choice in the SL and one 
possible lexical choice in the TL to represent a specific semantic notion. 

A situation where a lexical choice in the SL is limited to one lexical item but in the TL a number of 
lexical items are available to be chosen is an example of a one-to-many mapping. The example that Reed 
uses to illustrate this is the English word snow. There is only one lexical choice for this in English, but in 
Inuit languages a number of lexically distinct items are available depending on the consistency, texture, 
etc. of the snow (Reed 1986:3). In this situation, special attention is required in the translation process to 
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ensure that the proper lexical choice is made for the TL depending on the context of the lexical item in 
the SL. 

A situation where a lexical choice in the TL is limited to one lexical item but in the SL a number of 
lexical items are available to be chosen is an example of a many-to-one mapping. This is the converse of 
the one-to-many mapping. In this situation, if recognition is not made to this in the translation process, 
there is a chance of loss of information. An adjective or other modifier may need to be added in the TL to 
account for this information. 

The many-to-many mapping is the area that can cause the greatest potential problems in a 
translation. 

This is inherently different from the previous kinds because it deals with many meanings 
instead of many forms. This occurs where the lexical item in the SL has several 
meanings, which may all be desirable in the particular context, but the corresponding 
lexical item in the TL has a different set of meanings, only some of which overlap . (Reed 
1986:5; emphasis in the original) 

These cases would need to be carefully noted and special attention would need to be given to them 
during the translation process. One example can be found in the markers used to negate verbs in the four 
creoles chosen for this study. All four creoles employ the same five basic independent negation markers 
[nɑ], [no], [en], [don], and [nɛvɑ]. The most common marker of negation of the verb in my Grenadian 
data is [don], which is derived from Standard English don’t. This marker, however, is the least common 
marker in my Vincentian data (excluding [nɛvɑ], which is a special marker emphasizing negation). It is 
also the least common marker in my Tobagonian and Guyanese data. The markers [nɑ], [no], and [en] 
are much more common in these other three creoles. Cases such as this would need to be given special 
attention in the adaptation process. 

Reed labels the last two types of mapping, one (or many) –to-none and none-to-one (or many), as 
special cases of mapping (Reed 1986:5-6). The one (or many) –to-none mapping involves the case where 
the SL lexical item has no equivalent lexical item in the TL. The possessive construction in Vincentian 
and Grenadian, discussed earlier, is a good example for this type of mapping. When Vincentian is the SL 
and Grenadian the TL, the mapping of the possessive construction contains a one-to-none situation for 
the marker that indicates focus on possession. Vincentian uses a lexical item, [fu], to indicate that there 
is a focus on possession. Grenadian does not employ any such lexical item to indicate this type of focus 
but relies on other, suprasegmental devices. Cases where this type of mapping occurs will need to be 
given special attention in the translation process to ensure the intended meaning of the SL is indicated in 
the TL. In this case, suprasegmental devices in speech, or devices such as bolding or italicising the text in 
writing, would need to be employed in the TL, Grenadian. 

The none-to-one (or many) type mapping is the converse of the one (or many) –to-none. If the SL 
and TL are switched for the previous example and Grenadian is used as the SL and Vincentian as the TL 
when there is a focus on possession, then there is no equivalent morpheme in the SL for an obligatory TL 
morpheme. In this case, suprasegmental devices employed in speech, or devices such as bolding or 
italicising the text employed in writing that are used to indicate focus on possession, would need to be 
noted in the SL so that the morpheme in the TL, Vincentian, can be inserted. 

Machine Translation and Computer-Assisted Translation 
Machine translation systems are ones in which, using a computer, translation is completed 

automatically, unassisted by a human component of interaction. As Maxwell (1990:1) states, “Machine 
Translation (MT) is the field concerned with developing computer programs which translate one human 
language to another”. Human assistance is necessary to input the text to be translated, but human 
assistance is not actively involved in the translation process itself. There are different types of machine 
translation depending on the complexity of the programme and the degree of accuracy desired. The 
purpose of the most basic machine translation is different from the type of translation described up to 
now. Translation discussions up to now have focused on the change of the forms of one language to the 
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forms of another so that the meaning of the message is transferred to the second language in a natural 
form (i.e., idiomatic translation). Machine translation of this automatic type is on the extreme literal end 
of the literal-idiomatic translation continuum. Machine translation of this type is: 

fully automatic translation in which there is no pre-editing, post-editing, or intra-
processing. Fully automatic machine translation has been and is used successfully but 
only where there is a steady flow of technical texts for which ‘indicative’ translations are 
needed. Indicative translation is a specification which means that the translation need 
not completely conform to the target language grammar and need not be of publication 
quality. It need only give a rough idea of what the source text is about. (Melby 
1987:147) 

Therefore, the results of machine translation of this type are much different from the type of translation 
that is the goal of what would be produced related to this study. Machine translation programmes can be 
designed to take into account, as much as possible, the various ambiguities of natural languages that 
create the most problems in the machine translation process. These ambiguities are found not only in the 
lexicon of a language, for example due to single lexical items carrying more than one definition, but also 
in the syntactic structures of a language. Ambiguities at the textual level also exist in the form of 
humour, irony, etc., and are extremely difficult to translate in most instances. This is compounded by the 
fact that in a machine translation programme, these ambiguities would need to be dealt with for both the 
SL and the TL, causing Maxwell to state that “it is generally granted that ‘fully automatic high quality 
translation’ (FAHQT) is impossible, at least in the foreseeable future” (Maxwell 1990:3). The goal of 
producing a high quality (idiomatic) translation using a machine translation approach, therefore, cannot 
be done without some level of human interaction. The need for human interaction in machine 
translation to create a more idiomatic translation was the motivation for the development of computer-
assisted translation programmes. 

The goal of translation in this study lies more on the idiomatic end of the translation continuum. A 
type of machine translation, one in which human interaction takes place in the pre-editing, post-editing, 
and intra-processing, is likely to be the best choice for adapting written materials developed in one 
creole to a closely related creole. A type of machine translation called computer-assisted translation has 
been developed by SIL and tested on Quechua and Tucanoan languages in South America. 

Computer-assisted translation systems have as a major component direct human interaction 
providing assistance in the computer translation process. Machine translation and computer-assisted 
translation are related, but computer-assisted translation is a system where a machine translation is 
“designed to assist a human translator” (Reed 1986:12). This combination of human interaction with the 
computer in the translation process makes it possible to translate materials from the SL to the TL and 
produce TL materials that are fairly idiomatic. 

Machine translation can be carried out on languages that are unrelated and come from different 
language families. Melby (1987) provides the example of Russian to English machine translations that 
are used by the United States Air Force to decide if a request should be made for a human translation of 
an article (Melby 1987:147). The adaptation of closely related languages or dialects, however, is what is 
more in focus in this study. A machine translation of closely related languages or dialects would produce 
a translation that is much closer to the idiomatic end of the translation continuum than a machine 
translation of unrelated languages. As mentioned earlier, an idiomatic translation is to be preferred over 
a literal translation, but Reed points out that in a machine translation “the more literal approach to 
translation is easier to both design and implement” (Reed 1986:47). With this in mind, Reed’s research 
focused on a more literal translation of material using a computer programme to perform Computer-
Assisted Dialect Adaptation (CADA) of Tucanoan languages of Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. This 
type of literal translation is what he calls “linguistic translation, based on lexical and morphological 
equivalence between closely related languages” and does not experience the same problems as other 
literal translations “because the languages are very similar in lexical and morphological structure and, 
hopefully, semantics” (Reed 1986:47). He goes on to say that because these languages are spoken by 
people who share many social, religious, and cultural features, the problems involved in differences 
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between the TL and SL context (cosmology and culture) are minimised (Reed 1986:47-48). Kasper and 
Weber, working with Quechua languages in South America, developed an earlier version of CADA 
computer programmes called the C Quechua Adaptation Programs, which had as its goal “to convert text 
from one, the ‘source’ dialect, to one or more others, the ‘target’ dialect(s).” They go on to say that a 
more literal type of translation “is feasible because most of the differences between closely related 
languages are systematic: these are just the sort of changes which a computer can handle” (Kasper and 
Weber 1986a:5). The situation of the Caribbean English-lexifier creole languages in focus in this study is 
extremely similar to what Reed describes for the Tucanoan languages and what Kasper and Weber 
describe for Quechua languages in terms of the possibility for adapting written materials. The computer 
programmes used by Reed and by Kasper and Weber, however, can be fairly labour intensive for the 
human translator. 

The CADA projects to date have been based on a word-by-word morphological analysis 
because, for the languages involved, the vast majority of systematic changes between 
dialects could be addressed simply in terms of a morphological analysis; that is, they did 
not require syntactic (sentential) parsing. (Weber et al 1988:4) 

Although using these programmes is more efficient than producing materials for each of the 
Tucanoan languages and each of the Quechua languages independently of each other, another computer 
programme is now available that may be less labour intensive and thus more efficient. That programme 
is called AdaptIt and is discussed below. 

One of the earliest attempts by SIL to develop a CADA system was carried out by Weber and Mann 
on the subgroup of Quechua languages called Central Quechua. The Central Quechua group, as identified 
by Landerman, is located in the departments of Anchash, Huánuco, Pasco, Junín, and Lima, Peru 
(Landerman 1991:36-37). Kasper and Weber further developed the programmes produced by Weber and 
Mann into the C Quechua Adaptation Programs (Kasper and Weber 1986a, 1986b). Reed modified the 
programmes developed by Kasper and Weber for the Tucanoan languages he was working with (Reed 
1986:115). The C Quechua Adaptation Programs were also modified to be used with other language 
groups in South America and the Philippines. These modifications included language-specific aspects in 
the programmes, thus making it necessary to modify the programmes for use with any other clusters of 
related languages or dialects. Weber, Black, and McConnel, working from the experiences of these earlier 
versions of CADA programmes, developed AMPLE: A Tool for Exploring Morphology. AMPLE stands for 
A Morphological Parser for Linguistic Exploration and was designed so that “it contains no functions 
which are specifically tailored to any given language” (Weber et al 1988:2). It is intended to be generic 
to facilitate its use with other language groups without the necessity to modify the programmes. As a 
result of the development of AMPLE, Weber, McConnel, Black, and Buseman developed STAMP, which is 
“a computer program for adapting text in conjunction with AMPLE and CED programs” (Weber et al 
1990:xiii). Buseman produced an initial tutorial for conducting dialect adaptations using AMPLE and 
STAMP and then after a new, more user-friendly, user interface was produced for the programmes, he 
published an updated tutorial. CADA was renamed Computer Assisted Related Language Adaptation 
(CARLA) and specifically refers to the “set of programs developed by SIL for the adaptation of written 
materials among closely related languages” (Buseman 1993:v). This tutorial was written for the software 
version 1.0e. The software has gone through updates and is now called Carla Studio with the most recent 
version being 2.4.0 (White 2001:1). 

All of the computer programmes covered so far are closer to machine translation—not the fully 
automatic machine translation described above, but rather machine translation with human 
interaction—than human translation. Just as there is a continuum for types of translation, with literal at 
one pole and idiomatic at the other pole, there is a corresponding continuum related to the production of 
translations using computers. In the translation of unrelated languages, the basic machine translation 
(i.e., fully automatic machine translation) described above corresponds to the literal pole of translation 
and human translation corresponds to the idiomatic pole of translation. A machine translation of related 
languages or dialects produces a more idiomatic translation even though it is still a literal translation. 
The continuum between literal and idiomatic translations still exists but the distance the continuum 
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covers is much less when machine translation (with human interaction) of closely related languages is 
undertaken. Programmes such as CARLA produce 

a very literal translation from source to target, and works best between closely related 
languages with similar word order, grammatical and morphological structure, and 
cultural and idiomatic expressions. (Buseman 1993:2) 

This similarity lessens the distance between the literal-idiomatic translation poles of a CARLA 
translation. The modern Carla Studio and its predecessors fall into a class of tools known as Human-
Assisted Machine Translation (HAMT) and all require further editing to produce a clear and smooth 
translation. There is another class of tools called Machine-Assisted Human Translation (MAHT) that falls 
closer to the idiomatic end of the translation continuum. This is because the human is doing the 
translation and the computer programme just makes the job easier. 

Literal Translation       Idiomatic Translation 

Machine Translation         Human Translation 

Figure 2.1. Translation continuum. 

The AdaptIt programme mentioned earlier is a MAHT tool. This tool was recently developed by SIL 
and is now being used in various places. In the Caribbean, some preliminary tests have been conducted 
using SL materials from Jamaican and Belize Creole with the TL being the English-lexifier creole spoken 
in Antigua (DeckerAdaptIt 2003). Initial attempts to use SL materials from Belizean have also been made 
to the TL Islander Creole of San Andres and Providence Islands, Colombia. One of the problems in the 
adaptation of Belize materials to Antigua noted by Decker was the rejection by Antiguan speakers of the 
use of the preposition of in some genitive constructions. One of the features of the AdaptIt programme is 
that it can provide a choice of several possible lexical items in the TL that might be possible given the SL 
lexical item. This feature can be used to flag potential problem constructions such as this one mentioned 
by Decker. It can also be used to flag the many-to-many lexical and semantic notion mapping. The 
example of negation given above can be flagged by the inclusion of all the negation markers as potential 
lexical choices for each other. This way, whenever the human translator using the AdaptIt programme 
comes across a negation marker in the text being adapted, the programme produces a dialog box forcing 
the human translator to choose which of the negation markers to use in this context. There are several 
reasons for the use of AdaptIt rather than Carla Studios. Black (2001) mentions several factors related to 
the use of a MAHT tool such as AdaptIt: 

1. The user(s) must be adequately bilingual in the source and target languages. 
2. The users do not need to be linguists or to even be aware of linguistic oncepts. 
3. The output is indeed potentially better than the pre-revision output of traditional 

CARLA approaches (I include CC, ShoeBox for Windows, and Ample/SenTrans/Stamp 
here). The reason is that the human is doing all the adaptation work. 

4 The output of any manual adaptation (whether done 100% by hand or via a MAHT 
tool like AdaptIt) is likely to be expected to be of similar quality to any translation 
done the traditional way [i.e. human translation]… (Of course, AdaptIt is also being 
accepted because it is so easy to use and one can be productive with it from the very 
beginning.) 

5. Neither the source nor the target texts have any additional morphological and 
grammatical checking applied to them (like happens with the Ample/SenTrans/ 
Stamp approach, especially for the source). 

6. Since the user is supplying all the semantics every time they make a change, AdaptIt 
can give the impression that it is “more “semantic” than the morphological 
approaches. Of course, the reality is that the tool itself does absolutely nothing with 
semantics or linguistics of any kind at all, but since one fully expects the output to 
faithfully represent the meaning of the source, one can see why it would give this 
impression. 
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With these factors in mind, in situations where adaptation of SL materials to a TL is desired, and 
adequately bilingual individuals are available, but linguistically trained translators are not available, 
AdaptIt is a logical choice over a Carla Studios approach. In addition to this, the AdaptIt programme is 
easier to use than Carla Studios, less labour intensive, and produces a translation that can be very close 
to the idiomatic pole on the translation continuum because it is a human-oriented translation, not a 
machine-oriented translation. 

A Carla Studios approach to translation is somewhat labour intensive because of the pre-translation 
requirement of doing morphological analysis of every word in a sentence, not just for the SL, but also for 
the TL, and the development of a dictionary for the computer programme to reference for both the SL 
and TL. AdaptIt does not require the development of a dictionary for either the SL or TL, neither does it 
require morphological analysis of any words in a sentence. Some preliminary work, similar to the type of 
morphological analysis that is done for Carla Studios, can be helpful. The pre-translation identification of 
key grammatical features that differ in terms of lexical items or structure will make the use of AdaptIt 
easier and the translation produced better. If the differences in these key grammatical features are 
identified prior to translation, differences in lexical items (markers) can be entered to be changed (i.e., 
flagged) and differences in grammatical structure can also be flagged even before they are first 
encountered. The translator, whether linguistically trained or not, will have the appropriate possible 
choices for these key grammatical features pre-programmed into the system. Thus, the use of AdaptIt is 
recommended with the results of this study. 

Contributions of Previous Research 
The identification of the key grammatical features of the English-lexifier creoles and their 

corresponding markers in the creoles spoken in Grenada, Guyana, St. Vincent, and Tobago is a primary 
goal of this study. The identification of grammatical features considered typical of creole languages by 
creole researchers and scholars is extremely important. One of the major contributions of previous 
research has been the identification of the similarities of the Atlantic creoles, the Atlantic English-lexifier 
creoles in particular, as a unique subgroup of creole languages of the world (c.f. Hancock 1986b, 
McWhorter 1995). The identification of grammatical features and markers that has helped to establish 
this subgroup is of great significance to this study. The research of interest in this study falls into five 
categories: 1) research focusing on language universals and creole languages, 2) research focusing on the 
relationship of second-language acquisition and creole languages, 3) research focusing on genetic 
relationships of creole languages, 4) comparative research of creole languages (both between creoles of 
different lexical bases and between English-lexifier creoles), and 5) research focusing on the structures 
and markers of individual creoles. 

Research focusing on language universals and creole languages 

This has significance for this study because of the features of the grammars of creole languages 
examined for this purpose. One place to seek the identification of key features of interest for comparison 
in this study would be in a list of possible features considered by these researchers to be language 
universals evidenced in creole languages. Holm (2000:58-61) provides a useful discussion of the 
contributions of research into universals of language and their relation to creole languages. Holm begins 
with a discussion of the important role that research into child language acquisition played in 
universalist theory, starting with Chomsky’s contribution. Chomsky stated: 

A theory of linguistic structure that aims for explanatory adequacy incorporates an 
account of linguistic universals, and it attributes tacit knowledge of these universals to 
the child. It proposes, then that the child approaches the data with the presumption that 
they are drawn from a language of a certain antecedently well-defined type. (Chomsky 
1965:27) 

The discovery of those “initial assumptions concerning the nature of language” with which the child 
approaches language acquisition was of prime concern to researchers of language universals (ibid.). 
Holm (2000:61) goes on to mention the contributions of Ferguson, Kay and Sankoff, Todd, Bickerton, 
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and finally the papers presented at “the special conference in Amsterdam on substrata and universals in 
creole genesis” that were compiled and edited by Muysken and Smith (1986). The contributions of these 
authors, especially in the area of the features of grammar they mention, are relevant to this study and 
are discussed below. The relevant grammatical features and/or markers are italicised for ease in 
identification. 

Ferguson (1971) focuses on the notion of simplicity and its effect on the copula. He discusses this 
notion of simplicity in what he calls the “registers of a special kind” employed by speech communities 
when addressing those who may be “unable to readily understand the normal speech of the community 
(e.g., babies, foreigners, deaf people).” He goes on to state “these forms of speech are generally felt by 
their users to be simplified versions of the language” (Ferguson 1971:143). Ferguson discusses the 
presence or absence of the copula under certain conditions for normal speech and for speech in one of 
the special kinds of registers he identifies. He lists several conditions where the copula is likely to be 
omitted in the simplified speech language registers where it would normally not be omitted. He proposes 
two hypotheses and states that they constitute “in effect the outline of a research project to examine the 
omission of copulas in baby talk, foreigner talk, and pidgins,” thus linking the notion of simplicity with 
pidgins (ibid., 147). In his introduction to the third section of the volume that contains Ferguson’s paper, 
Hymes summarises Ferguson’s points and discusses in more detail the link between the study of 
pidginisation and simplicity and the potential implications for universals (Hymes 1971:69-74). Since the 
absence of the copula in some structures (adjectival predicates) is a feature of the creole languages 
examined in this study, it is one that needs to be given attention in the adaptation process. However, the 
absence of the copula in adjectival predicates is not necessarily a direct result of simplification or of 
universals. As Holm points out, “in most Atlantic creoles adjectives do not follow a copula as in their 
European superstrates; instead they follow the tense and aspect markers that precede verbs, as in African 
languages like Mandinka and Yoruba” (Holm 2000:200). 

Holm points out that Kay and Sankoff do not reference Ferguson. However, in their bibliography 
they cite the volume that contains Ferguson’s paper with a note in the bibliographic reference saying 
“Especially the introduction to Part III, 65-90” (Kay and Sankoff 1974:72). This happens to be the section 
in which Hymes discusses in some detail Ferguson’s paper, which indicates more of a link with Ferguson 
than Holm suspected. The features Kay and Sankoff discuss relate mainly to pidgin languages, but their 
discussion of the potential “ordering in the introduction of such additional markers” deserves some 
attention (ibid., 69). The examples they specifically mention relate to prepositions and the pronominal 
system, two features that contain “semantic notions which may be more psychologically salient or 
functionally necessary or both” and are grammatically marked early in the creolisation process (ibid., 
69). 

Holm also mentions Todd as another author who “made the connection between universals in 
simplification and universals in all languages” (Holm 2000:59). Todd does not spell out any specific 
features as examples of this, but in this section, by reference to a Scottish ballad, mentions that the 
difference between the pronominal system used by a speaker of Gaelic Scots and the standard form of 
Scots are features that “occur widely in the English-based pidgins and creoles” (Todd 1974:46). She uses 
this example to point out the similarity in simplification that is evident in the Gaelic Scots speaker’s 
speech and the simplification that is evident in the English-lexifier pidgins and creoles. She is not, 
however, suggesting that the Gaelic Scots speaker’s speech was a form of pidgin Scots. 

Bickerton’s language bioprogram hypothesis is one of the most well-known and probably most 
controversial attempts to examine creole languages from a language universals perspective. The language 
bioprogram, however, goes beyond creole languages and even beyond language universals. Bickerton 
states that “the language bioprogram theory is…an evolutionary theory, and the bioprogram itself is an 
adaptive evolutionary device” (Bickerton 1981:144). He describes the bioprogram in the following way: 

The child does not, initially, “learn language.” As he develops, the genetic program for 
language which is his hominid inheritance unrolls exactly as does the genetic program 
that determines his increase in size, muscular control, etc. “Learning” consists of 
adapting this program, revising it, adjusting it to fit the realities of the cultural language 
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he happens to encounter. Without such a program, the simplest of cultural languages 
would presumably be quite unlearnable. (Bickerton 1981:296–297) 

Bickerton follows this statement by claiming that the bioprogram is in outline a “unified theory of 
language acquisition, creole language origins, and general language origins” (ibid., 297), thus dealing 
with much more than creoles and universals of language. 

One thing Bickerton does provide is a list of twelve grammatical features that are, as he puts it “key 
areas of grammar…which any creole theory must somehow account for” (ibid., 51). He labels these 
twelve features: movement rules (focus fronting), articles, tense-modality-aspect (TMA) systems, realised 
and unrealised complements (the uses of infinitives and the verb go), relativisation and subject-copying, 
negation, existential and possessive, copula, adjectives as verbs, questions, question words, and passive 
equivalents. These features are examined in more detail in the “Selection of Grammatical Features” 
section of this chapter. Noticeably missing from Bickerton’s list is any mention of the pronominal system, 
a feature mentioned by Kay and Sankoff and by Todd. In a later publication (Bickerton 1993), however, 
he does give some attention to pronouns. 

The controversy surrounding Bickerton’s language bioprogram hypothesis led to “extended debates 
in a journal of psychology…and a special conference in Amsterdam on substrata and universals in creole 
genesis” (Holm 2000:61). Basically, in the formation of a creole language, the superstrate language is the 
lexifier language (i.e., the language of those with more power in a language contact situation) and a 
substrate language is the language that linguistically influenced the creole (i.e., the language of those 
with less power in a language contact situation). The substrate vs. universals debate relates to the origin 
of creole languages. Simply stated, some argue that in the development of creole languages, the 
similarities that are apparent in creole languages are due to the similarities and influence of their 
substrate language(s), while others argue that these similarities are due to the influence of language 
universals. The proceedings of the conference in Amsterdam were published (Muysken and Smith 1986) 
and the contributions of some of those authors in terms of the grammatical features they mention are 
worth noting. 

Muysken and Smith, editors of the proceedings, mention three grammatical features from Berbice 
Dutch in their introduction to the book. The first is likely a result of substrate influence, the second 
possibly of the substate but more likely of the superstrate, and the third is likely due to language 
universals. The first feature is the positioning of the negative particle, which follows Eastern Ijo, a 
substrate language (Muysken and Smith 1986:3–5). The second feature is the occurrence of locative 
postpositions (all other are prepositions), which may be due to the influence of Eastern Ijo but requires 
some reanalysis of the two systems because Eastern Ijo has no adpositions (ibid., 5–7). The authors 
mention that the influence of the occurrence of postpositions in Dutch, the superstrate language, may 
also have played a role in the development of postpositions in Berbice Dutch. The third feature is the 
position of the verb (major constituent word order). Berbice Dutch is a rigidly SVO (Subject-Verb-Object) 
language. Eastern Ijo is an SOV language and Dutch “is an SOV language with a verb movement rule 
placing the verb in second position in main clauses” (ibid., 7). Thus, neither the substrate nor the 
superstrate languages are rigidly SVO. Since Berbice Dutch is different in major constituent word order 
from both the superstrate and substrate, what is the origin of its word order? This, Muysken and Smith 
say, may be due to some universal property that produces SVO for languages like Berbice Dutch. The fact 
that data from a single language appears to support both the substrate and universalist theories leads 
them to cite the title of Mufwene’s article as a motto for the book, namely that “the universalist and 
substrate hypotheses complement one another” (ibid.). 

Bickerton’s contribution at the Amsterdam conference (Bickerton 1986) deals more with grammar 
rules than grammatical features with markers and adds no new features to the list already provided. He 
examines WH-movement and empty categories in four languages—Yoruba, Vata, Haitian, and 
Saramaccan—using the results to argue against a substrata position. 

Mülhäusler’s paper focuses on the adjective-noun word order in creole languages and whether 
evidence could be provided to support an origin either through substrata influence or through language 
universals. Although this does not relate to the identification of features significant to this study, in his 
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introduction he does mention some features of grammar on which he has collected extensive materials 
that are relevant to the substrate vs. universals debate. These features are: reduplication, verb 
serialisation, and predicate markers (TMA) (Mülhäusler 1986:41). He mentions that he has collected data 
on several other constructions relevant to this debate but does not list them individually. 

Hancock, in his contribution, identifies a fairly large number of “creole-like characteristics” and 
examines their occurrence in English and the coastal languages of Upper Guinea (Hancock 1986:93). His 
list includes the following thirteen features: 1) postnominal adjectives (the placement of the adjective 
after the noun), 2) possessor before possessed (the placement of the noun that is the possessor in a 
possessive construction immediately before the noun it possesses, what Holm (Holm 2000:217) calls the 
“juxtaposition of two nouns”), 3) compound nominals (the combination of more than one noun to form a 
“separate” lexical item), 4) benefactive give, (the use of the verb give in a serial verb construction 
indicating a benefactive relationship), 5) plural with postnominal third person pronoun (the use of the 
third person pronoun as a plural marker on nouns), 6) nominal classes (a system of marking nouns for 
specific classes such as inanimate verses animate), 7) TMA shown with free morphemes (the TMA 
markers are free morphemes (i.e., isolating morphosyntax) rather than suffixes or prefixes), 8) negation 
with simple preverbal particle (the negation marker before the verb), 9) passive voice (the existence or 
non-existence of passive constructions), 10) SVO word order (the typological word order Subject-Verb-
Object), 11) complementiser same as the verb talk/say (the use of the verb say or talk in a serial verb 
construction indicating a sentence complement relationship), 12) causative verb forms (the use of 
transitive-intransitive alternation to make the causative vs. non-causative distinction—cf. Bickerton 
1981:196–203 and Romaine 1988:262–263), 13) future marker same as verb go (the verb go is also used 
as the TMA future marker) (Hancock 1986b:94). 

Arends provides a diachronic examination of the equative copula in Sranan. While focusing on the 
copula he mentions several grammatical features connected with Sranan syntax. These features are: the 
TMA system, the locative copula, the pronominal system, and determiners (articles and demonstrative 
pronouns) (Arends 1986:103). 

Although Mufwene’s contribution at the Amsterdam conference does not provide an organised list of 
creole features, he mentions several throughout the text of his paper (Mufwene 1986d:129–152). Some 
of these features are: verb serialisation, the TMA system, major constituent ordering of SVO, causative 
constructions, 3rd person plural pronoun as plural marker, stative vs. non-stative verbal distinctions, the 
pronominal system, possessive constructions of various types, and relative clause marking. 

The purpose of this study is more of a practical nature, but the study does provide information that 
may be useful to the theorist. It is not my intention to argue for or against one theory over another, as in 
the substrate vs. universals debate, but in that debate I would tend to agree with Mufwene’s analysis that 
these two “hypotheses are not necessarily mutually exclusive” and as his title suggests they actually 
complement one another (ibid., 129). 

In another paper dealing with universals and creole languages, Mufwene lists six “features 
considered typically PC [Pidgin & Creole]-like” (Mufwene 1991a:124). Of the six, only one, isolating 
morphosyntax (the use of free instead of bound morphemes for grammatical markers), is not found in 
the list from his previous article.  

Finally, Baker and Corne take a similar position to Mufwene’s with respect to the substrate vs. 
universals debate. They feel that Bickerton’s bioprogram hypothesis is the strongest explanation of the 
similarities of creole languages, but they do not deny substrate influence. Rather, they see the two 
theories as interacting in the creole language development process (Baker and Corne 1986:163). Their 
arguments are based on French-lexifier creoles, but the features of creole grammar they cite are still of 
interest. Their arguments include the grammatical features of the TMA system, the copula, some 
pronominal features, some prepositional features, agglutination (the presence of the article as an 
additional fused syllable to the noun), and the possessive construction consisting of the juxtaposition of 
two nouns (ibid., 163–179). 
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Research focusing on the relationship of second language acquisition and creole languages 

Some creole linguists have dedicated considerable research to the relationship of pidginisation, 
creolisation, and second-language acquisition. The symposium on this topic held at the December 1979 
meeting of the Linguistic Society of America resulted in the publication of the book Pidginizatin and 
Creolization as Language Acquisition, edited by Anderson (1983). For this symposium, four people were 
asked to prepare position papers, one in each of the following areas: simplification in the input to second 
language acquisition, simplification in the learner’s output, creolisation and its relationship to second 
language acquisition, and the relationship between decreolisation and second language acquisition. A 
‘selection of papers presented at an international three-day workshop on creole languages and language 
acquisition, held at the University of Leiden in December 1990 resulted in the book Creole Languages and 
Language Acquisition (Wekker 1996b:1). 

In his own contribution, Wekker identified a number of features of creole languages. Among them 
are the TMA system, isolating morphosyntax, simplification, the copula, focus fronting of the copula, 
articles, and serial verbs, but  he states there are four features “that second-language acquisition theory 
must account for” (Wekker 1996a:146). Those four are: compound question words, major constituency 
word order SVO, the absence of periphrastic do and two aspects of negation, namely the location of the 
negation word before the verb and multiple negation of sentences (ibid., 147). 

Muysken has also contributed to the body of literature related to pidginisation, creolisation, and 
second language acquisition. In his paper (Muysken 2001) he uses data from Negerhollands and tries to 
account for some of the features of this Dutch-based creole in terms of second language acquisition. The 
features he discusses are: simplification, major constituency word order SVO, the location of the negation 
word before the verb, the TMA system, the copula, focus fronting of the copula, serial verbs, some 
pronominal features including possessive pronouns, the juxtaposition of nouns possession, articles, plural 
marking, and some prepositions.  

Research into genetic relationships of creole languages 

Holm credits the efforts of Hall and Taylor for helping to revive “interest in pidgin and creole 
languages after the Second World War that blossomed into the establishment of a new academic field in 
the late 1950s” (Holm 2000:42). Some of the writings of Hall and Taylor were academic sparring over 
the genetic relationships of creole languages. Much of the sparring revolved around the definition of 
“genetic relationship” (Hall 1958:367). Taylor, using Meillet’s definition of genetic relatedness (see 
Meillet 1937), states that any pidgin, lingua franca, or creolised language is excluded from genetic 
relationships with all other languages, except those that may later be derived from the pidgin, lingua 
franca, or creolised language (Taylor 1971:407). This nullified Hall’s classification of Haitian Creole as a 
Romance language. Hall replies that he did not define “genetic relationship” in the way defined by 
Meillet, which he states: 

insists on continuity of transmission from one generation to another within the same 
speech-community, and on gradualness of change, as criteria for defining linguistic 
evolution. (Hall 1958:367) 

Instead, Hall states that what he was referring to when he used the term “genetic” was 

systematic correspondences in all aspects of language structure (phonology, morphology, 
syntax, vocabulary) between two languages attested contemporaneously or at different 
stages of time. (ibid., 368) 

In spite of the sparring related to definitions, Taylor does mention a few grammatical features—negation, 
the TMA system, and major constituent word order—in his article (Taylor 1971:408–409). 

Although he does not refer to Hall or Taylor (or Meillet for that matter), McWhorter classifies the 
Atlantic English-lexifier creoles as a single genetic family. He bases his argument that these creole 
languages form a genetic family on evidence that he says shows that they are “the direct descendants of 
a stabilized progenitor of West African origin” (McWhorter 1995:289). Such a classification based on 
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direct descent from an earlier pidgin or creole language would satisfy not only Hall and Taylor but also 
Meillet. The evidence he provides is six grammatical features shared by the Atlantic English-lexifier 
creoles that are “impossible to attribute either to a common superstrate or to a common substrate” (ibid., 
291). These six features are: the locative copula de, the equative copula da/na/a, the modal use of 
fi/fo/fu, the second person plural pronoun unu, the anterior marker bin, and self as an adverbial meaning 
‘even’ (ibid., 292–320). 

Comparative research of creole languages: creoles of different lexical bases 

There are a number of creole language textbooks which could be cited here, but for various reasons, 
the grammatical features and markers discussed in only one, Holm’s An Introduction to Pidgins and 
Creoles, are examined. This text is chosen because it is one of the most recent works, is fairly 
comprehensive, and, for the most part, is based on the author’s own research. The last reason helps to 
cut down on the crossover and duplication of the features being discussed. For example, in chapter 2 of 
Romaine’s Pidgin and Creole Languages, the twelve features of creole grammars she uses as a starting 
point for her discussion on this topic are taken from Bickerton’s Roots of Language. Holm’s text also 
provides one of the most comprehensive comparisons of grammatical features and markers across an 
extremely broad range of creole languages of different lexical bases. 

Holm’s textbook contains material not found in his earlier Cambridge Language Surveys series 
Pidgins and Creoles: Reference Survey and Pidgins and Creoles: Theory and Structure. He credits this new 
material to two major research projects. The first is a study of “some 100 grammatical structures that 
many creoles share” and the second is a series of graduate seminars on semi-creolisation (Holm 2000:xi–
xii). He reports that his chapter on syntax is 

a study of some syntactic features that are shared by a number of creoles (both Atlantic 
and non-Atlantic) but not by the standard languages from which they draw their 
vocabularies. The number of such features is quite large, and they are so widespread that 
their existence can hardly be explained by mere coincidence. (Holm 2000:171) 

The list is quite extensive and includes the following: the unmarked, anterior, progressive, habitual, 
completive, and irrealis markers of the TMA system as well as combinations of these markers; 
complementisers, which correspond to the infinitive and the verb go; negation of verbs; the forms of be 
which include equative copula, locative copula, adjectival predicates, and what he calls highlighter be, 
which is a focus structure and is also called verb-fronting or predicate clefting (what is called focus fronting 
in this study); serial verbs with specific attention to serial give meaning ‘to, for’, serial say meaning ‘that’, 
and serial pass meaning ‘than’; aspects of the noun phrase, including determiners (which are articles and 
demonstrative pronouns), number (which deals with plurality), gender, and possession (the juxtaposition 
of two nouns mentioned earlier), possessive pronouns, the focus on possession marker, and the genitive 
construction using a preposition; pronouns, including personal pronouns, reflexive pronouns, 
interrogative pronouns (question words), and relative pronouns (relative clause markers); conjunctions; 
reduplication; prepositions, which gives attention to the questionable status of fu and fi as well as the 
serial verb give as prepositions or verbal elements, the general locative preposition na or a in some 
creoles, and the existence of postpositions in Berbice Creole Dutch; sentence-final -o, which is a particle 
that expresses increased emotion and other meanings in some creoles; and major constituent word order 
SVO (Holm 2000:175–236). 

One frequently quoted article provides a list of twelve features that “are common to at least two 
lexically differently based groupings (many others could be found), and are seemingly characteristic of 
creole languages” (Taylor 1971:293). Those twelve features are: 

1. The third person plural pronoun serves as nominal pluraliser; 
2. A combination of the markers of past and future expresses the conditional; 
3. The word for give also functions as dative preposition to or for; 
4. Phrasal which thing/person/time/place? are employed to express ‘what?, who?, 

when?, where?’; 
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5a. A prepositional phrase is employed to express the possessive absolute (‘mine, ours, 
the man’s’, etc.); 

5b. A nominal phrase is so employed; 
6. The demonstrative pronoun is postposed to its referent (‘house this’); 
7. The definite article is postposed to its referent (‘house the’); 
8. The pronominal determinant is postposed to its referent (‘house my’); 
9. (my) body serves to express ‘(my)self’; 
10a. The iterative (habitual) function is merged with the completive; 
10b. The iterative (habitual) function is merged with the progressive; 
10c. The iterative (habitual) function is merged with the future; 
11. na is employed as a general locative; ‘at, by, from, in, on, to’; 
12. ma is employed as a disjunctive ‘but’. (Taylor 1971:294) 

The ninth item, the use of body in reflexive pronouns, is limited to French-lexicon creoles and one 
Portuguese-lexifier creole he examined. In a later publication, Taylor lists ten features that are shared by 
Yoruba and Lesser Antillean French-based Creole and states “the evidence…is sufficient to show that 
Lesser Antillean in its formative period was in close contact with a language or languages very like 
Yoruba” (Taylor 1971:9). He then uses these features in a comparison of six languages of three different 
lexical bases (French, English, and Iberian). Of the ten features he mentions, four are not found in his 
earlier list: serial pass meaning ‘than’; serial come and go indicating directionality; the marked vs. 
unmarked verb denoting continuity (progressive-habitual) verses completion; and what he calls double 
predication, which has been variously labelled highlighter be, verb-fronting (for focus), predicate 
clefting, and movement rules. 

Alleyne, in his book Comparative Afro-American, compares features of creole languages across four 
difference categories of lexically-based languages he labels English, Iberian, French, and “mixed,” the 
“mixed” category being the creoles of Suriname (Alleyne 1980:11). The features he identifies are: the 
TMA system, serial verbs, serial give, copula, locative copula, adjectival predicates, focus fronting of the 
copula, the verb pass used with a comparative meaning, passive constructions, plural marking, 
juxtaposition of nouns for possession, the focus on possessive marker, gender distinctions using 
male/female words, lack of gender and case in third person pronouns, compound question words, and 
the use of a word meaning ‘body’ for ‘self’ in reflexives. 

There are also a number of articles that should be cited here, but many focus on single grammatical 
features, often related to the verbal system. Some examples of this are Kephart’s examination of genitival 
constructions in English-lexifier and French-lexifier creoles (Kephart 1984), Roberts’ examination of have 
and be in Caribbean creoles (Roberts 1997), McWhorter’s examination of the copula in Atlantic creoles 
(McWhorter 1997), and Winford’s examination of the creole TMA systems and passive constructions 
(Winford 2001, 1991a, 1991b). 

Comparative research of creole languages: English-lexifier creoles 

There are many works that have given attention to comparisons of creole grammatical features 
among the English-lexifier creoles. This study is of course interested in those comparisons that include 
the creoles spoken in Grenada, Guyana, St. Vincent, and Tobago. Where those materials are available, 
they are included here. This study is also interested in as broad a range of comparison of features as 
possible. Those studies which include a larger number of features are examined more closely. 

A number of authors have produced comparisons of one or a few grammatical features. A lot of the 
comparative work produced focuses on the verbal system, especially the TMA system. Of the four creole 
languages chosen for this study, Guyanese Creole is compared with one or more other creoles in the 
largest number of articles and papers. For example, Edwards’ writings compare the verbs have and be 
(Edwards 1972) and the aspect marker don (Edwards 1991, 2000) of Guyanese Creole and what he calls 
Black English or AAVE (African-American Vernacular English) (Edwards 1991, 1992). Gibson compares 
the stative verb forms have and had in Guyanese and Barbadian Creoles, the habitual category and 
anterior tense in Guyanese and Jamaican Creoles, and tense and aspect in Guyanese with Jamaican and 
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Carriacouan (i.e., Grenadian) Creoles. Rickford (1974) focuses on four features—the habitual category, 
the locative copula, serial say meaning ‘that’, and the anterior tense—in a paper that includes some 
comparison of Guyanese Creole, Gullah, and Black English. Mufwene compares durative constructions and 
time reference in Guyanese and Jamaican Creoles. Craig writes on the concept of do in a number of 
English-lexifier creoles. 

Other than Hancock whose article (Hancock 1986b) is discussed below, only three other authors 
include Grenadian Creole in comparisons of two or more creoles. One is Gibson (1992), mentioned 
above, which references Grenadian Creole spoken in Carriacou, and the other two are Le Page and 
Tabouret-Keller (1985). The latter include in their study a grammar questionnaire comparing 
grammatical features in Jamaican, Vincentian and Grenadian Creoles. Their list of features includes: 
articles, demonstrative pronouns, pluralisation, quantifiers, possession (juxtaposition of two nouns), 
focus on possession marker, personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, reflexive pronouns, TMA markers, 
infinitive markers, and imperatives (Le Page and Tabouret-Keller 1985:88-89). 

Again, other than Hancock, only one author, James (1974) includes Tobagonian Creole in 
comparisons of two or more creoles. James compares Tobagonian with Jamaican and includes an 
extensive list of features in the comparison. In addition to phonology, the grammatical features he 
compares are: articles, demonstrative pronouns, reduplication, certain suffixes on nouns, verbs, and 
adjectives, one preposition, two adverbs, two personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, interrogative 
pronouns (i.e., question words), apposition (the placement of a pronoun immediately following the noun 
it refers to), plural marking, possession (both the juxtaposition of two nouns and the focus possession 
marker fu), the TMA system, two individual verbs, serial say meaning ‘that’, serial verbs in general, the 
copula, the locative copula, adjectival predicates, locative predicates (construction similar to adjectival 
predicate but where the predicate is a location instead of an adjective), tags, sentence-final words 
sometimes called question tags, negation in stative and non-stative verbal constructions, and major 
constituent word order. 

James and Youssef (2002) include a chapter on the grammatical differences between Tobagonian 
and Trinidadian English-lexifier creole. The differences mentioned relate to the following grammatical 
features or markers: the copula, five prepositions in Tobagonian not found in Trinidadian (a, iina, pan, 
pantap, and laka), clause-final prepositional usages, the use of who as an intensifier, the grammatical 
functions and meanings of fu, fo, and fa, question tags, negation, some existential (verbs), the question 
word ‘whe-meck’ for ‘why’, serial say, the use of turn to introduce a report or viewpoint, the noun-
forming suffix –y, the rhetorical use of no, some exclamations, quantifiers, relative clause markers, 
question words, and other intensifiers (James and Youssef 2002:155–169). 

Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985), mentioned above with reference to Grenadian, and Hancock 
(1986b) include Vincentian in their comparison of English-lexifier creoles. In addition to these two 
authors, Keane (1978) compares idioms in Vincentian with those of other Anglophone Caribbean 
territories. Her research was done in connection with the Caribbean Lexicography Project, part of the 
research that resulted in Allsopp’s Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage (1996). Although the comparison 
of idioms does not fall into the category of identifying grammatical features or markers of the English-
lexifier creoles spoken in these territories, a comparison of idioms would be very useful in any attempt to 
adapt written material from one creole to another. Idioms, strings of words whose meaning is different 
from those of the individual words, do not translate easily and usually require the use of a different 
string of words to form an idiom with equivalent meaning in the target language (Larson 1984:20–22). A 
comparison of idioms between creoles would provide a ready list of replacement idioms in the target 
language. 

Hancock’s classification of the Anglophone Atlantic creoles (Hancock 1986b) is the only research 
that compares features and markers of all four of the creoles under investigation in this study. Hancock’s 
data includes fifty sentences from thirty-three “representative dialects” for which he tried to elicit certain 
grammatical markers related to the grammatical features exemplified by each sentence. The features and 
markers he includes in the sentences are: the TMA system, existential stative verb, the copula, the 
locative copula, serial give meaning ‘to, for’, serial say meaning ‘that’, serial take expressing 
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instrumentality, the infinitive, juxtaposition of two nouns possession, personal pronouns, possessive 
pronouns, focus on possession marker, demonstrative pronouns, articles, questions, copula fronting for 
focus, plural marking, negation, question tags, four prepositions, relative clause marking, gender in 
pronouns, subordination using if, should have forms (modals), specific verb forms, self expressing ‘even’, 
next expressing ‘another’, expressions of still, and expressions of merely (Hancock 1986b:282–322). 

Finally, Allsopp’s Dictionary of Caribbean English Usage (1996) needs to be mentioned here. Although 
this work does not specifically investigate grammatical features, because of the isolating morphosyntax 
of these creole languages many markers of the grammatical features are represented in the dictionary. 
For example, there are twenty different entries for a, most of which are grammatical markers of one sort 
or another (Allsopp 1996:1–4). 

Research into individual English-lexifier creole languages 

Many articles and papers have been written focusing on individual English-lexifier creoles. Several 
authors have, at times, focused on specific creoles. For example, Mufwene writes about decreolisation 
(1984), number delimitation (1986b), restrictive relativisation (1986c), serialisation and subordination 
(1988), equivocal structures in complex sentences (1989), and negation and focus (1993) in Gullah; 
Escure writes about various aspects of the creole continuum, the copula, and serialisation in Belize 
Creole. In one of her articles on the creole continuum she identifies eight (or eleven, since some are 
combined) grammatical features which are characteristic of the Belizean Creole basilect: non-marking of 
third person singular present verbs, non-marking of possessive (juxtaposition of two nouns), non-marking 
of strong preterits (TMA stem form is simple past), the absence of the auxiliary do in negative sentences, 
non-marking of plural (with quantifier), de being used as the continuative, locative, or iterative marker 
(TMA progressive, locative copula, and TMA habitual), anterior or simple past marker (TMA anterior 
with non-stative verbs, simple past with stative), and the focus on possession marker (Escure 1981:34–
35). Lastly, Shilling writes about negation, non-standard grammatical features, a contrastive structures 
approach to language teaching, aspects of the creole continuum, and evidence of creole features in 
Bahamian (Shilling 1976). Others could be cited here as well, but for obvious reasons, focus is given to 
authors who have written about Grenadian, Guyanese, Vincentian, or Tobagonian. 

The bulk of what has been produced specifically about Grenadian has come out of Carriacou. 
Kephart’s master’s thesis (Kephart 1980) is a preliminary description of Carriacou (Grenadian) Creole 
grammar and his dissertation (Kephart 1985) focuses on a literacy project and also provides a more in-
depth description of Carriacou Creole grammar. He has also written several articles and papers about 
various aspects of creole speech in Carriacou. These include aspects of bilingualism, genitival 
constructions, verbal categories, ecology of language, literacy, and a brief description of five areas of 
difference between Carriacou Creole and what he calls “metropolitan forms of English.” His most in-
depth treatment of the grammar of the language is found in his most recent publication, Broken English: 
The Creole language of Carriacou. The grammatical features that he examines in this book are: nouns, 
adjectives, adverbs, verbs, eight prepositions, personal pronouns, demonstrative pronouns, articles, 
plural marking, suffixes, quantifiers, conjunctions, relative clause marking, the infinitive marker, 
question tags, phrase and clause structure, reduplication, focus fronting, passive constructions, questions, 
compound nouns, juxtaposition of two nouns possession, the TMA system, negation, serial verbs, copula, 
and adjectival predicates. 

The National In-Service Teacher Education Programme prepared a brief description of Grenadian 
Creole for use by the Language Arts Department of the Ministry of Education (NISTEP n.d.). This 
handout for teachers (which is no longer being distributed) provides a brief description of some 
differences in lexicon, grammar, and phonology of Grenadian Creole and Standard English. The 
grammatical features and markers mentioned in this paper are: the TMA system, negation, the 
juxtaposition of two nouns possession, plural marking, and focus fronting (NISTEP n.d.:1–3). To my 
knowledge, this is the only description of Grenadian Creole, other than Holbrook 2000, that was actually 
based on the speech of residents of the island of Grenada rather than Carriacou. 
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A sizeable quantity of academic linguistic research has been done on Guyanese Creole. The majority 
of this research focuses on grammar considerations and phonological issues. In addition, sociolinguistic 
and educational research has been published. Most of the sociolinguistic research focuses on the creole 
continuum, variation, and language attitudes. 

There are at least five Guyanese linguists who have written extensively about Guyanese Creole. They 
are Allsopp, Rickford, Devonish, Edwards, and Gibson. Other Guyanese linguists have not written as 
extensively as these or have concentrated their efforts in other areas. In addition, there is a good deal of 
research available that has been done by non-Guyanese linguists, Bickerton being the most prolific. 

The first person to provide a description of the creole continuum in Guyana was Allsopp, who at that 
time stratified the differences according to social class. He illustrates these different levels by providing 
an example of one simple statement, “I told him,” and nine different ways that people of the different 
social strata would produce it. He writes: 

This identical piece of information would be expressed in the following different ways in British 
Guiana: 

1. I told him. [aɪ tovld hɪm] 
1a. I told him [aɪ told hɪm] 
2. I tol’ ‘im. [aɪ tol ɪm] 
3. I tell ‘im. [aɪ tɛl ɪm] 
3a. A tell ‘im. [a tɛl ɪm] 
4. I tell e. [aɪ tɛl i] 
4a. A tell e. [a tɛl i] 
5. Me tell e. [mɪ tɛl ɪ] 
5a. Me tell am. [mɪ tɛl am] 

Users of the above forms will be found to be distributed as follows, it being understood 
that there are no sharp dividing lines between these social and functional strata, except 
at the extremes, that is, between 1 and the rest and between 5a and the rest: 

1. Britons, and a small number of persons usually in administrative positions 
consciously imitate ‘white talk’ for social reasons 
1.a The important middle-class administrative element in Government and Commerce. 
Usually having secondary and sometimes university education. More travelled and often 
more class-conscious. 
2. Ordinary educated middle-class, clerical and professional, usually having secondary 
education. 
3 & 3a. Careful speech of ⎞ Non-Clerical employees, working and 
    ⎬ labouring classes. Have had primary 
4 & 4a. Relaxed speech of  ⎠ but very little or no secondary education. 
5. Mostly rural labouring class, but also such people as hucksters, carters, milksellers, 
street-pedlars, & etc., in towns. Underschooled, semi-literate and illiterate. 
5a. Almost exclusively East Indian labouring class as at 5. (Allsopp 1958a:61–62). 

Allsopp makes a distinction between the speech of a class of “East Indians” of Guyana, also called Indo-
Guyanese, and of those of other classes and races, stating that certain forms, such as example 5a above, 
were exclusive to a particular class of Indo-Guyanese. The research conducted for this study found no 
such distinctions in language use based on race or class. Both the Indo-Guyanese and Afro-Guyanese with 
whom research was conducted produced speech similar to the example in 5a above. Allsopp also wrote 
descriptively about Guyanese Creole prior to this article (Allsopp 1949, 1953a,b), his M.A. thesis 
(Allsopp 1958b) focuses on pronominal forms in Guyanese Creole, and his Ph.D. dissertation (Allsopp 
1962) focuses on the expressions of state and action. 

Devonish’s writings have had more of a focus on language development (discussed below) and 
language as a tool for building national consciousness. Edwards’ writings, other than his paper on the 
stative verbs have and be (Edwards 1972) and the emphatic connector whichin (Edwards 1990b), focus 
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mainly on sociolinguistic and cultural concerns (e.g., Edwards 1975, 1977, 1984b). Gibson’s writings 
mainly focus on the verbal system, especially the TMA system. 

Numerous other authors have produced papers, articles, books, etc. using Guyanese Creole as the 
language of their research. Much of what has been written on the creole continuum has been done using 
Guyanese Creole as the example language, and includes two significant books: Dynamics of a Creole 
system by Bickerton and Dimensions of a Creole Continuum by Rickford. Rickford has also written a 
number of papers and articles examining various aspects of Guyanese Creole grammar. He has written 
about singular pronouns and the habitual marker does. He has also written a number of articles of 
sociolinguistic significance, which include an assessment of speaker competence, social class analysis, 
and an examination of language attitudes. 

Rickford’s (1987a) Dimensions of a Creole Continuum begins with an introductory chapter and then a 
chapter describing the development of the creole continuum model. The remaining four chapters are 
dedicated to various texts, which include early written texts, modern written texts, and two chapters on 
recordings of natural speech from the modern era. The chapters dedicated to the various texts provide 
discussion and analysis related to the creole continuum and how the data provided may no longer be in 
current use (as with some of the features discussed in the early written texts section), and may support 
or counter assertions made in previous research. The discussion also points out the various features and 
markers that are saliently creole (i.e., which differ in form, function, or both from Standard English—see 
criteria for selection in chapter 1, “Selection of Grammatical Markers” pp. 28–31) or basilectal, and those 
that are more mesolectal or acrolectal. These features and markers are discussed throughout the chapters 
related to the texts and recordings and focus mainly on three areas: phonological, grammatical, and 
lexical. 

The areas of phonology discussed relate mostly to the differences in phonology between Standard 
English (the acrolect) and basilectal creole. Some examples are: the basilectal realization of the 
interdental fricatives [] and [ð] as stops [t] and [d] respectively, palatalisation of velar stops, both 
initial and final consonant cluster simplification, and other processes of reduction in the phonology such 
as the absence of initial [t], [d], and [h] in some lexical items. 

A number of grammatical features and the range of their manifestation along the continuum are 
discussed. Articles are included in the discussion with the basilectal manifestation of the indefinite 
article [wɑn] ‘one’ varying with the mesolectal and possibly acrolectal manifestations [ɑ] and [a(n)]. It 
is pointed out that the definite article [di] (pronounced ‘dee’) is used for presupposed-specific noun 
phrases, the indefinite article for asserted-specific noun phrases, and Ø for non-specific noun phrases. 
The pronominal system is referenced in terms of the manifestation of the forms for various pronouns at 
different points along the continuum. For example, the basilectal manifestation of the first person 
singular and third person masculine singular pronouns and their possessive equivalents is [mi] and 
[(h)i], whereas the mesolectal manifestations of these would be [ɑ] ~ [ɑi] and [hi] for the pronouns and 
[mɑi] and [hɪz] for their possessive equivalents respectively. The basilectal use of postnominal dem to 
indicate plural of nouns is also opposed to the more mesolectal forms that resemble the Standard English 
markers. Demonstrative pronouns are also examined for their manifestations along the continuum, for 
instance, the near plural basilectal marker is dem, whereas the more mesolectal marker might be dese 
and the acrolectal marker these. 

However, by far the majority of attention is given to what is loosely labelled in this study as the 
verbal category or area. This includes, but is not limited to, uses of the copula, the TMA system, 
negation, relative clause marking, the infinitive, complementisers, stative and non-stative verbal 
marking, serial verb constructions, and topicalization (focus fronting of the copula). Following are some 
examples of the manifestations of some of these features along the continuum: the basilectal copula is 
[] whereas the mesolectal copula follows more closely the Standard English marker [z]; the basilectal 
locative/existential copula [d]; some TMA markers, such as the basilectal iterative [] and its 
mesolectal variant [dozz]; the basilectal continuative [] and its mesolectal variant verb+in; the 
basilectal anterior [bn] and its mesolectal variant [dɪd]; the basilectal irrealis or future marker [ɡo] and 
its mesolectal variant [w(l)]; various aspects of negation, including the basilectal preverbal or pre-
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adjectival negator [nɑ] ~ [no] and the mesolectal variant [don]; the basilectal relative clause marker 
[wɑ] and the mesolectal variants [hu] and [dɑt]; and the basilectal infinitive marker [fu] ~ [fi] and its 
mesolectal variant [tu]. More examples could be included, but the preceding list should give the reader 
sufficient examples. 

Throughout the book, Rickford makes note of lexical items that are typical of the basilect, such as 
“Granny’s” use of ponish to mean ‘suffer’ (p.157) and “Mother’s” use of out meaning ‘put out’, weeri 
meaning ‘to be satisfied, and priven to mean ‘stop’ (p.253). Some of the words of note are of African 
origin such as nyaam meaning ‘eat’ and buckra meaning ‘white person’. 

Bickerton’s book on the creole continuum (1973) focuses mainly on the verbal system. Aspects of the 
verbal system he examines are the TMA markers, stative verbal marking, and the copula, but he also 
deals with pluralisation and negation (of stative and non-stative verbal constructions). Rickford’s book 
on the creole continuum examines a large number of grammatical features in early written texts, 
recordings, and modern texts. The features he examines are: articles, the infinitive, demonstrative 
pronouns, question words, serial say, subordination using if, the copula, the locative copula, adjectival 
predicates, plural marking, question tags, stative existential, negation, negation of adjectival predicates, 
passive constructions, juxtaposition of two nouns possession, personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, 
focus on possession marker, relative clause marking, serial verb constructions, the TMA system, and 
focus fronting. 

Other than the comparative work mentioned above, there is very little that has been written about 
Vincentian Creole. Abrahams (1972) as well as Abrahams and Bauman (1971) relate to language and 
culture and have some linguistic value but provide no real insight into the grammar of the language. In 
addition, Ralston (1985) describes the historical development of the creole language spoken in St. 
Vincent, but this again provides no real insight into the grammar. Two more recent papers have been 
produced by Prescod, a graduate student at the University of Sorbonne-Nouvelle, one (2001) on the 
status of Vincentian as a “conservative” creole, which focuses on the different grammatical uses of fo in 
Vincentian, and the other (2002) on indefinite pronouns. 

There are a considerable number of articles and books that provide information about the creole 
language of Tobago. A good deal of this, however, lumps Trinidad and Tobago together (see Winer 1989, 
1993, Winer and Boos 1991, and Ottley 1966a, b, 1967, 1971. This is logical, considering they make up 
one nation. Many Trinidadians and Tobagonians, however, feel that the distinction between their 
“dialects” is quite significant (see Roach 1984). This feeling is evidenced linguistically as James and 
Youssef (2002:155–169) outline some of those differences, which are mentioned above. 

Two Ph.D. dissertations have been written, one by Minderhout (1973) and one by Southers (1975), 
describing the grammar of Tobagonian Creole. The grammatical features and markers Minderhout 
examines in his dissertation are: the copula, the locative copula, adjectival predicates, the TMA system, 
pluralisation, personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, negation, questions, reduplication, and existential 
constructions. The grammatical features and markers Southers examines in her dissertation are: major 
constituent word order, the copula, the locative copula, the copula verb name, locative predicate, 
adjectival predicate, negation, the TMA system, modals, adverbs, prepositions, adjectives, reduplication, 
passive constructions, intensifiers, plural marking, articles, demonstrative pronouns, quantifiers, 
apposition, the placement of a pronoun immediately following the noun it refers to, personal pronouns, 
possessive pronouns, reflexive pronouns, indefinite pronouns, focus on possession marker, juxtaposition 
of two nouns possession, genitive construction using of, focus fronting, relative clause marking, question 
words, the infinitive, and conjunctions. Southers’ dissertation provides a transformational grammar 
analysis of Tobagonian Creole and for this reason is not written in the terminology typical of creole 
linguistic studies, but the features and markers identified above are the approximate equivalents of the 
terminology she uses. 

James’ dissertation (1997) provides a description of the grammar of Tobagonian Creole, but his most 
thorough treatment of the grammar, cowritten with Youssef, is The Languages of Tobago (James and 
Youssef 2002). The grammatical features and markers they examine in this book are: the TMA system, 
modals, the copula, the locative copula, the copula verb name, copula-less subject-predicate structures 
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(i.e., adjectival predicates and locative predicates), nouns, articles, demonstrative pronouns, relative 
pronouns (i.e., relative clause markers), interrogative pronouns (i.e., question words), prepositions, 
adjectives, juxtaposition of two nouns possession, plural marking, personal pronouns, reflexive pronouns, 
possessive pronouns, focus on possession marker, and indefinite pronouns. The list of markers found in 
the comparison of Tobagonian and Trinidadian above must be added to this list. 

The charts below (figures 2.2–2.4) are broken into three groupings of features and markers: those of 
the verbal system, the nominal system, and other features and markers. Nineteen of the authors cited 
above, who have identified at least five features “characteristic" of creole languages, are included and 
the markers they chose are noted. The last column denotes the markers that are being compared in this 
study. The authors are listed along the top and are grouped as well. The first nine are those whose 
research focuses on universals, genetics (language family issues), or multiple lexical base language 
comparisons. The next two, Muysken and Wekker, researched features related to creolisation and second 
language acquisition. Escure’s list is included for reference as an example of features identified by a 
researcher into a specific creole language other than the four examined in this study. The next three 
authors—James, Southers, and Minderhout—focus on Tobagonian. The following three studies— 
Kephart, NISTEP, and Le Page and Tabouret-Keller—focus on Grenadian, with the last one also including 
Vincentian. The next author, Rickford, focuses on Guyanese, and the final column lists the markers 
chosen for comparison in this study. 
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TMA system x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x
Stative verbs 
existential 

  x x         x  x     x

Existential = 
Possessive 

  x                 x

Copula x x x x x x   x x x x x x x x   x x
Locative copula x   x x x   x   x x x x    x x

Copula name             x x       

Adjectival 
predicates 

  x  x    x    x x x x   x x

Locative 
predicates 

            x x       

Focus fronting of 
copula 

  x x x  x x x x x  x x   x  x x

Serial verbs     x  x  x x x x x   x   x  

Serial give    x x   x x           x

Serial say    x x        x      x x
Serial pass     x   x             
Serial take    x                 
Serial come & go        x             

Causal verbs    x   x              

Complementiser, 
Infinitive 

  x x x  x      x x  x  x x x

Complementiser, 
go 

  x  x                

Imperative                  x   

Negation   x x x  x x  x x x x x x x x   x

Negator as Stative 
verb 

  x          x      x x

Passive 
constructions 

  x x     x     x  x   x  

Modals    x  x       x x      x

Specific verbs         x   x x x  x     

Figure 2.2. Verbal features and markers. 
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Possession-noun 
juxtaposition 

 x  x x  x  x x  x x x  x x x x  

Possession, 
Preposition 
genitive 

    x  x       x  x    x

Focus possessive 
marker 

   x x  x  x   x x x    x x x

Possessive 
pronouns 

   x x  x x  x   x x x   x x x

Personal pronouns x x x x x x x  x x   x x x x  x x x

Reflexive 
pronouns 

    x        x x    x  x

Demonstrative 
Pronouns 

x   x x        x x  x  x x x

Indefinite 
pronouns 

            x x       

Articles x  x x x     x x  x x  x  x x x
Plural marking   x x x  x x x x  x x x x x x x x x
Apposition             x x       
Suffixes             x   x     
Noun classes    x                 
Compound nouns    x            x     

Gender in 
pronouns 

   x x    x           x

Postposting 
demonstratives 

       x             

Postposting article        x             

Postposting poss. 
pronoun 

       x             

Postposting adj.    x                 

body as ‘self’ in 
reflexives 

       x x            

Quantifiers             x x  x  x   

Agglutination  x                   

Figure 2.3. Nominal features and markers. 
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Major constituent 
word order 

   x x  x x  x x  x x       

Isolating 
morphosyntax 

   x   x    x          

Questions   x x           x x     

Question tags    x         x   x     

Prepositions  x  x x   x  x   x x  x    x

Postpositions      x                

Reduplication     x        x x x x     

Conjunctions     x   x      x  x     

Subordination 
using if 

   x   x            x  

self expressing 
‘even’ 

   x  x               

next expressing 
‘another’ 

   x                 

Expressions of still    x                 

Expressions of 
merely 

   x                 

Sentence-final -o     x                

Relativisation and 
subject copying 

  x                  

Stative vs. non-
stative distinction 

      x     x        x

Adverbs             x x       

Intensifier             x x       

Interrogative 
pronouns 

  x  x   x x  x  x x     x  

Relative clause 
marking 

   x x  x      x x  x   x x

Quotation 
forumulas 

                   x

Figure 2.4. Other features and markers. 
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Two things of interest concerning these charts are: 1) the TMA system is the only feature included by 
all authors, and 2) quotation formulas, which are included in this study because they have one set of 
markers that are different from Standard English, are not included by any of those whose research was 
reviewed. 

Selection of Grammatical Features 
The selection of potential grammatical features and markers to compare was based on the 

identification of key grammatical features considered to be characteristic of these creole languages by 
creole language researchers. Three criteria, described in the “Selection of Grammatical Markers” section 
of chapter 1, as well as a review of what has been identified by other Caribbean English-lexifier creole 
linguists as key grammatical features, were used in selecting the grammatical markers compared in this 
study. The grammatical features identified by linguists studying Caribbean English-lexifier creoles 
included—but are not limited to—those identified by Bickerton (1981:51–72), Escure (1981:34–35), and 
Taylor (1971:294). Bickerton’s twelve grammatical features, Escure’s nine (actually twelve), and Taylor’s 
twelve are specifically referenced here because of the diversity of features they identified and the three 
different approaches they took at identifying their features (see the “Contributions of Previous Research” 
section above). Another more recent work by James and Youssef (2002), important to this study, is also 
referenced in this section. The markers of the following grammatical features make up the body of data 
being compared in this study. Those that were identified by other researchers but are not included in this 
study, and the reason why they are not included, are discussed below. For examples of each, see the 
appropriate section(s) of chapter 4, where the actual comparisons of these markers are discussed. 

The articles, both definite and indefinite, for each creole are one of the grammatical features being 
compared. Articles are included in Bickerton’s list, but not in Escure’s. The seventh item on Taylor’s list 
relates to the definite article being postposed in some creoles—something that does not occur in the 
creoles examined in this study.6 Bickerton states that, 

Virtually all Creoles have a system identical to that of HCE [Hawaiian Creole English]: a 
definite article for presupposed-specific NP [noun phrase]; an indefinite article for 
asserted-specific NP; and zero for nonspecific NP. (Bickerton 1981:56) 

James and Youssef describe the system a little differently. They assert that the definite article is a 
“specifying article or a specifier” and prefer to label it as such rather than as a definite article (James 
and Youssef 2002:130). They agree that the unmarked noun is non-specific but label the indefinite 
article as a singulariser. They argue that the non-specific or zero-marked noun can be interpreted as 
either singular or plural and that singularity is handled in the article system. They state that the way a 
non-specific noun can be marked singular is through the use of the indefinite article (ibid., 137). Either 
view shows that articles in the context of this investigation differ from Standard English in form and 
slightly so in function. They are also high frequency items and are included for these reasons. 

Personal pronouns as a group are high frequency items. Even though specific personal pronouns may 
not be high frequency, the group of personal pronouns as a whole is high frequency. Bickerton does not 
mention personal pronouns in this list but does in a later publication (Bickerton 1993). Both Escure and 
Taylor mention aspects of this group. Taylor’s mention, however, does not deal directly with the 
personal pronoun system but rather the use of a personal pronoun marker to mark something else. First 
on his list is the use of the third person plural pronoun as the plural marker on nouns (Taylor 1971:294). 
Escure includes on her list the lack of distinction (in gender) in the markers of the third person singular 
(Escure 1981:34). The markers for the entire personal pronoun system are examined in this study. 

Possessive pronouns are also examined in this study. Taylor and Escure both mention aspects of the 
possessive pronoun system. The fifth item in Taylor’s list is the use of a nominal phrase to express the 
                                                  
6 Three of the items on Taylor’s list deal with the postposing of grammatical markers (Taylor 1971:294). Taylor examines creoles of 
four lexical bases and includes features in his list that were common to at least two lexically differently based groupings and were 
“seemingly characteristic of creole languages” (ibid., 293). Non-Surinamese English-lexifier creoles were not among those 
identified by Taylor as ones that postposed the markers of some grammatical features. 
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possessive absolute (Taylor 1971:294). These are the forms labelled in this study as focus possessive 
forms without the noun. Some Standard English examples would be mine, hers, yours, and ours. This use 
of a nominal phrase to express possession is also noted by James and Youssef (2002:149). Escure 
includes in her list the attachment of a possessive marker to the possessor “provided the latter is not a 
long NP” (Escure 1981:35). James and Youssef also report the use of this marker in Tobagonian. This is 
what is called the focus on possession marker in this study. 

Reflexive pronouns are also included in this study. They are not necessarily high frequency but they 
do tend to differ from Standard English and sometimes from creole to creole. Reflexive pronouns are not 
mentioned in Bickerton’s or Escure’s lists. Taylor, however, does include a feature of reflexives, where 
the word body is used instead of self in the first person singular reflexive pronoun for some creoles 
(Taylor 1971:294). This is limited to the French-lexifier creoles he examines and one Portuguese-lexifier 
creole and is not a feature of English-lexifier creoles. 

Demonstrative pronouns are not necessarily high frequency items either but, as with reflexive 
pronouns, they do tend to differ from Standard English and sometimes from creole to creole and so are 
included in this study. Neither Bickerton nor Escure mentions demonstrative pronouns, and Taylor’s only 
reference to them refers to them being postposed in some creoles (ibid., 294). All the postposed items 
that Taylor lists relate to the French-lexifier creoles and one Portuguese-lexifier creole. These items are 
not postposed in the English-lexifier creoles 

Plural marking on nouns is different from Standard English in most cases. Plural is marked by the 
addition of a morpheme following the noun. As James and Youssef point out, nouns in Tobagonian are 
not inflected for plurality (James and Youssef 2002:130). The unmarked noun is unspecified for plurality 
and the noun with an indefinite article is marked singular. A noun with a quantifier is marked for 
plurality, either singular or plural by the quantifier, depending on the plurality of the quantifier. In some 
cases, a noun marked as plural by a quantifier can also take the plural marker, as James points out that 
“phrases such as dem bwɑi dem are common” and it is permissible to have such phrases as “di chrii 
pikni dem” (James 2001:3; emphasis in the original). The noun with the definite article is inherently 
singular and must be marked for plurality if plurality is intended. For example, [di bwɑi] ‘the boy’ is 
inherently singular because of the use of the definite article, but it can be marked plural, as in [di bwɑi 
dɛm] ‘the boy them’ or ‘the boys’. The noun without an article is unspecified for plurality but can be 
marked plural as well. For example [bwɑi] ‘boy’ or ‘boys’ is unspecified for plurality and can be specified 
as plural by the addition of the pluralising morpheme, as in [bwɑi dɛm] ‘boy them’ or ‘boys’. As 
mentioned above, the first item on Taylor’s list deals with this. Bickerton and Escure do not mention it. 
Escure does mention one aspect of plurality on nouns, namely the non-marking of plurality in situations 
where the noun is unambiguously marked plural by the use of a quantifier (Escure 1981:34). 

Quotation formulas are the word or string of words that are used to introduce a quote. A quotation 
formula may set off a direct quote, as in Joe said, “I love New York”, or an indirect quote, as in Joe told 
me that he loves New York. Some indirect quotes set off more abstract things such as thoughts or feelings, 
as in Joe thought he loved New York. Only the quotation formulas that set off actual speech are examined 
in this study. Quotation formulas are not mentioned in any of the three authors’ lists, or any other 
author’s list that was reviewed in this chapter, but they are a fairly high frequency item. There is also 
one form that is different from Standard English and so they are included in this study. 

The verbal system is considered in several parts because not all aspects of the verbal system are 
being compared. Non-stative verbal markers are the tense, mood, and aspect (TMA) markers used in the 
verbal systems for these creoles. The TMA system is included in Bickerton’s list (Bickerton 1981:58) and, 
as mentioned above, is the only item included by all nineteen authors included in Figure 2.2.2, Figure . 
Both Escure and Taylor make reference to features of the TMA system but do not cover it fully. Escure 
includes the anterior marker, the progressive marker, the habitual marker, and the non-marking of 
simple past of non-stative verbs (Escure 1981:34–35). Taylor makes mention of the habitual, progressive, 
and irrealis markers (Taylor 1971:294). The use of the modals should, could, and would and the auxiliary 
verb suffix -a are high frequency items that are included in this study. Modals are not specifically 
mentioned in any of the three twelve-item lists, but are part of the verbal system. 
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Stative verbal markers are treated separately because of the differences in the grammar of these 
creoles when treating stative and non-stative verbs. Bickerton’s list includes several features related to 
stative verbs (Bickerton 1981:51–72). One he calls “movement rules,” which involves the fronting of the 
copula verb for purposes of focus. Another he calls “existential and possessive,” which is the use of one 
marker to express both these functions. Also included are the copula and adjectival predicates. Escure 
includes adjectival predicates, the use of a locative copula in addition to the standard copula, and the 
use of the non-stative anterior marker to express simple past for statives (Escure 1981:34–35). Taylor’s 
list does not make specific mention of any of these features. 

The negation of verbs is a high frequency feature and one in which the markers can be different from 
Standard English. Bickerton is the only one of the three to mention negation (Bickerton 1981:65). He 
includes negation of the subject (or double negation) as well as negation of the verb, but subject 
negation (sometimes called double negation or multiple sentence negation) is not a high frequency 
feature and is not included in this study. 

Serial verbs are also included in this study, but only two specific verbs are in focus. The function of 
the second verb in the serial verb constructions examined in this study is generally considered outside 
the verbal system. Holm reports that serial verb constructions are commonly found in the Atlantic 
creoles (Holm 1988:183). He provides the working definition for serial verbs in creole languages 
proposed by Jansen, Koopman, and Muysken in their 1978 paper “Serial Verbs in the Creole Languages.” 
This working definition states that serial verbs “consist of a series of two or more verbs; they both have 
the same subject and are not joined by a conjunction (‘and’) or a complementiser (‘to’) as they would be 
in European languages” (as quoted in Holm 1988:183). In the case of this study, it is the second verb in 
the serial verb constructions that is being compared. This verb functions either as a preposition or as a 
conjunction. Neither Bickerton nor Escure mentions these constructions in their lists. Taylor specifically 
mentions the prepositional one (Taylor 1971:294). 

Relative clause markers are included in this study because some are different from Standard English 
and they are high frequency items. Bickerton, Escure, and Taylor do not mention this feature. Bickerton 
does mention one aspect related to relative clause markers where certain grammatical structures allow 
for the relative clause marker to be deleted (Bickerton 1981:62). Since the comparison of markers is in 
focus, grammatical structures that allow for those markers to be deleted do not fit the scope of this 
study. 

Prepositions are an area that has received little study in creole languages. They are included in this 
study because the occurrence of prepositions is fairly high frequency. Some prepositions occur more 
frequently than others and some occur only rarely, so not all prepositions are included. Prepositions that 
are distinct from Standard English, those that were high frequency, and those where examples were 
gathered in all four creoles were included in this study. Neither Bickerton’s list nor Escure’s list includes 
any mention of prepositions. Taylor, on the other hand, specifically mentions one preposition that 
potentially has a West African origin. He specifically mentions the language Ibo, because this particular 
preposition has a similar semantic range in both the creole and Ibo (Taylor 1971:294). 

The lists provided by Bickerton, Escure, and Taylor include seven features that are not included in 
this study for various reasons. In all, forty-one of the sixty-seven grammatical features or markers 
included in figure 2.2–figure 2.4 above are not included in this study. These grammatical markers or 
features are not included for various reasons. Each is discussed below and the reason for its exclusion 
from this study is given. 

Most of the reasons that features or markers were excluded from this study relate to the three criteria 
mentioned in the “Selection of Grammatical Markers” section of chapter 1. One of the reasons that a 
grammatical feature may be excluded is that some of these features involved grammatical structures 
where there is no overt marking associated with the grammatical features. Another reason that they may 
not be included in this study is that they may not be high frequency items. A third reason that a feature 
of one of these lists might not be included in this study is the marker’s similarity to Standard English and 
to the other creoles. A final reason that these features or markers may be excluded is that they are not 
features associated with the creoles under examination. 
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Even though the TMA system markers are included in this study, the combination of those markers, 
although given recognition, is not in focus. The combination of TMA markers is not included in Figure 
2.2, and the reason for its exclusion from comparison in this study deserves some attention here. Taylor’s 
list includes one item that is actually a combination of two TMA markers (Taylor 1971:294). The 
combination of TMA markers is also included in Bickerton’s discussion of the features of the creole TMA 
system (Bickerton 1981:58). The combination of the grammatical markers of the TMA system is not 
covered in this study because it is basically a matter of grammatical structure and not of differences in 
markers. If, as Taylor points out, the anterior and irrealis markers, when combined, express 
conditionality, this does not constitute a new marker that needs to be compared across creoles. Any 
differences in combinations of markers would need to be flagged in the computer programme used in the 
adaptation process. 

Eleven of the twenty-four items in Figure 2.2. (Verbal features and markers) are not included in this 
study. The use of the verb name as a copula verb, mentioned by James and Southers, is not included 
because it is not a high frequency item. Another feature that is only mentioned by James and Southers 
and is not included because it is not a high frequency item is locative predicates. 

Serial verbs in general are not included because there are no overt markers of serial verb 
constructions. Three specific types of serial verbs are not included in this study. Serial pass meaning 
‘than’ and serial take expressing instrumentality are not included because examples of these were not 
found in the corpus of data used for this study. If they are features of these languages, they are not high 
frequency and would probably be excluded for that reason. Serial come and go expressing directionality 
are features of all four of the creoles examined in this study but this type of serial verb is also excluded 
because there is no difference from creole to creole. If examined closely, almost all serial verb 
constructions, except the two included in this study and the two just mentioned (pass and take) express 
some aspect of directionality. As part of the research related to this study, this was specifically examined 
in a comparison of the creole speech in Grenada with that of Carriacou. What was found was that the 
leading or head verb in most serial verb constructions expressed directionality, as noted in this 
quotation: 

Kephart’s Carriacou data provides examples of the following verbs used as head verbs in 
this way: [liv], [ɡo], [kəm], [bɹɪŋ], and [bɪn] ‘leave’, ‘go’, ‘come’, ‘bring’, and ‘went’. I also 
have [hɑl] ‘haul’ in my Carriacou data. My Grenada data provides the following 
examples [liv], [pas], [ɡo], [kəm], and [bɹɪŋ] ‘leave’, ‘pass’ (as in to ‘pass by’ someone), 
‘go’, ‘come’, and ‘bring’ (Holbrook 2000:12). 

Causal verbs are another feature that are not included in this study. This is because it is a 
grammatical feature that has no overt grammatical markers. The complementiser go is not included 
because it is not a high frequency item and relates more to a special use of an individual verb form. The 
imperative and passive constructions are not included because they are grammatical structures that have 
no overt grammatical markers and neither is a high frequency item. 

Thirteen of the twenty-two items in Figure 2.3. (Nominal features and markers) were not included in 
this study. Indefinite pronouns and apposition, two more items mentioned only by James and Southers, 
are not included because they are not high frequency items. Apposition—the placement of a personal 
pronoun immediately following the noun it refers to—is the specific use of an item, a personal pronoun, 
which is already being compared in this study. To include the markers of apposition would also be 
redundant. 

Suffixes are not included because they are not high frequency items. Noun classes, agglutination and 
the postposing of demonstratives pronouns, articles, possessive pronouns, and adjectives are not included 
because they are features that are not found in the creoles being examined. Compound nouns are 
excluded because there are no unique markers that are indicative of this feature. Compound nouns occur 
in all four of the creoles examined in this study. Quantifiers also occur in all four creoles, but they are 
not included because there are too many unique markers that indicate quantifiers. Any individual 
number or indicator of quantity, such as a few, many, a large amount, etc. can be used as a quantifier. To 
include all quantifiers would be beyond the scope of this study. 
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Only four of the twenty-one items in Figure 2.4. (Other features and markers) are included in this 
study. Major constituent word order SVO and isolating morphosyntax are both features found in all four 
of the creole examined in this study, but there are no unique markers to indicate these features. The 
feature of questions relates to the lack of difference in the syntactic structure between questions and 
statements. This also is a case where there are no unique markers to indicate this feature. Question tags 
are a frequently employed feature of all four creoles examined but are not included for reasons similar to 
the reason for excluding quantifiers. There is a large number of possible question tags that could be 
employed in each creole and to check them all would be beyond the scope of this study. 

Postpositions do not occur in Grenadian, Guyanese, Vincentian, or Tobagonian and are not included 
for that reason. Sentence final -o was not found in the corpus of data used in this study and is not 
included for that reason. It may occur, and has been reported to occur in Guyanese, but is unknown for 
the other three. Reduplication is a feature of all four creoles, but is not included because no unique 
markers are involved in this feature. Even though they are high frequency items, conjunctions are not 
included because there is a lot of similarity between the creole conjunctions and the Standard English 
conjunctions and also because there is little or no difference between conjunctions from creole to creole. 
Subordination using if, self expressing ‘even’, expression of still, and expressions of merely are not 
included because they are not high frequency items. The last three of these four would also not be 
included because they are examples of specific uses of individual words or expressions and not 
necessarily markers of specific grammatical constructions. Another that is an example of the specific use 
of an individual word is next expressing ‘another’. This is a fairly high frequency item, but it is not 
included because it is not a marker of a specific grammatical construction. Relativisation and subject 
copying is not included because it involves a situation where a certain grammatical structure allows for 
the deletion or non-insertion of a grammatical marker that is typically used for that grammatical feature. 
Since the comparison of markers is in focus, structures that allow for the lack of a marker do not fit the 
scope of this study. Interrogative pronouns (question words) are also not included because they generally 
do not differ from Standard English or from creole to creole. Those that do differ from Standard English, 
compound question words similar to the fourth item in Taylor’s list (Taylor 1971:294), and mentioned 
by both Muysken (2001) and Wekker (1996b) are not high frequency items. Compound question words 
do occur in Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian, but no Grenadian examples were found. 

Literary Development of Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and 
Vincentian 

Literary development among pre-literate peoples has been a major focus of the work of SIL since its 
incorporation in the early 1940’s. SIL has worked with at least six creole languages in the Pacific region. 
These languages now have orthographies and written materials available (SIL International n.d.). SIL 
does not have as long a history of work with the Caribbean English-lexifier creole languages and to date 
has only helped produce materials in two of these creoles,—Belize Creole and Islander Creole of San 
Andres and Providence Islands, Colombia. 

Little has been done, other than in Jamaica, in the way of literary development in other Caribbean 
English-lexifier creoles. Cassidy developed an orthography for Jamaican Creole and a slightly different 
version of that orthography was used by casa and Le Page in the Dictionary of Jamaican English. Other 
dictionaries and glossaries of terms have been produced as well.7 In addition, the University of the West 
Indies, Mona, Jamaica has prepared a booklet Translating Weather Reports into Jamaican Creole, which 
uses the Cassidy/Le Page orthography. 

There have been no attempts at any type of literary development in Vincentian. Orthographies have 
been proposed and/or used in publications for Grenadian, Guyanese, and Tobagonian. In his (1987a) 
Dimensions of a Creole Continuum and (1978) A Festival of Guyanese Words, Rickford uses a modified 

                                                  
7 For dictionaries and glossaries, see the following: Caribbean-wide: Allsopp 1996; Grenadian: Kephart 2000:165–200, Searle 
1984:ix–xii, Hill 1977:375–386; Guyanese: Rickford 1978:263–272, National History and Arts Council 1975; Tobagonian: Baptiste 
1993, Mendes 1985, Winer 1989, 1992a,b, Winer and Boos 1993, John n.d. 
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version of the original orthography developed by Cassidy (see Cassidy 1961) for Guyanese. Winer 
proposed an orthography for Trinidad and Tobago (Winer 1990). These efforts have had little influence 
in establishing a literary or written tradition for these languages. Works have been written in these 
languages in books, newspapers, etc., but no lasting literary development has resulted in any of these 
languages. 

Devonish has written extensively about creole language development and the potential for the use of 
creole languages in national development. He has written about the situation in Jamaica (Devonish 
1994), where Jamaican Creole is being used as a tool to create an alternative national identity, as 
discussed in chapter 1 in the “Sharing and Adapting: Some Differences” section. His dissertation 
(Devonish 1978), however, relates directly to using Guyanese Creole as a tool for national development. 
In a later article (Devonish 1984), he again proposes that the creole language in Guyana be used in 
national development. He states that “Creole language standardisation is viewed here as a vital 
ingredient in any programme to bring about political and socio-economic change in the country” (ibid., 
63). His efforts, however, have had little results in Guyana, and there are currently no efforts in the 
political realm to implement his proposals. 

By far, Kephart’s work in Carriacou constitutes the most aggressive attempt at literary development 
of any of the four creoles Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian. This is because Kephart 
was actually able to do something in the way of literary development with speakers of the languages, not 
just propose something that wasn’t implemented. Kephart instituted a pilot project aimed at providing “a 
group of Carriacou children access to literacy through their native language [creole], using an 
orthography developed as part of my grammar” (Kephart 1985:v). He developed readers of creole and 
carried out a systematic programme of literacy, including testing improvement in English reading skills. 
This too, however, has had little lasting impact. In interviews with the curriculum development officer 
and members of the Language Arts Department of the Grenada Ministry of Education in 1999, no one 
had heard of Kephart or his pilot project in Carriacou nor did anyone know of the existence of his 1985 
dissertation. This may be due to the project’s having been carried out in Carriacou, which is somewhat 
isolated from the rest of the nation geographically, politically, and in some ways, culturally. 

The Future 
A lot of groundwork has been laid for the development of written materials in these four creoles, but 

it has not proceeded beyond that. The potential for a literary development project in one creole to have 
impact beyond just that one creole is great. The grammatical features “characteristic” of creole languages 
have been thoroughly researched and are identified above. The creole language situations in the 
Caribbean are very similar linguistically, sociolinguistically, historically, and culturally, so that Machine-
Assisted Human Translation (MAHT) has great potential in producing strongly idiomatic adaptations. 
The MAHT tools are available to adapt material produced in one creole to other creoles. Three things 
remain: 1) developing a tool to systematically compare the key grammatical features so as to determine 
the grouping of creole languages with the highest potential for adapting materials, 2) initiating a pilot 
project to test this tool in a live language situation, and 3) motivating creole-speaking individuals and 
communities to support— financially and in words and action—and become involved in literary 
development projects for their language. This study provides the tool needed that is identified in #1, SIL 
is currently involved in an attempt to initiate a project that may use this tool, as per #2, but #3 is 
beyond both the scope of this research and the ability of this author. If #3 is to be accomplished, it is 
going to take the active involvement of the local citizens of the territories where the creole languages are 
spoken. 



 

51 

3 

Methods and Design 

Scope and Limitations 
The number of creole languages chosen for this study was limited to four for various reasons. The 

major factor was that including more creoles would have made the collection and analysis of the data 
too large a task. As it was, gathering the needed data for these four creoles was a major undertaking. 
Including more languages would have necessitated including fewer grammatical features to make the 
study feasible. Including the largest number of grammatical features possible ensured a more accurate 
attempt at classification. Thus, the scope of the study was limited to four creoles to include the largest 
number of grammatical features and thus ensure the greatest accuracy of the classification of these 
languages. 

The amount of time needed in data gathering was another limiting factor. The time it took to 
conduct the research needed in this study in each territory depended on the quality, cooperativeness, 
language attitudes, etc. of those who assisted with this research. In most cases it takes a great deal of 
time for outsiders to build up the familiarity with creole speakers needed for them to feel comfortable 
speaking creole in their presence. In some cases, if the proper networking of contacts is available, it takes 
less time. For this study, not only would including one or more additional creole languages have strained 
the analysis due to the quantity of language data needing analysis, but it would also have strained the 
time limit of the study itself. 

The most difficult tasks related to this research were the collection, transcription, selection, and 
analysis of the language data. The difficulty in the collection, transcription, and selection of data was 
compounded at times because it was done by an outsider (i.e., myself). The collection of data was 
difficult because of the general negative attitude that speakers often had toward the creole they speak. 
This negative attitude has the resulting outcome that people are generally reluctant to speak creole with 
outsiders. This is because they feel shame that they don’t speak the lexifier language well enough, which 
results in an unwillingness to speak at all. It is also because creole speakers are often viewed as 
uneducated. People want to speak the lexifier language with outsiders who may not know their 
educational level so that they do not appear to be uneducated. Because an outsider was conducting the 
research, people often had a reluctance to speak creole. It was also unusual from the creole speakers’ 
perspective for someone to take an interest in their creole language. They often suspected an ulterior 
motive when someone focused on their creole speech. Thus, in the collection of data, special efforts 
needed to be made to ensure that the creole speakers were comfortable and understood that creole 
speech was what was desired. 

The discourse style and topic also affected the production of natural or casual creole speech by 
individual creole speakers. Certain discourse types and topics are more closely associated with creole 
speech while other discourse types and topics are more closely associated with lexifier language speech. 
Recording sessions with creole speakers were organised in such a way that those discourse types and 
topics that are associated with creole speech were targeted. 

The transcription of the data was difficult because of the amount of time involved in transcribing 
nearly thirty hours of recordings from four different creoles. At times the speed at which people spoke 
also created difficulty. Natural or casual creole speech was what was desired, and so the lack of careful 
pronunciation made it difficult at times to transcribe what was recorded. This was compounded by the 
fact that a non-native speaker of these creole languages would find it more difficult to follow, and 
therefore to transcribe, what was being said in rapid or animated speech. The use of a recorder that has 
the feature of slowing down the recorded speech aided in the transcription of data in many of these 
situations. The fact that all of the recordings were not done in an artificial setting, such as a studio where 
outside noises are eliminated, resulted in cases where the speaker’s words were not discernable. More 
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than one crowing rooster, clucking hen, baying sheep or goat, or loud truck or car made the job of 
transcription difficult to impossible. 

The selection of the data was difficult because of the interaction of the lexifier language and the 
creole language in a creole continuum situation, which made it difficult to separate the creole from the 
lexifier language. Limiting the grammatical features to those that differed from the lexifier language 
helped. There were, however, many utterances recorded where the speaker switched between creole and 
the lexifier language from one sentence to the next and even within sentences. Selecting the data using a 
creole continuum framework to distinguish between creole and lexifier language utterances created 
many difficulties. This necessitated an approach to selection of data that was outside of a creole 
continuum framework. To ensure that the data selected was considered creole, all data was reviewed 
with speakers of the languages. In addition to the average speaker of these creole languages, linguists 
and/or language-aware educators who were native speakers of these creoles were sought out for review 
of the data. 

The creole speech sought in the recordings and examined most closely in the selection of the lexical 
items used to mark grammatical features, was speech that was as far removed from the lexifier language 
as possible. Grimes states that “if literature and other cross-cultural communication need to be given in 
any form of a creole, they are needed most in the basilect” (Grimes 1989:56). Thus in the selection of 
data from the speech of individuals included in this study, those individuals whose speech was more 
remote from the lexifier language were included in the corpus of data used in this study. Those speakers 
whose speech tended toward the lexifier language with little or no apparent creole influence were not 
included. Only those markers of the more remote creole speech that occurred in the data gathered by 
this author for this study were used. No outside source data was included. 

Finally, the analysis of the data was difficult because of the complexity of identifying the key 
features to compare and the necessity of having a way to quantify the differences in the markers of those 
features from one creole to another. This difficulty derives in part because this study does not seek a 
comparison of entire grammatical systems but of specific forms which perform common grammatical 
functions. The unidirectional intelligibility of these languages was in focus when comparing one creole 
with another. There were no tools available to compare languages that approached the comparison from 
a unidirectional approach. This necessitated the development of a tool to carry out such a comparison. 

Selection of Subjects and Variables in Data Gathering 
The selection of individuals for the elicitation of data was given careful consideration. There are a 

number of factors that may make one individual a better subject for the elicitation of data than another. 
There are also a number of factors that may make one situation better for the elicitation of data than 
another. The data sought for this study was natural creole speech, something that is not easily gathered 
for various reasons. Labov found that an outside observer impacted a person’s speech during recording 
sessions, especially when it was known that speech was in focus. This has been called the “observer’s 
paradox.” What is meant by natural creole speech in the context of this study is what Labov calls “casual 
speech” and “spontaneous speech” in the context of the observer’s paradox. He explains: 

By casual speech, in a narrow sense, we mean the everyday speech used in informal 
situations, where no attention is directed to language. Spontaneous speech refers to a 
pattern used in excited, emotionally charged speech when the constraints of a formal 
situation are overridden (Labov 1972b:86, emphasis in the original) 

Casual speech and spontaneous speech form a single group Labov labels as “Style A.” This is opposed to 
careful speech, in which attention is directed toward language, which he calls “Style B” (Labov 
1972b:96). In the present context, Style B speech would be speech that is influenced in some way so that 
there is a shift toward the lexifier language, either totally or partially. 

Chapter 1 mentions many variables that influence a person’s speech either toward or away from 
natural creole speech. Some of the variables mentioned there are the topic being discussed, the setting of 
the discussion, and importantly, the participants. Other variables include the level of education achieved 
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by the speaker, the attitude of the speaker toward the language, the age of the speaker, the amount of 
time a speakers has spent living outside the country and where, and the relative geographic and social 
isolation of the individual (i.e., urban vs. rural). 

The topic of discussions is one factor that affects the naturalness of speech. In a situation where a 
creole is in close contact with its lexifier language— as is the case with the four creole languages chosen 
for this study—there is a great deal of vocabulary shared by the creole and the lexifier language. Some 
vocabulary found in the lexifier language, however, is not associated with the creole, and vice versa. If 
the topic naturally includes vocabulary that is not associated with the creole, the naturalness of the 
speech is also affected. Conversations about modern technology, for instance, often require a set of 
vocabulary that is not associated with the creole language. This vocabulary, however, will most likely be 
associated with the lexifier language. Conversations that include such vocabulary may influence the 
speaker’s speech away from natural creole. The lexifier language is also closely associated with certain 
semantic domains, as is the creole. Conversations about domains that are associated with the lexifier 
language, such as matters associated with the law and government, religion, foreign lands, etc., may also 
influence the speaker’s speech away from natural creole. 

Topics for discussion during a recording session should be ones that lend themselves to natural or 
casual speech (Style A speech). Labov identifies five contexts where Style A speech may occur in a formal 
interview (Labov 1972a: 87–94). The first two involve instances of speech by the interviewee to a third 
person who is not involved in the interview. The third is speech that is not in direct reply to questions. 
This is what some might call rabbit trails, where speakers wander from the topic of the question to a 
topic that is closer to their hearts. The fourth, childhood rhymes and customs, are good for eliciting 
phonological differences but not grammatical differences. Childhood rhymes fall into a discourse type 
that includes poetry. Poetry frequently does not follow typical grammatical rules. A poet will often use 
poetic license when composing and the result is not natural speech from a grammatical point of view. 
Also, some childhood rhymes are borrowed from the lexifier language into the creole and the grammar 
of the rhyme is influenced by the lexifier language grammar. Since the grammar is in focus in this study, 
this context is not a good source of data. The fifth context Labov describes is the “danger of death” 
narrative. This is a context where the interviewee is asked to recount a situation that was potentially life-
threatening. The interviewee often “becomes involved in the narration to the extent that he seems to be 
reliving the critical moment, and signs of emotional tension appear” (ibid., 93). 

The setting of the recording session also influences the degree of naturalness of speech. The more 
relaxed and comfortable a speaker is, the higher the likelihood of Style A speech. Informal settings where 
creole speech naturally occurs, such as a person’s home, are the best types of settings. Formal settings, 
such as offices, are generally not good settings (Labov 1972b:xviii). 

The most important variable is the participants in the recording session. The speaker should be 
someone who is a “good” creole speaker, preferably someone who is known for his/her ability to 
produce natural creole speech. The person to whom the speaker is addressing is another factor as well. 
Rickford explains: 

Regardless of class, respondents seemed to agree that appropriateness of language choice 
depended to some extent on who the addressee was, English being more appropriate 
with interlocutors who usually spoke English and didn’t understand Creole…and Creole 
with those who usually spoke Creole. (Rickford 1983:14) 

In other words, creole speakers are more likely to produce Style A creole speech with a familiar person 
who is known by them to be a creole speaker. 

The level of education achieved by an individual may have an influence on their speech. Most 
individuals in Guyana, Grenada, St. Vincent, and Tobago have achieved at least some level of education. 
Since education in these territories is in the lexifier language, it can be assumed that most individuals 
have some degree of fluency in the lexifier language. The more education a person is able to obtain, the 
more that person’s speech tends to move away from the creole and toward the lexifier language, as 
Rickford explains: 
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Education has thus provided part of the impetus for decreolization in Guyana (and other 
areas), manifesting itself primarily in the extension of speakers repertoires at the upper-
mesolectal levels, and in the diminishing frequency with which basilectal and lower-
mesolectal varieties are spoken (Rickford 1986a:71–72). 

Thus, the proportion of people who are succeeding in secondary education and beyond would tend to 
match the proportion of people whose speech is becoming decreolised. 

A high level of education does not rule a person out as a potential source of language data. In fact, 
persons with a high level of education can often be good sources of creole speech. Certain factors, 
however, come into play when determining this. An awareness and recognition of the distinction 
between the creole and lexifier language is important with such a person. A fairly positive attitude 
toward the creole is also important. Both these factors will affect the speech of a speaker who has 
fluency in both the creole and the lexifier language. 

As just mentioned, the attitude of the speaker toward the creole is one of the variables that may 
affect a speaker’s choice of language. Speakers who have a positive attitude toward the creole, for 
obvious reasons, are better individuals to provide Style A creole speech. Rickford provides a good 
description of the attitudes that most West-Indians have toward non-standard varieties of English 
throughout the Caribbean: 

The standard view of language attitudes in creole continua is that the standard variety is 
good, and the non-standard varieties (including the ‘Creole’) are bad. This view may be 
referred to as the standard one, not only because it is the orthodox one ⎯ the one 
usually reported in the academic literature and the local press ⎯ but also because it 
assumes a positive orientation toward the standard variety alone. (Rickford 1983:2) 

This being the more dominant attitude, it is important to find creole speakers who do not hold to this 
attitude. 

The age of a speaker may also affect the creole spoken. The older a person is, the more likely it is 
that they will retain archaic vocabulary or grammatical structures that may no longer be in common use. 
The converse is true of younger speakers. Also, in my experiences during recording sessions, older 
speakers tended to be more conscious of their speech, especially in the presence of outsiders, and would 
attempt to move their speech closer to the lexifier language. This was also true of younger speakers, but 
to a lesser degree. 

Additional factors include exposure to other creole speakers of the same lexical base from other 
territories, and the amount of time spent outside the country. These life experiences can have a great 
influence on the creole speaker’s speech. Spending a considerable amount of time in the UK, Canada, or 
the USA and then returning home would very likely have an impact on the speech of an individual. The 
speech of someone with such experiences could more easily move toward the lexifier language because 
of their increased exposure to speakers of that language in a lexifier language only context. The same 
would be true for spending time in another Caribbean territory where a different English-lexifier creole 
is spoken. A long-term visitor may adopt certain grammatical features or markers of the creole spoken in 
the other territory. 

Before eliciting data, it is important to determine which areas of the country or which villages are 
considered to be more creole-speaking than other areas. Because the educational system is based in the 
major cities, and because the lexifier language is prominent in more domains in the major cities, these 
areas were reported to be less creole dominant than the rural areas.8 Some rural areas also were reported 
to be more creole dominant than others. In Guyana, when people were asked where Creolese (the local 
name for Guyanese Creole) was spoken, the typical response was, “Well, they speak it bad in Essequibo 

                                                  
8 The major cities in this context are: St. Georges, Grenada; Georgetown, Guyana; Kingstown, St. Vincent; and Scarborough, 
Tobago. Almost all national government offices, most if not all other government ministries, the court systems, the banking 
industry and other public services, as well as most utility services are based in these cities. Standard English is the dominant 
language in all these domains. 
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and bad in Berbice, but it is the worst in the Corentyne area.” This statement reflects not only the 
increased likelihood of creole dominance in the rural areas (all three locations—Essequibo, Berbice, and 
Corentyne—would be considered rural in Guyana), but also reflects the attitude toward the creole 
languages mentioned above. The area where creole is reported to be spoken the “worst” would be the 
best area to seek out speakers. 

The selection of individuals for recording for this study took into account all of these factors when 
eliciting data. Attempts were made to elicit data in circumstances that were as ideal as possible, with 
speakers who had spent little or no time outside the country. This was not always possible, however, 
because in this research context, all the variables could not be controlled. Those individuals who were 
willing to help tended to have more control over the research environment. Those individuals either 
understood and agreed with the research being conducted or perhaps did not necessarily understand or 
may not have agreed, but for other reasons, such as being asked to help with the research by one of their 
friends, were willing to put aside any confusion or misgivings. Data elicited in situations that were not 
the most ideal, in fact all data, was subject to a screening process that is described in the “Review of 
Data” section below. 

Elicitation of Data 
In each territory, attempts were made to elicit data from the best possible individuals in the most 

ideal circumstances. The circumstances differed from location to location, with Guyana being the most 
different from the other three because of the amount of time spent there. 

In Guyana it was possible to carry out fairly long-term participant-observation with the individuals 
who provided much of my data. Participant-observation is an anthropological method of gathering data 
that involves the actual participation of the researcher in the activity or event being studied (Spradley 
1980:53–62). Language learning of Guyanese Creole was carried out over a period of six months with 
four individuals who had been contracted for this purpose. Language learning of one creole was 
necessary in order to carry out the research with the others. After the initial six months, trips were made 
with three of these individuals to the areas where they were from to elicit data from their friends, family, 
and other acquaintances. One of those contracted was from the Essequibo region near Anna-Regina and 
had lived for a short period on the island of Wakenaam, another was from Skeldon village near 
Corriverton in the Corentyne region, the third was from the Berbice region near New Amsterdam, and 
the fourth (the one with whom no trips were made), was from Georgetown. One individual from 
Georgetown was selected for reference, to be sure that the rural creole was actually different from the 
urban creole. None of these individuals had spent a significant amount of time outside of Guyana. Only 
the speaker from Georgetown had visited one other country, Barbados, and only for about one month. 

The data recorded from the individuals that were contracted could be considered Style A or casual 
speech because of the following reasons: 1) they were individuals who had fairly positive attitudes 
toward the creole, 2) they were familiar with the researcher and so felt comfortable speaking creole, 3) 
the setting was familiar because meetings were regularly held in the same place, and 4) three of the four 
were from the rural areas known for creole speech. The topics that were recorded with these individuals, 
and the topics recorded on the recording trips made to the areas where they were from, were very 
similar. These topics were often cultural topics such as how to grow rice or bananas or sugar cane, local 
history, family history, problems or frustrations in general, current news, or other topics of interest to 
the person speaking. The use of Labov’s “danger of death” narrative was also employed. 

The level of education of the persons contracted was also taken into consideration. Persons who had 
so little education that they would not be able to understand some aspects of the linguistics of language 
were not desirable, but persons who had so much education that it was difficult to get them to produce 
free-flowing creole speech was equally undesirable. 

The school system in Guyana is similar to that in the other three territories and follows the British 
model. Early childhood education in Guyana, or “nursery school,” consists of two years called 
Preparatory A and B. This begins at the age of three years and six months. This is followed by six years 
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of primary school. At the end of primary school, students take the Secondary School Entrance Exam 
(SSEE). The structure of Secondary School education in Guyana is three part. There are General 
Secondary Schools (GSS), which consist of five to six years of education and is the highest quality 
secondary education available. There are Community High Schools (CHS), which rank second in quality 
and from which, upon completion, access can be gained to the GSS by a high score on the Secondary 
School Proficiency Exam (SSPE). Only about 8 percent of students taking the SSPE go on to a GSS 
(Ministry of Education and Cultural Development 1997:1). There are also the secondary departments of 
primary schools called Primary Tops. This is the bottom of the secondary education available. Only those 
who attend GSS will have any opportunity for further education or to take the Caribbean Examination 
Council (CXC) examinations that are necessary for tertiary education. Placement into the secondary 
school system is based on the student’s score on the SSEE. Only the top-scoring students will be placed in 
the GSS, lower-scoring students are placed in the CHS, and the least-scoring students in the Primary 
Tops. Education in Grenada, St. Vincent, and Tobago, though not identical, follows similar patterns. 

The level of education of the four individuals that were contracted in Guyana varied some. The 
individuals from Essequibo and Berbice did not have high levels of education and neither one had 
attended a GSS. The individual from Berbice attended a CHS but did not go on to a GSS, and the 
individual from Essequibo attended a Primary Tops but did not complete the full number of years there. 
The individual from the Corentyne region attended a GSS and later a trade school, but this person had a 
high degree of language awareness and easily switched between creole and English. The individual from 
Georgetown attended a GSS but did not score high enough on his CXC exam to go on to university. All 
four were given detailed explanations of what was expected in terms of speech, and after a few hours of 
working together as well as spending time together outside of the established formal language learning 
time, they became very good sources of natural creole speech. 

The recording trips that were made to the rural areas of Guyana with the individuals that were 
contracted were often very profitable as well. These individuals knew what kind of language data was 
being sought and which of their friends and relatives would be good creole speakers. Those individuals 
selected for recording on these trips generally produced good language data. The general procedure was 
to visit family or friends of these individuals to seek permission to make recordings of their creole 
speech. These visits were usually made in their friends’ homes or other comfortable settings. A few 
recordings were made on the street where individuals had gathered and had given permission to record 
their conversations. The individuals who had been contracted would introduce me as a friend 
researching Creolese. They usually did most of the negotiations (in creole) before beginning recordings 
and would stop speakers if they began to shift toward the lexifier language and remind them that creole 
was desired. They also directed the recording sessions. By having them take the lead in the 
conversations, the individuals being recorded were speaking to a familiar person who was a known 
creole speaker. A fairly broad range of speakers were recorded in Guyana. It was reported that the creole 
speech of the Indo-Guyanese was different from the creole speech of the Afro-Guyanese. Recordings were 
made of a number of speakers of both races for this reason. Recordings were also made of speakers in 
several age groups, from teenagers to the elderly. There were three males in their teens, two males in 
their twenties, one male in his thirties, two males in their forties, and two males in their sixties. There 
were two females in their twenties, one female in her thirties, three females in their forties, one female 
in her fifties, and one female in her seventies. Although there were a number of lexical items that were 
associated with one group or the other, particularly kinship terms, some cooking terms, and some 
religious terms, this did not generally range into the area of grammatical markers. One exception is the 
first person plural personal pronoun, which is generally, although not always, pronounced [ɑwi] by Afro-
Guyanese, but [ɑbi] by Indo-Guyanese. 

The presence of an outsider sometimes made it uncomfortable for speakers to feel free to speak Style 
A creole and occasionally the question would arise about my ability to understand what was being said. 
At that point I would converse a little in creole to assure the person that I could and would understand 
what was being said. My ability to speak creole was a bit of a novelty and tended to set people at ease. 

It was not possible to spend as much time in the other three territories where recordings were made 
and so it was not possible to make as well-established relationships with local citizens as was done in 
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Guyana. Thus, recording sessions were often somewhat different in these other territories from the way 
they were in Guyana. The research in these other territories was much more dependent on friends and 
acquaintances recommending their friends to help with the research than with obtaining help from 
individuals with whom a relationship had been established over a period of time. Based on these 
recommendations of personal contacts with local citizens of the other territories, however, it was 
possible to establish some good contacts that were very helpful and assisted in the research. 

The contacts established in Grenada were facilitated by the efforts of a friend in Guyana who had 
lived in Grenada for several years. She said that the creole in Grenada was different from the creole in 
Guyana. She also said that in Grenada the areas that were associated with creole speech were the 
country or rural areas. She recommended doing research in the northern part of the island and 
recommended a place to stay with her friends. This was done and research was conducted from Sauteurs, 
the northern-most town on the island, for three months. 

Recordings were made, mostly in the homes of the speakers, in Sauteurs, Grenville, Chantimelle, 
Union, and Gouyave. There were a couple exceptions to the location being the speakers’ homes. One 
recording session was conducted with a group of fishermen and fish vendors at the fish market in 
Sauteurs. Two other recording sessions, one in a church and one on the street with a group of young men 
playing dominoes, were conducted in Grenville. In all of the recording sessions conducted in Grenada, 
more than one Grenadian Creole speaker was involved and efforts were made to have the speakers carry 
on conversations or tell each other stories of personal experiences. The topics that were recorded with 
these individuals were similar to what was recorded in Guyana. These cultural topics included such 
things as how to grow nutmeg, bananas, or ‘dasheen’ (an edible tuber), local history, family history, 
problems or frustrations in general, current news, or other topics of interest to the person speaking. 
Labov’s “danger of death” narrative was also employed, as in Guyana. As much as possible the local 
contact led the recording sessions. This was not always possible. In those cases, time was spent before 
the recording session explaining what was sought in terms of creole speech, suggesting a topic when 
necessary, and then letting two or more of the participants in the recording session speak. 

The type of individuals sought for recordings in Grenada were those that the local contacts 
considered to be good creole speakers. Those that were most often recommended were older speakers. In 
conversations and interviews with the younger generations, there was a general recognition that 
members of the oldest generations spoke a “dialect” that was more removed from Standard English than 
their “dialect.” This proved to be true, but only marginally so, and is discussed in the “Review of Data” 
section of this chapter. 

Speakers from a variety of age groups, from teenagers to the elderly, were recorded. In Grenada 
there were two males in their late teens, two in their twenties, five in their thirties, one in his forties, 
and one in his sixties. There were also two males interviewed in Carriacou, one in his thirties and the 
other in his sixties. In Grenada, there was one female in her thirties , two females in their forties, two in 
their sixties, and two in their seventies. Unfortunately, because of the interruption caused by Hurricane 
Lenny, no females were recorded in Carriacou. It was not always possible to determine the exact age or 
educational level of the speakers being recorded. This was due to the spontaneity of the recording 
session or because of issues related to not wanting to embarrass speakers who had an obvious low level 
of education evidenced by an inability to produce fluent Standard English when attempting to speak it 
with me. 

One fairly spontaneous recording session occurred in Sauteurs with a group of fishermen and fish 
vendors. On previous visits to the fish market I had befriended a fisherman. On a subsequent visit he 
asked me what I was doing in Grenada. I explained my research to him and he took me to a number of 
his friends and obtained permission for me to record them. He talked to various people as they passed, 
explaining that I was “with him” and I recorded a good number of people aged from around twenty to 
near seventy. Because of the random nature of the recording session, with various people coming and 
talking, sometimes for just a few minutes before moving on, it was not always possible to get good 
background information on those people. This session, however, was one of the best recording sessions 
in terms of getting Style A speech in Grenada. This was partly due to the fact that the two topics most 
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frequently discussed were high emotion topics: the category 5 hurricane, Janet, that hit Grenada in 
1955, and a “fish crisis”—the unexplained death of hundreds of fish in the waters surrounding Grenada, 
which had created some hard economic times for fishermen. Another factor that made this recording 
session so successful was the effort made by this local fisherman to encourage people to be recorded 
speaking creole. 

Recording sessions in Tobago and St. Vincent were similar to recording sessions in Grenada in many 
ways. Recording sessions were conducted on three one-to-two-week trips to Tobago and two one-week 
trips to St. Vincent. In these territories contacts were recommended by friends or as in the case of 
Tobago, by lecturers9 at the University of the West Indies who had conducted research in Tobago. 
Speakers who were known as good creole speakers or were well-known for their creole speech were 
sought. In Tobago, recordings were made of two individuals who are well-known for their cultural 
performances in creole during the Tobago Heritage Festival, an annual two-week cultural festival. Also in 
Tobago, one individual who was of great help was a former language arts and Spanish teacher who is 
also a creole speaker and had a high level of language awareness. In St. Vincent, recordings were made 
of one individual who is well-known for his use of creole in a column he writes in a local newspaper. 

In addition to the in-home type interviews and the on-the-street type interviews described for 
Grenada and Guyana, permission was granted to enter two schools in Tobago and two schools in St. 
Vincent where recordings of twelve-to-fifteen- year old schoolchildren speaking creole were made. 
Access to a classroom was provided, discussions with the teacher of what was sought after in terms of 
language data were carried out, and the teachers were requested to suggest pairs of students who would 
be good subjects to record. 

In Tobago, a separate room was made available to conduct the recording sessions. This type of 
setting was very formal and did not work out well in one school, Buccoo Government School, but did 
work well at Signal Hill Secondary School. The students at the first school felt uncomfortable speaking 
creole in front of an outsider in such a formal setting where they knew that their speech was in focus. 
Their speech tended toward the lexifier language most of the time. There was also a teacher present 
observing what was taking place, which may have caused the students to direct their speech toward the 
lexifier language. At Signal Hill Secondary School two sets of close friends who seemed to enjoy the 
opportunity to get out of class and basically have a gossip session in creole were recorded. These sessions 
were conducted without the presence of a teacher, which helped to create a less formal setting. In all, 
recordings in Tobago were made of six males in their teens, six males in their twenties, six males in their 
thirties, three males in their forties, three males in their fifties, three males in their sixties, and one male 
in his seventies. Also in Tobago, recordings were made of four females in their teens, one female in her 
twenties, one female in her thirties, two females in their forties, one female in her fifties, and two female 
in their sixties. 

In the schools in St. Vincent, the recording sessions were conducted in front of the class. Sometimes 
this worked well and other times it did not, but with this format it was possible to assess whether or not 
Style A speech was being used and the quality of the recording. Usually the teacher would choose two 
individuals who were friends and ask them to come forward and talk to each other. Either the teacher 
would give them a topic, such as a recent event or holiday traditions, or they would select the topic 
themselves, or topics were suggested. If the speaker produced Style A creole speech, he or she was 
encouraged to continue with a different topic or to choose another topic. If the speaker seemed 
uncomfortable and/or did not produce Style A creole, then he or she was thanked and more volunteers 
were requested. On several occasions the teacher led a discussion in creole and called on students to 
respond. Once, several teachers gathered from different classrooms and told the class, in creole, about 
their experiences when the La Soufrière Volcano erupted in 1979. The creole speech produced by most of 
the teachers was the Style A type that was being sought. Two teachers in particular seemed to have a 
good understanding of the research being conducted and the kind of data sought and were recorded 
discussing a topic in creole related to education that they wanted the children to hear. These teacher-led 
                                                  
9 So as not to leave a shadow cast on my relationship with these lecturers, let me state that they are also friends. They are Dr. 
Winford James, Dr. Valerie Youssef, and Dr. Jo-Anne Ferreira. 
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discussions and recordings produced some excellent Style A speech data. In all, recordings in St. Vincent 
were made of twenty-one males in their teens, one male in his thirties, one male in his forties, and one 
male in his fifties. Also in St. Vincent, recordings were made of twenty-five females in their teens, two 
females in their thirties, and three females in their forties. Most of those recorded that were not 
teenagers were teachers and more teachers tended to be female than male. 

Types of Discourse and Data Elicited 
One of the goals of the recording sessions was to gather data that fell into one of three types of 

discourse. Discourse studies are grouped into two basic areas of concern, the analysis of monologue and 
the analysis of dialogue, especially live conversation (Longacre 1983:1). Monologue discourse can be 
classified according to two parameters, contingent temporal succession and agent orientation. 

Contingent temporal succession…refers to a framework of temporal succession in which 
some (often most) of the events or doings are contingent on previous events or doings. 
Agent orientation refers to orientation toward agents…with at least a partial identity of 
agent reference running through the discourse. (ibid., 3) 

The agent is the “animate entity which intentionally either instigates a process or acts” (ibid., 156). The 
presence or absence of these two basic parameters can be charted on a type of XY axis to provide a four-
way classification of monologue discourse types (figure 3.1, adapted from Longacre 1983:5). Narrative 
discourse is plus contingent temporal succession and plus agent orientation, procedural is plus 
contingent temporal succession and minus agent orientation, behavioural is minus contingent temporal 
succession and plus agent orientation, and expository is minus contingent temporal succession and minus 
agent orientation (ibid., 3). 

 Plus agent orientation Minus agent orientation 

Plus contingent 
temporal succession 

 
Narrative 

 
Procedural 

Minus contingent 
temporal succession 

 
Behavioural 

 
Expository 

Figure 3.1. Classification of monologue discourse types. 

The three discourse types sought during the recording sessions were dialogue, narrative monologue, 
and procedural monologue. The dialogue recorded was just basic conversation, not special types of 
dialogue such as debate. The narrative monologue recorded consisted basically of stories, whether 
fictional or not, and procedural monologue took the form of recipes or instructions on how to do 
something or make something. Overall, somewhere between 50 and 60 percent of the language data 
gathered in all four territories was monologue, mostly narrative. Some procedural monologue was 
obtained in all four territories, but it made up only a small percentage of the total language data. 
Somewhat less that 50 percent of the language data was dialogue. The domains of speech associated with 
these three types of discourse are the ones most likely to be associated with creole speech. Dialogue, 
narrative monologue, and procedural monologue were also the easiest discourse types to obtain. 

Behavioural monologue includes such things as exhortation, eulogy, and political speeches. 
Exhortation can be a creole domain but not one that is easily recorded. Some of this type of discourse 
was obtained, where during recording sessions, either parents, or in the classroom, teachers instructed 
children on how to behave. Obtaining enough data of this type, however, would be extremely difficult. 
The other two, eulogy and political speeches, are domains generally associated with the lexifier 
language, except campaign speeches which often make use of creole at appropriate times. Recordings of 
campaign speeches, again, are not easily obtained. Expository monologue includes things such as budget 
or project proposals and scientific papers. These are also domains that are typically associated with the 
lexifier language. 
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It is interesting to note that the types of monologue discourse whose domains are most associated 
with creole speech are those that are plus contingent temporal succession. Agent orientation does not 
appear to be a factor that determines the potential for the association of creole speech with particular 
domains of language use when contingent temporal succession is present. In cases where contingent 
temporal succession is absent, however, agent orientation is important. 

Creole speech is generally not associated with such things as scientific papers (Devonish 1996:215). 
Scientific papers fall into the expository monologue category, which is minus agent orientation and 
minus contingent temporal succession. There are no apparent situations where creole speech is 
traditionally associated with expository monologue, and Devonish’s two papers are notable exceptions 
(Devonish 1994, 1996). Even though it is also minus contingent temporal succession, behavioural 
monologue can have some circumstances where it is associated with creole speech. This may be because 
agent orientation is present in this discourse category, but further research would be needed to 
determine this. 

The Creole Continuum—Problems for Data Selection 
One of the problems inherent in this type of research is deciding which utterances from which 

speakers to include and which not to include in the corpus of data for this study. An initial attempt was 
made that tried to use the terminology of the creole continuum. This attempt was abandoned because of 
the extra problems that it ended up causing in the analysis. The identification of a creole language with 
reference to other creole languages is in focus in this study, not necessarily with reference to the lexifier 
language. The lexifier language is taken into consideration in the identification of grammatical features 
and markers included in this study, but the languages are considered separate systems, not a single 
system as is implied by the creole continuum. See the “Purpose” section of chapter 1 for more details 
related to the focus of this study. 

Bickerton (in Bickerton 1975) and Rickford (in Rickford 1987a) have written extensively about the 
creole continuum, using Guyanese as the example creole, but Allsopp (in Allsop 1958a) provided the first 
description of this phenomenon in Guyana. According to Carrington, the creole continuum is an 
explanatory image used in describing variation in the speech of members of a community where the 
creole language and the lexifier language co-exist (Carrington 1992: 94–95). At one end of the 
continuum is the acrolect, which is the local form closest to the lexifier language, and at the other end of 
the continuum is the basilect, or the creole form most distant from the lexifier language. An intermediate 
level, the mesolect is the area of variation in the creole between the basilect and the acrolect. Bickerton 
notes that, “To be strictly accurate, one should say ‘mesolects’. However, for convenience I use the term 
‘mesolect’ to cover all isolects between the two polar ones” (Bickerton 1973:642). Certain grammatical 
structures and markers are more associated with the basilect, some with the mesolect, and others with 
the acrolect. This is also true in the phonology: certain phonological features are more associated with 
the basilect and others with the acrolect. This is, however, not the focus of this study. The choice of 
phonology, grammatical structures, and markers by speakers is used as the basis for placing their 
utterances at a certain point on the creole continuum. (For an illustration of the continuum, see Allsopp’s 
examples in the “Contributions of Previous Research” section of chapter 2. His outline of the continuum 
in Guyana from The English Language in British Guiana is found in the “Research into Individual English-
Lexifier Creole Languages” subsection.) 

The intent of using the creole continuum was to have a filter to screen out speakers or utterances 
that were mostly or totally non-creole and to focus on those speakers or utterances that were creole. By 
selecting a level on the continuum and identifying the phonology and markers associated with that level 
and other levels considered more basilectal, it appeared to be possible to sort out which utterances were 
on the basilectal end of the continuum, and should be included, and which utterances were on the 
acrolectal end of the continuum, and should not be included. 

One of the pitfalls was that recordings were made of a number of speakers whose repertoire would 
include the whole continuum—acrolect, mesolect, and basilect. These speakers would sometimes begin 
an utterance in what would be considered the acrolect and switch in the middle of the utterance—
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sometimes the middle of a sentence—to the basilect or mesolect, or vice versa. Other speakers tended to 
vary their levels of speech in similar ways as well. Other types of mixing also occurred, such as the 
importation of a single marker (grammatical word) from what would be the acrolect into a mostly 
basilectal utterance, or vice versa. This made it extremely difficult to decide which utterances to include 
and which not to include in the corpus of data for this study. 

The inclusion of the lexifier language in the description of the creole, and the fact that some 
grammatical structures and markers are the same for both the creole and the lexifier language, made it 
even more difficult to determine acceptable utterances where both shared the markers. In addition, 
phonology plays a role in the identification of a person’s speech as belonging on the acrolectal or the 
basilectal end of the continuum. The focus of this study is the realm of grammar, with problems in 
phonology being dealt with in the orthography when materials are produced, shared, or adapted. Using 
the creole continuum would have forced a phonological analysis of each of the four creoles examined in 
this study. This was something to avoid in order to maintain a narrower focus in this research. 
Phonology is not ignored in this study, but it is not the focus either. 

Carrington calls into question the way that some researchers use the creole continuum to generate a 
model of reality. Carrington himself calls the creole continuum an “explanatory image.” He states that 
“An acceptable model must mimic rather than project reality.” He also states that “a model derived from 
an image will fail because the direction of creative movement is wrong” (Carrington 1992:95). The 
creole continuum, as an explanatory image, is an effective tool for describing the relationship between 
the creole and its lexifier language in situations where they co-exist. It is not an effective tool for filtering 
data to be included in this study. 

Identifying a point on the creole continuum and then applying that to all four creoles would be a 
fairly arbitrary or artificial method of selecting which data, and therefore which grammatical markers, to 
include in this study. Identifying this point on the continuum would have to take into account that a 
creole continuum exists in each of the four locations. It would be false to assume that these four creole 
continuum situations are similar enough to be able to adequately identify one point on each continuum 
that would accurately select the same range of grammatical markers needed for comparison in all four 
creoles. Even if one point could be found on each creole continuum that encompassed the exact same 
range of grammatical markers for comparison, because of differences from one continuum situation to 
the next, it would very likely not be the exact same level on each continuum. The point in one of the 
four might be in the upper basilect region of the continuum, but for another it might be in the middle 
mesolect, depending on the differences between the continuums. This again would be a rather arbitrary 
or artificial means of selecting data to use. 

What was needed for this study was a means to identify the creole and the lexifier language as 
separate systems, taking into account the overlap due to the shared lexical base. The creole could then 
be separated from the lexifier language and compared with other creoles without the burden of 
comparison with the lexifier language as well. 

The criteria that were used in determining which grammatical features and markers to include in 
this study are discussed in chapter 1 in the section “Selection of Grammatical Markers.” The four criteria 
can be summed up as follows: (1) frequency of use of a grammatical marker; (2) relative similarity to 
Standard English; (3) grammatical features whose markers differed in form from one creole to the next; 
and (4) the identification of key grammatical features for English-lexifier creole languages of the 
Caribbean by other creole linguists. Those markers that tended to be the same as Standard English were 
less likely to be chosen for this study. The markers that were included were those that differed from 
Standard English in form and/or function. If they were the same as Standard English in both form and 
function, they were elgible to be excluded, unless there was only one form available to compare. 

The focus of this study is to classify or cluster these creole languages for the purpose of determining 
the potential to share or adapt written materials. The aim of the criteria above was to help in identifying 
those grammatical features and markers that were saliently creole (i.e., that differ in form and/or 
function from Standard English) and where there are differences, to make sure that those areas get 
compared. It is not a comparison of grammars just for the sake of comparison and is by no means 
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intended to be comprehensive. The continuum model necessitates the inclusion of Standard English in 
the comparison, which is not desirable. In addition, as stated in chapter 1, if the markers were the same 
as in Standard English, they tended to be the same for all four creoles. Since the focus is to emphasise 
differences, including forms similar to Standard English would emphasise similarity. One other means of 
ensuring that the features and forms included in this study are saliently creole was to review the data 
gathered with speakers of each language who had a high degree of language awareness. This last topic is 
discussed in the next section. 

Review of Data 
All of the data that was gathered—about seven hours of recordings in Grenada, about ten hours of 

recordings in Guyana, about four-and-a-half hours of recordings in St. Vincent, and about seven-and-a-
half hours of recordings in Tobago—was transcribed in notebooks for analysis. More than ten hours of 
recordings were made in Guyana, but only ten hours were actually transcribed and used. 

For each creole, the grammatical markers of the features selected for comparison were noted and 
placed into charts that can be found in chapter 4. After the initial data gathering and charting of 
grammatical markers, the data was reviewed, as much as possible, with native speakers of each language 
who had a high degree of language awareness. This was done to ensure that the data was acceptable, 
natural, casual creole speech (Style A speech mentioned earlier). This was also done to fill in any gaps 
that might exist in the data. Review of all of the data recorded and transcribed, or even just the data that 
fit the Style A speech type, would have been a monumental task. With that in mind, only selected 
samples of data with the specific markers in question were reviewed. 

No attempts were made to elicit a specific set of selected sentences from each location. Rather, the 
preference was to work with natural speech. Thus, for the few places in the charts of the markers where 
occurrences of the markers did not show up in the recordings, or where variation was evident in one 
creole but not another, identical example sentences with the markers in two or three creoles were not 
available to review with speakers of the creole(s) where this marker was missing. Examples of data were 
available that contained the markers that were either not elicited or non-existent in at least one creole. 
This data was then reviewed with speakers of the creole(s) with the gap in the chart. Explanations as to 
which grammatical feature or marker was in focus were given as well. Those reviewing the data either 
confirmed or denied the existence of the markers under review and gave examples of those that were 
confirmed. 

After this initial review, to a lesser extent the data was also reviewed, where possible, with speakers 
of the language who were linguists or had linguistic training. Specifically, any areas that were still in 
question were further reviewed. Data gathered in Tobago was reviewed with a Tobagonian linguist and 
data gathered in Guyana with a Guyanese linguist. Both of these linguists are lecturers at the University 
of the West Indies, St. Augustine campus. Data gathered in Grenada was reviewed with a Grenadian who 
recently received linguistic training with SIL. It was not possible to review the data gathered in St. 
Vincent with a Vincentian linguist. Instead, it was reviewed with two teachers who had helped with 
recordings made in St. Vincent. Both of these teachers exhibited a high degree of language awareness 
and worked well together when reviewing the data. 

One of the results of the review of data for these four creoles was the discovery of the existence of 
markers for certain grammatical features that, after review, were not considered by most speakers to be 
in current usage. The markers in question were instances where there were very few examples or even 
only one example in the recordings. For example, the Tobagonian linguist, Dr. Winford James, pointed 
out that the third person singular pronouns, which can take the gender- neuter marker [i] for masculine, 
feminine, and  neuter in the subject case, cannot take that marker in the object case. Two utterances in 
the Tobagonian data that were gathered contained instances where [i] occurred in the object case, but 
after review, it was felt that in both cases this may have been the result of phonological reduction due to 
context and/or rapid speech. This marker is, therefore, not included in the set of third person singular 
pronouns in the object case in Tobagonian. There were similar examples for Grenadian and Guyanese but 
none for Vincentian. In the Grenadian case, some older speakers produced a few markers for certain 
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grammatical features that were not recognised by younger speakers. The younger speakers who reviewed 
the data, even listening to the recordings, remarked that they could tell that the speaker was a 
Grenadian, and that the word that was transcribed was the word that they were hearing, but they felt 
that the person either made a speech error or was using a marker that was no longer current in 
Grenadian Creole. These examples are discussed in the sections related to the markers in question in 
chapter 4. 

Scoring of Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability 
The comparison conducted in this study, as already mentioned, has as its aim the discovery of the 

possibility of sharing written material developed in one creole with speakers of another creole. Also 
mentioned in chapter 1, the two major factors that need to be considered in this type of comparison are 
intelligibility and acceptability. In order to do this type of comparison, it is helpful to have some type of 
quantifiable scoring system on which to base these comparisons so that a measurement of the amount of 
intelligibility and acceptability can be made. 

Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) 

The use of the word “potential” in this context is highly calculated. It is used because of the 
realisation of the limitations of the scoring system and type of comparison being proposed in 
determining inherent intelligibility, and the limitation of any type of tool used to predict the 
acceptability of written material in a sociolinguistic context where the general attitude toward the 
language is negative. 

Grammatical features may have prototypical markers that represent that feature and variant markers 
that may represent slight changes in the semantics or meaning of that feature. Where the general 
semantics of the situation remains the same with the use of variant markers, there may be slight nuances 
of meaning that are associated with the variant markers. To try to design a scoring system that takes into 
account all the nuances of meaning of different markers used in a category in each of the creoles under 
consideration would be a highly complex and cumbersome tool. This is especially true when considering 
that the topic, context, social situation, and specific speaker may have an influence on the semantics as 
well. Any test of inherent intelligibility may be called into question because of this possibility of slight 
differences in semantics that could skew results of an intelligibility test. What is proposed here is a tool 
to be used to get as close to reality as possible without being too impossibly complex to be of any real 
use. Nuances of meaning would need to be dealt with in the adaptation of written materials process. 

Written material to be adapted from one creole into another would first need to be considered in 
draft form after the initial adaptation into the second creole. An initial adaptation would include any 
changes to the orthography needed and any changes in grammatical markers previously identified as 
being different. A local committee composed of speakers of the second creole language would then need 
to revise the materials to make any necessary changes so that they sound and appear as natural as 
possible. It is during the revision process that considerations of semantics and nuances of meaning would 
need to be accounted for to ensure that the correct meaning is understood and that the materials 
produced are as acceptable as possible. 

Design of the scoring system 

The basic assumption of this scoring system is that if a creole utilises grammatical forms that are not 
utilised in another, then it is less understandable and/or intelligible and therefore less acceptable to that 
other creole. Thus, if all the grammatical markers of Creole X are found in Creole Y but all the 
grammatical markers of Creole Y are not found in Creole X, then Creole X will have a higher 
intelligibility and acceptability score when used as the source of written materials for Creole Y than if 
Creole Y is used as a source of materials for Creole X. This is because Creole X is fully overlapped into 
Creole Y but Creole Y is not fully overlapped into Creole X. If Creole X is used as the source creole and 
an adaptation to Creole Y is undertaken, certain occurrences of the Creole X markers may need to be 
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changed in Creole Y even though those forms exist in Creole Y. Creole X forms may be intelligible to 
Creole Y because Creole Y also uses those forms, but in certain constructions, the forms found in Creole 
Y that are not found in Creole X may be preferred. This can be dealt with by including in the computer 
programme used for adaptation all the forms for Creole Y that correspond to the smaller number of 
forms for Creole X. 

The scoring system is designed to try to indicate the potential for unidirectional 
intelligibility/acceptability, not mutual intelligibility/acceptability of written materials. Thus the scoring 
for the PIA between two creoles may very likely be different depending on which is used as the source 
and which is the target. The source creole (SC) is the creole for which written materials have been 
produced and the target creole (TC) is the creole to which those materials are being shared or adapted. 
For example, if one wants to determine how well Tobagonian Creole speakers understand and accept 
Guyanese Creole written materials, then Tobagonian speakers would need to be exposed to Guyanese 
written materials. Thus, Guyanese Creole would be the SC and Tobagonian Creole the TC. PIA for a 
grammatical feature is derived from these scores on the basis of the total score of the creole when used 
as a SC as compared to the highest possible score for that feature. The higher the total score a creole 
receives when used as a SC, the higher the potential for that creole to be used as a SC when considering 
whether written materials developed in the SC could be shareable with or adaptable to the TC. 

This system also takes into account the similarity of the markers from an orthographic and phonemic 
perspective. The markers of a grammatical feature for one creole should not be scored as being two 
separate markers if they are different due to phonological variation. An example of this is the vowel in 
one of the third person singular pronouns in the object position in Vincentian, which phonetically can be 
pronounced as either [ɑm] or [ʌm], depending on the speaker and phonological context. Both vowels are 
back unrounded and only differ slightly in openness. Orthographically this would be represented by a 
single phoneme, not two separate phonemes. If the phonemes are radically different and this difference 
is not due to phonological variation, they should be considered as separate markers for that grammatical 
feature. An example of this is the vowel in the negation markers [nɑ] and [no]. Both are back vowels, 
but [ɑ] is an unrounded open vowel and [o] is a close-mid rounded vowel. Orthographically these would 
be separate phonemes because the phonological distance between the two is great. In addition, in the 
data from the four creole languages examined in this study, there are examples of both of these forms 
being used in identical sentences, as in the following Guyanese examples: [mi nɑ no] and [mi no no] ‘I 
don’t know’. These two markers, [nɑ] and [no], may be variants of the same marker and other variant 
pronunciations may also exist. These differences may be due to factors such as changes in stress, some 
type of vowel harmony influence, or perhaps geographical dialect variation, but further research would 
be needed to determine this. Inclusion of both forms is based on the fact that both forms occur in the 
data. These same rules would apply between creoles as well. The existence of radically different 
phonemes for the markers of different creoles should be scored as separate markers unless the variation 
is due to known phonological variation. 

The markers of a grammatical feature should be scored as being different if orthographically it takes 
more phonemes to represent the marker of one creole than to represent the marker of another creole. An 
example of this is the second person plural pronouns of Grenadian and Guyanese, which are [ɑlju] and 
[ɑju] respectively. The Grenadian marker has four phonemes but the Guyanese marker has only three. 
These would therefore be scored as two different markers and not variants of the same marker. The 
existence of extra phonemes in the markers of a single creole should also be scored as separate markers. 

The scoring system devised here takes into account the directional overlap of possible variants of 
markers that may be utilised for a grammatical feature. As best as possible, all aspects of the potential 
problems in the mapping of semantic notions (discussed in the “Translation” section of chapter 2) have 
been taken into consideration. The system is a numerical system that assigns a score ranging from zero to 
four depending on the similarity and overlap of markers. When comparing the markers utilised in one 
creole for a particular grammatical feature with another creole, it is necessary to take into account the 
number of morphemes needed or used in a creole to mark that grammatical feature. With some 
grammatical features the comparison is of a single morpheme to a single morpheme (the one-to-one 
mapping of semantic notions). With other grammatical features the comparison may be of a single 
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morpheme to two or more morphemes (one-to-many), two or more morphemes to a single morpheme 
(many-to-one), or of two or more morphemes with two or more morphemes (many-to-many). In 
situations where more than one morpheme is utilised in marking a grammatical feature (a compound 
marker), there is a primary morpheme and then secondary morpheme(s) that are utilised to indicate 
slightly different meanings of that particular grammatical feature. This scoring system takes into account 
the possibility that a single grammatical feature may be represented by two or more morphemes in one 
creole but by only one morpheme in another (the none-to-one (or many) and the one-(or many)-to-none 
mapping). It also takes into account the possibility of two or more morphemes being utilised in a 
grammatical feature by both creoles. An example of a grammatical feature for which one creole utilises 
one morpheme and another creole utilises two morphemes can be found in the first person singular 
possessive pronoun mine in English. It is represented by [mɑinz] ‘mines’ in Grenadian and by [mi on] 
‘me own’ in Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian. In Grenadian only one morpheme is needed for this 
grammatical feature, but in Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian it is necessary to use two morphemes 
to express this grammatical feature. The primary morpheme in Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian is 
[mi] ‘me’ (the first person singular nominative and accusative pronoun in each of these creoles) and the 
secondary morpheme used to indicated this particular type of possessive relationship is [on] ‘own’. In 
this situation, if Grenandian were the SC, the secondary morpheme would be an example of a none-to-
one mapping of semantic notions. This is so because the semantic notion of this kind of possession is 
bound to the primary morpheme in Grenadian and no secondary morpheme is necessary. This is not the 
case in the other three creoles. 

Description of the scoring system 

This scoring system is designed to emphasise the differences in the markers utilised for the key 
grammatical features being compared in this study. Emphasising the differences in the markers provides 
a better measure of the acceptability of the markers utilised by one creole to another and the possible 
degree of adaptation of written materials that might be necessary. Both acceptability and intelligibility 
are measured using this system. However, the scores reported using this system should not be taken as 
an accurate measure of inherent intelligibility but rather as a relatively close measure based on fairly 
high frequency grammatical features. If inherent intelligibility were to be measured using a system 
similar to this, not only would more grammatical features need to be included, but the similarity of the 
grammatical structures for the features would also need to be included in the quantification. Thus, both 
a score for the similarity of the markers and a score for the similarity of the structures would need to be 
included to obtain a more accurate measure of inherent intelligibility. 

The Venn diagrams made to illustrate each of the scores from Figures 3.2–3.6 present the primary 
morphemes of the SC and TC as well as the possible secondary morphemes as circles. The clear circles 
represent the SC, the dark gray circles represent the TC, and the light gray represents the areas of 
overlap of the SC and the TC. The secondary morphemes are represented by the smaller circles and by 
the use of the abbreviations SC and TC while the primary morpheme is represented by the larger circles 
and no abbreviations. When reading over the description of the assignment of scores in this scoring 
system it may be helpful to review the Venn diagrams for that score. 

Score of zero: When there is no similarity between markers utilised in the different creoles, a score of 
zero is given. An example of this can be found in the third person feminine singular possessive pronoun 
category of Grenadian and Guyanese when the pronoun does not modify a noun (English hers). In 
Grenadian this pronoun is [hɑz] ‘hers’ and in Guyanese it is [ʃi on] ‘she own’. As can be seen, there is no 
similarity between these two forms and so a score of zero is given. 

Score of one: When one creole or both creoles utilise secondary morpheme(s) to mark the 
grammatical feature and when some or all of the grammatical markers for both the primary morpheme 
and the secondary morpheme, when present, of the TC are also found in the SC, but where the SC 
contains markers for both the primary morpheme and the secondary morpheme, when present, that are 
not found in the TC, a score of one is given. The SC or the TC may have secondary morpheme(s), but at 
least one must have secondary morpheme(s). If both have secondary morpheme(s), some, none, or all of 
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the grammatical markers for the secondary morphemes of the TC are also found in the SC, but the SC 
contains markers that are not found in the TC. An example of this can be found in the far plural category 
of demonstrative pronouns when Grenadian is used as the SC and Vincentian as the TC. Grenadian has 
two possible markers: [dɛm] ‘them’ and [doz] ‘those’. Vincentian also has two possible markers [dɛm] 
‘them’ and [dɛm dɛ] ‘them there’. As a SC, Grenadian has one marker that is found in Vincentian and one 
marker that is not, and Vincentian can utilise a secondary morpheme to mark this category. This appears 
to be a many-to-many mapping of semantic notions situation, but it also includes a many-to-none. 

Score of two: When neither creole utilises secondary morphemes or both utilise secondary 
morpheme(s) and the TC utilises all of the SC’s secondary morpheme(s) and when some or all of the 
grammatical markers of the TC’s primary morpheme are also found in the SC, but where the SC contains 
markers for the primary morpheme that are not found in the TC, a score of two is given. An example of 
this is found with the indefinite article when Guyanese is used as the SC and Grenadian as the TC. In 
Guyanese there are two basic markers [ɑ] ‘a’ and [ wɑn] ‘one’, but in Grenadian there is only one marker 
[ɑ] ‘a’. In this example the SC and the TC have one marker in common, but the SC has one marker that is 
not found in the TC. This is a many-to-one mapping situation. 

Score of three: When either one creole utilises secondary morpheme(s) to mark a grammatical 
feature and the other does not or if both have secondary morpheme(s), some, none, or all of the markers 
of the secondary morpheme(s) of the TC are also found in the SC, but the SC contains markers of the 
secondary morpheme(s) that are not found in the TC and when all markers of the primary morpheme of 
the SC are found in the TC, a score of three is given. For a score of three, the TC may contain markers for 
the primary morpheme that are not found in the SC, but it must contain all markers for the primary 
morpheme that are found in the SC. An example of this is found with the far plural category of 
demonstrative pronouns when Guyanese is used as the SC and Grenadian is used as the TC. In Guyanese 
there are three markers, [doz] ‘those’, [dɛm] ‘them’, and [dɛm dɛ] ‘them there’, and in Grenadian there 
are two markers [doz] ‘those’ and [dɛm] ‘them’. Both creoles share the same inventory of primary 
morpheme markers, but Guyanese, the SC, can have a secondary morpheme marker where Grenadian, 
the TC, cannot. This also appears to be a many-to-many mapping of semantic notions situation, similar to 
the example for a score of one. This, however, also includes a one-to-none situation. 

If the situation were reversed and Grenadian were used as the SC and Guyanese as the TC, the score 
would still be three. One might not think so since all of the markers for Grenadian, the SC, would be 
present in the TC. The TC, however, can take a secondary morpheme. This creates a none-to-one 
mapping of semantic notions problem and it is not given a higher score for that reason. 

Score of four: When all markers of the SC are found in the TC, including the secondary morpheme 
marker(s), when present, a score of four is given. If secondary morphemes are present, both have them. 
Again, the TC may contain markers that are not found in SC. In a case where the markers are identical 
for both creoles (in number and form), it is given a score of four as well. It may appear that the PIA is 
higher in a situation like this. However, because the directionality of PIA is in focus, not the 
identicalness of the total number of markers utilised in each (i.e., mutual intelligibility/acceptability), it 
is still given a score of four. An example of this is found with the far plural category of demonstrative 
pronouns when Tobagonian is used as the SC and Vincentian is used as the TC. In Tobagonian there are 
two markers, [dɛm] ‘them’ and [dɛm dɛ] ‘them there’, and in Vincentian Creole there are also two 
markers, [dɛm] ‘them’ and [dɛm dɛ] ‘them there’. Both creoles share the same inventory of primary 
morpheme markers and secondary morpheme markers. This is an example of a many-to-many mapping 
of semantic notions. 

This scoring system has a way to score all of the mapping of semantic notion problems mentioned in 
the “Translation” section of chapter 2. An explanation of the scoring of the single instance of mapping of 
semantic notions that does not pose potential problems needs to be given. The one-to-one mapping does 
not create any potential problems in translation and is scored as a four. All other scores of four are either 
many-to-many mappings or one-to-many mappings, which do pose potential problems in translation. A 
one-to-one mapping, for this reason, is a better situation than a many-to-many or one-to-many mapping 
and perhaps should be given a higher score. If it were given a higher score, a score of five category 
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would need to be created. This would potentially skew the results of the rest of the scores because any 
scoring situation that involves more than one marker would automatically not receive a score of five, 
even if it involved a situation where the markers were identical from one creole to another. This would 
mean that the highest possible score for a scoring situation where one or both creoles contain more than 
one marker would be a score of four, or 80 percent on a zero-to-five scale. Since the majority of the 
scoring situations in this study involve more than one marker, this would potentially lower the scores for 
all the SCs across the board and create the impression that these creoles are more distant than they 
actually are. For this reason, the one-to-one mapping is given a score of four and a higher scoring 
category is not created. 

This scoring system may be more easily understood by looking at it in terms of overlap. An overlap 
score of zero would mean that the TC has no overlap with the SC. An overlap score of one would mean 
that the TC’s primary morpheme markers only partially overlap the SC and one or the other or both 
utilise secondary morpheme(s). If both have secondary morpheme(s), the markers either do not overlap 
or only partially overlap due to the SC having markers not found in the TC. An overlap score of two 
would mean that the TC’s primary morpheme markers only partially overlap the SC and either both have 
secondary morpheme(s) or both do not have secondary morpheme(s). If both utilise secondary 
morpheme(s), the secondary morpheme(s) markers of the TC totally overlap those of the SC. An overlap 
score of three would mean that the TC’s primary morpheme markers totally overlap the SC and one or 
the other or both utilise secondary morpheme(s). If both utilise secondary morpheme(s), the TC 
secondary morpheme markers only partially overlap those of the SC. An overlap score of four would 
mean that the TC’s primary morpheme markers totally overlap the SC and if there are secondary 
morpheme(s), both have them and the TC’s secondary morpheme markers totally overlap those of the 
SC. It does not matter if the TC has more markers for a grammatical feature than the SC. What matters is 
whether the TC’s inventory of markers covers the total inventory of markers of the SC. So in the case of 
an identical inventory of markers being utilised for one grammatical feature, it would qualify for total 
overlap and would receive a score of four. 

This scoring system so far has provided a way to quantify the differences for the grammatical 
markers utilised and where the grammatical structure differs by the addition of morpheme(s) to mark a 
grammatical feature. It does not provide a way to quantify differences in the grammatical structures not 
due to the addition of morpheme(s). It also does not provide a way to quantify situations where a 
grammatical structure may be absent in one or more creoles and present in the others. In most cases, 
there are no differences in the grammatical structures, but in a few instances there are some minor ones. 
In these instances—and these instances only—an additional scoring comparison is conducted on the 
grammatical structure. A quantification of the similarities of the grammatical structures is not done for 
the ones where there is no difference because, for acceptability reasons, the focus is on finding the 
differences in the markers. Since in all but a few instances the grammatical structures are the same, 
quantifying the grammatical structures of these creoles for all the grammatical features would de-
emphasise the differences in the markers utilised for those features. For example, if, in a comparison of 
the markers of one feature, the SC scored twenty out of forty possible points, then it could be said to 
have a 50 percent score for PIA for that feature. If there was no difference in grammatical structure and 
grammatical structure was also scored, then the SC would have a score of sixty out of eighty possible 
points, or a 75 percent score for PIA, which gives the impression that it is more acceptable than it might 
be. The scoring of these instances where the structure is different is done the following way. One score 
ranging from zero to four is recorded for the comparison of markers, as before, and another score 
ranging from zero to four is recorded for the comparison of grammatical structures. If the SC utilises a 
grammatical construction that the TC does not utilise, a score of zero is given. If the SC utilises more 
grammatical structures of a feature than the TC, a score of two is given. If the SC and the TC utilise the 
same grammatical structure, then a score of four is given. Since four creoles are being compared, where 
there is a difference in grammatical structure for one or more creoles, that grammatical structure is 
scored for all four creoles.
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Sou rce Creo le
Primary Morpheme

Target Creole
Primary Morpheme

Score of 0

Source Creole
Primary Morpheme

Target Creole
Primary Mo rpheme

Score of 0

T.C.

S.C.

Source Creole
Primary Morpheme

Target Creole
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Source Creole
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Target Creole
Primary Mo rpheme
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Figure 3.2. Ven diagram illustrations for a score of zero. 
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Figure 3.3. Venn diagram illustrations for a score of one. 
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Figure 3.4. Venn diagram illustrations for a score of two. 
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Figure 3.5. Venn diagram illustrations for a score of three. 



  72 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3.6. Venn diagram illustrations for a score of four. 
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4 

Comparison of Grammatical Markers 
The first three chapters of this work have provided a description of and argumentation for the use of 

a comparison of the markers of key grammatical features to classify creole languages. This classification 
is according to linguistic similarity, separating these languages into groups to help in determining the 
potential for sharing or adapting written materials between these languages. The grouping of creole 
languages is based on the system for scoring the similarities and differences in the grammatical markers 
used by individual creoles, which is described in the “Scoring of Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability” 
section of chapter 3. The computer programme recommended for use with this tool is AdaptIt. 

This chapter is a description of the application of the scoring system to the grammatical markers for 
the four English-lexifier creoles chosen for this study. The grammatical markers being compared are 
grouped into three major categories—nominal markers, verbal markers, and prepositional markers—and 
thirteen minor categories of key grammatical features. The terms “nominal” and ”verbal” are used 
loosely because all of the items included in these categories do not necessarily fit well. For instance, 
some items—such as articles, demonstrative pronouns and plural marking—possess some relationship to 
nouns or noun phrases but may not strictly fit the “nominal” label. In addition, serial verbs, negation, 
modals, relative clause markers, and quotation formulas were all included in the verbal category because 
they all possess some relationship to verbs, even if they don’t strictly fit the “verbal” label. Because of 
the limitations of both time and space, this study is necessarily selective rather than exhaustive in the 
features chosen. The selection of features identified here may be seen more as indicative than as 
exhaustive. The nominal markers are: personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, reflexive pronouns, 
determiners (articles and demonstrative pronouns), and plural marking. The verbal markers are: non-
stative verb markers (including the TMA markers), stative verb markers, serial verbs, negation, modals, 
relative clause markers, and quotation formulas. And the prepositional markers are the inventory of 
prepositions and the individual semantic meanings for prepositions. 

Personal Pronouns 
The personal pronouns being compared here are the first, second, and third person pronouns in the 

nominative (subject) and accusative (object) positions and for both the singular and plural. The charts 
for the third person singular pronouns are additionally separated based on the masculine, feminine, and 
neuter gender distinctions. These charts list the markers of the pronouns in the individual creoles where 
they are found and also any variants that may occur in those pronominal categories in the corpus of data 
used in this study. It must be remembered that the research techniques focused on gathering data from 
creole speech that was the most removed from the lexifier language. Some of these forms may or may 
not also occur in the other territories. If they do occur, they did not occur in the corpus of data used for 
this study. 

1st Person 
pronouns 

Nominative 
singular 

Nominative 
singular neg. 

Accusative
singular 

Nominative 
plural 

Accusative 
plural 

Grenadian [ɑ] ~ [ɑi], [ɑ] ~ [ɑi], [mi] [mi] [ wi], [ɑl wi] [ wi], [s] 

Guyanese [ɑ], [mi] [ɑ], [mi] [mi] [ɑ wi], [ɑbi], 
[ wi] 

[ɑ wi], [ɑbi], 
[ wi] 

Tobagonian [ɑ], [mi] [ɑ], [mi] [mi] [ɑ wi], [ wi] [ɑ wi], [ wi] 

Vincentian [ɑ], [mi] [ɑ], [mi] [mi] [ wi], [ɑ wi] [ wi], [ɑ wi] 

Figure 4.1. Personal pronouns: first person. 
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A second column for the nominative singular has been added for the first person pronouns. In the 
nominative position, the marker [mi] in Grenadian is restricted to sentences with negation. It does not 
occur in clauses or sentences except prior to a negation marker, as in the following Grenadian example 
[mi don no] ‘I don’t know’. Because of this distinction it was necessary to include an additional column 
for scoring to account for this. Also in Grenadian, there were only two occurrences of the first person 
plural pronoun [ wi] ‘we’ in the accusative position. This was included because the speakers of 
Grenadian Creole who reviewed the data recognised it as a Grenadian marker. The infrequency of its use 
may be an indication that it is giving way to pressure from the lexifier language marker [s] ‘us’, which 
is the dominant marker for this pronominal category. 

2nd Person 
pronouns 

Nominative 
singular 

Accusative 
singular 

Nominative 
plural 

Accusative 
plural 

Grenadian [ju] [ju] [ɑlju] [ɑlju] 

Guyanese [ju] [ju] [ɑju] [ɑju] 

Tobagonian [ju] [ju] [ɑju] [ɑju] 

Vincentian [ju] [ju] [ɑju] [ɑju] 

Figure 4.2. Personal pronouns: second person. 

3rd Person masculine 
pronouns Nominative singular Accusative singular 

Grenadian [hi], [i] [hi], [ɪm], [i] 

Guyanese [hi], [i] [hi], [i], [ɪm], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Tobagonian [hi], [i] [hi], [ɪm], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Vincentian [hi], [i] [hi], [i], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Figure 4.3. Personal pronouns: third person, masculine singular. 

3rd Person feminine 
pronouns Nominative singular Accusative singular 

Grenadian [ʃi], [i] [ʃi], [hɑ] ~ [hɑ] ~ [ɑ] 

Guyanese [ʃi], [i] [ʃi], [i], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Tobagonian [ʃi], [i] [ʃi], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm], 

Vincentian [ʃi] [ʃi], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Figure 4.4. Personal pronouns: third person, feminine singular. 
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3rd Person neuter 
pronouns Nominative singular Accusative singular 

Grenadian [ɪt] ~ [ɪ], [i] [ɪt], [i] 

Guyanese [ɪt], [i], [ʌm] [ɪt], [i], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Tobagonian [i], [ɪt] [ɪt], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Vincentian [i], [ɪt], [i], [ɪt], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Figure 4.5. Personal pronouns: third person, neuter singular. 

3rd Person plural 
pronouns Nominative plural Accusative plural 

Grenadian [de], [dɛm] [dɛm] 

Guyanese [de], [dɛm], [dɛm], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Tobagonian [de], [dɛm] [dɛm], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Vincentian [de], [dɛm] [dɛm], [ɑm] ~ [ʌm] 

Figure 4.6. Personal pronouns: third person plural. 

There is only one occurrence in the Grenadian data of the third person marker [dɛm] ‘them’ as 
nominative plural. Again, this was included because the speakers of Grenadian Creole who reviewed the 
data recognised it as a Grenadian marker. The infrequency of the use of this form may be an indication 
that this form too is giving way to pressure from the lexifier language marker [de] ‘they’, which is the 
dominant marker for this pronominal category. The obvious dominance of one marker of a grammatical 
feature over another is something that is important to note. If written materials are adapted, the 
dominance of one marker in the SC and a different marker in the TC will need to be taken into account 
during the adaptation process. The person doing the adaptation into the TC will not want to accept carte 
blanche the SC markers just because they are recognised markers but should rather try to insert the 
appropriate markers to reflect the dominance of the markers used in the TC. 

Personal Pronouns Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) Scores 
The scoring system for the PIA of the personal pronoun inventories of the different creoles under 

consideration was designed to try to indicate the potential for unidirectional intelligibility, not mutual 
intelligibility. Thus, the scoring for PIA between Grenadian Creole and Guyanese Creole may very likely 
be—and actually is—different depending on whether Grenadian is used as the SC with Guyanese Creole 
as the TC, or vice versa. The PIA percentage score is derived on the basis of the total score of a creole 
when used as a SC as compared to the highest possible total score with the TC. For personal pronouns 
there are seventeen scoring categories. The highest possible score in each category is four, thus the 
highest possible total score for any SC for the personal pronoun grammatical feature is 4 X 17 = 68. The 
higher the total score a creole receives when used as a SC, the higher the potential for that creole to be 
used as a SC when considering if written materials from the SC could be useable or adaptable to the TC. 

Figures 4.7–4.10 show the scoring charts for each of the four creoles. The number and letters in the 
cells across the top of each chart represent the pronominal categories. 10 These figures are included here 

                                                  
10 1=1st person, 2=2nd person, 3=3rd person, 1st n=nominative, a=accusative, s=singular, p=plural, m=masculine, 
f=feminine, the 2nd n= neuter gender. E.g., 3fas=3rd person feminine accusative singular pronominal category. In the second 
column, the mathematical minus sign [-] indicates ‘when the pronoun occurs before the negation marker.’ 
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by way of example. these four, and the remainder of the charts used for scoring all thirteen grammatical 
feature categories, are included in the Appendix, “Comparison of Grammatical Markers Scoring Charts.” 

Personal 
pronouns 

1
n
s 

1
n
s 
- 

1
a
s 

1
n
p

1
a
p

2
n
s

2
a
s

2
n
p

2
a
p

3
m
n
s

3
m
a
s

3
f
n
s

3
f
a
s

3
n
n
s

3
n
a
s

3
n
p 

3
a
p 

Total 
out of 

68 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 54 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 52 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 4 50 

Figure 4.7. Personal pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 
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68 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 48 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 56 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 2 2 4 4 56 

Figure 4.8. Personal pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 
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68 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 50 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 68 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 66 

Figure 4.9. Personal pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 
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68 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 50 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 68 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 66 

Figure 4.10. Personal pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.11 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for personal pronouns when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. By using 
the total scores found at the right end of figures 4.7–4.10 it is possible to see the unidirectional 
difference of the personal pronoun PIA for these creoles. This chart clearly illustrates the potential for 
PIA to be greater when one creole is used as SC as opposed to the other. This chart can also be used to 
assess the potential for, or possible degree of, mutual intelligibility based on the totals and the difference 
between the scores of the totals of the pairs. Thus, if the unidirectional difference between pairs is great, 
the potential for mutual intelligibility is less than if the unidirectional difference is slight. The pairs of 
creoles have been arranged from top to bottom with the pairs having the lowest total scores at the top 
and those having the highest total scores at the bottom. A high scoring pair would have the highest 
mutual PIA score. A pair with only a slight difference in scores indicates the greatest potential for mutual 
intelligibility. A lower scoring pair, no matter how little the difference between the two scores, would 
still have a lower mutual PIA score.  

Personal pronouns  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 68 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 50 74% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 50 74% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 52 76% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 50 74% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 54 79% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 48 71% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 56 82% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 68 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 56 82% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 68 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 66 97% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 66 97% 

Figure 4.11. Creoles paired as both SC and TC for personal pronouns. 

The percentages in figure 4.11 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of sixty-eight. 
Based on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of personal pronouns are 
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Vincentian and Tobagonian. They also have a high potential for mutual intelligibility. It would appear 
that Grenadian and Tobagonian have a high potential for mutual intelligibility because their scores are 
the same, but they have the lowest mutual PIA scores, which would make their potential for mutual 
intelligibility lower as well. Also, upon examination of figures 4.7 and 4.10, the Grenadian to 
Tobagonian scores are not identical to the Tobagonian to Grenadian scores. There are individual scoring 
differences in the 1ns, 2np, 2ap, and 3ap columns that offset each other. Thus, even though their total 
scores are the same, there are differences that are not revealed by the total scores. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores is provided in figure 4.12 
for the personal pronoun markers. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.11. 
The shading in this chart shows the grouping of the creoles according to the range of their scores. The 
darkest shade denotes the highest scores, whose totals range from 90 percent to 100 percent. The choice 
of 90 percent is not arbitrary but is related to an assumption of some experts working with SIL. Simons 
states “if the number of cognates between two areas is very high (for instance, 90 or above), 
intelligibility between them can also be assumed to be high” (Simons 1977:237). The medium shade is 
the mid-range scores, whose totals are between 75 percent and 89 percent. The unshaded boxes 
represent the lowest range scores whose totals are less than 75 percent. The choice of 75 percent as the 
breaking point here is not arbitrary either. Within SIL, when intelligibility testing shows “intelligibility of 
less than 75%, translation is automatically considered desirable” (Bergman 1989:9.5.2). Thus, the 90 
percent (of shared cognates) and 75 percent (on intelligibility tests) breaking points are based on SIL’s 
published and generally accepted standards for what constitutes high intelligibility and what is 
considered a desirable breaking point to determine if a separate translation is needed. It should be noted 
that one of the criteria for including the markers of grammatical features to compare in this study was 
features whose markers differed from creole to creole. It should be expected that a comparison of this 
type would produce scores that are lower than a typical word list comparison. 11 Thus, although these 
percentages are used, they should not be considered as exactly corresponding to the scales for which 
they were first proposed. This scoring system takes into account acceptability as well as intelligibility, 
while the 90 percent and 75 percent figures identified by SIL relate mainly to intelligibility. 

It is important to understand that the scores in this chart do not represent an absolute measure of 
intelligibility. For example, when Grenadian is the SC and Guyanese the TC, the unidirectional PIA score 
is 79 percent. This does not mean that 79 percent of the personal pronouns that Grenadian Creole 
speakers use are intelligible to Guyanese Creole speakers. All of the personal pronouns used by 
Grenadian Creole speakers will likely be intelligible to some Guyanese Creole speakers. This is because of 
the high potential for learned intelligibility. This measure also takes into account the issue of 
acceptability. As stated in chapter 1, these scores are a measure of the degree of lexical similarity of the 
pronominal markers of the SC with those of the TC and the number of markers used. Intelligibility and 
acceptability are inferred from this. The closer the lexical similarity and number of markers used, the 
higher the score for unidirectional PIA for shared written materials, and the greater the potential for the 
adaptation of written materials as well. Logically it follows that those creoles that score higher for 
unidirectional PIA as a SC have a higher potential for intelligibility with the TC. 

                                                  
11 The typical word list used is the Swadesh one hundred or two hundred word list or some variation of that. The type of word list 
used in this study would not be considered typical because it focuses on grammatical words. The Swadesh word lists include some 
of these grammatical words but were originally developed from a lexico-statistic dating perspective. These were words that were 
found to be the most desirable and free from defects for lexico-statistic dating purposes (Swadesh 1955:124). 
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Personal 
pronouns Target creole 

Source creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  50 out of 68 
74% 

52 out of 68 
76% 

54 out of 68 
79% 

Guyanese 48 out of 68 
71% 

56 out of 68 
82% 

56 out of 68 
82%  

Tobagonian 50 out of 68 
74%  66 out of 68 

97% 
68 out of 68 

100% 

Vincentian 50 out of 68 
74% 

66 out of 68 
97%  68 out of 68 

100% 

Figure 4.12. Percentage of personal pronouns PIA. 

Tobagonian and Vincentian have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written 
materials back and forth based on their personal pronoun inventories. Tobagonian and Vincentian also 
have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese. Guyanese 
does not have as high a potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Tobagonian or 
Vincentian. Based on the personal pronoun inventories, Vincentian and/or Tobagonian would therefore 
be the best candidates to be SCs to share or adapt written materials with each other and Guyanese. 

Guyanese has the highest potential for being a TC based on personal pronouns. Tobagonian and 
Vincentian run a close second in potential as TCs with Vincentian being only slightly better than 
Tobagonian when Grenadian is the SC. Grenadian does not do as well as a TC. In fact, Grenadian does 
not score well either as a SC or as a TC. Based on the personal pronoun inventory comparison, it is 
apparent that Vincentian, Tobagonian, and Guyanese group together fairly well, but that Grenadian does 
not fit with this grouping and may not be a good candidate to be a SC or a TC for sharing or adapting 
written materials. 

Similar charts to those represented in figures 4.11 and 4.12 are created for the remaining twelve 
grammatical feature groupings. They will not be discussed in as much detail. While pointing out how 
these languages group based on their pronominal features, or any of the other features, is important and 
interesting, what is more important is discovering how these languages group based on all of the 
grammatical features being examined in this study. 

Possessive Pronouns 
The possessive pronominal markers in this section have been divided into four categories. The first 

category is the standard pronominal markers used with a noun when indicating possession. This marker 
is usually attached to a head noun in a possessive phrase such as, [mi hɑus] ‘my house’, where [mi] ‘me’ 
is the pronominal marker for possession. This is the marker that is used when possession is not the focus 
of the clause in Vincentian or Tobagonian and is always the pronominal marker for possession in 
Guyanese and Grenadian. When there is a focus on possession in the clause, Guyanese and Grenadian use 
stress or some other suprasegmental feature to indicate this, but Vincentian and Tobagonian also indicate 
this by the addition of a morpheme [fu] prior to the pronominal marker, as in [fu mi hɑus] ‘my house’. 

This focus on possession in the clause is the second category of possessive pronouns scored in this 
section. This category also has the possessive pronoun attached to a head noun in a possessive phrase as 
in this example. 

The third category of possessive pronominal markers is a situation in which  the marker is not 
attached to a head noun but stands alone in the predicate. For example, note the Guyanese clause 
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[dɪs ɑ mi on] ‘This is mine’. The stand-alone possessive pronominal marker, [mi on] ‘me own’ = ‘mine’, 
is marked in Guyanese by the addition of a marker of possession, [on] ‘own’ following the pronominal 
marker. This marker of possession can also be added to proper nouns to indicate a possessive 
relationship as well, as in [kliɑn on] ‘Cleon own’ = ‘Cleon’s’. The marker of possession occurs in all four 
creoles examined in this study. This marker, [on] ‘own’, is the same for all four creoles, but Guyanese 
has a second marker of possession, [ wɑn] ‘one’, that also occurs. This additional marker in Guyanese 
significantly affects the scoring for this group of markers, lowering the Guyanese scores. 

The fourth category of possessive pronominal markers is the focus on possession in the clause when 
the pronominal marker is not attached to a head noun but stands alone. This is basically a combination 
of the focus on possession marker [fu] of category two with the pronominal markers of category three. 
For example, note the Vincentian clause, [dɪs ɑ fu mi on] ‘This is mine’. In this instance, the focus on 
possession marker [fu] is added prior to the pronominal marker and the marker of possession [on] is 
added following it. 

There is no difference in the possessive pronominal markers for the first and third category based on 
their use in the nominative (subject) or accusative (object) position. When the pronominal marker stands 
alone (categories two and four), it is always in the accusative position. Consequently, in figures 4.13 to 
4.20, the distinction between nominative and accusative is not indicated. 

1st Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person 
singular 

2nd Person 
singular 

3rd Person 
masculine 
singular 

3rd Person 
feminine 
singular 

3rd Person 
neuter 

singular 

Grenadian [mi], [mɑi] [ju], [j] [hiz], [hi], 
[i] [ʃi], [hɑ] [i] 

Guyanese [mi] [ju] [hi], [i] [ʃi], [i] [i] 

Tobagonian [mi] [ju] [hi], [i] [ʃi], [i] [i] 

Vincentian [mi] [ju] [hi], [i] [ʃi] [i] 

Figure 4.13. First category: standard singular possessive markers. 

1st Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person plural 2nd Person plural 3rd Person plural 

Grenadian [ wi], [ɑu] [j], [ɑlju] [de], [de] 

Guyanese [ɑ wi], [ɑbi], [ wi] [ɑju] [de], [dɛm] 

Tobagonian [ɑ wi], [ wi] [ɑju] [de], [dɛm] 

Vincentian [ɑ wi], [ wi] [ɑju] [de], [dɛm] 

Figure 4.14. First category: standard plural possessive markers. 

The first person singular second category markers for Guyanese contain one marker that occurred 
only once in the corpus of data used for this study. This marker was not recognised as being in common 
usage when it was reviewed with Guyanese speakers including a Guyanese linguist. The speaker who 
was recorded using this marker was from Corriverton and frequently carried on business transactions in 
Suriname, just across the Corentyne River. This is a common feature of Surinamese creoles (Byrne 
1984:104) and the Guyanese linguist who reviewed this noted that this person’s use of this marker might 
be a result of influence from the Surinamese creoles he had come into contact with. This marker is not 
included in the scoring of these markers, but is represented in figure 4.15 with the characters in strike-
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through font: [fu mi]. Other instances of markers appear on charts in strike-through font for similar 
reasons. 

2nd Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person 
singular 

2nd Person 
singular 

3rd Person 
masculine 
singular 

3rd Person 
feminine 
singular 

3rd Person 
neuter 

singular 

Grenadian [mi], [mɑi] [ju], [j] [hiz], [hi], 
[i] [ʃi], [hɑ] [i], [ɪt] 

Guyanese [mi], 
[fu mi] [ju] [hi], [i] [ʃi], [i] [i], [ɪt] 

Tobagonian [fu mi], 
[mi so] 

[fu ju], 
[ju so] 

[fu hi], 
[fu i], 
[i so], 
[hi so] 

[fu ʃi], 
[fu i], 
[i so], 
[ʃi so] 

[fu ɪt], 
[i so], 
[ɪt so] 

Vincentian [fu mi] [fu ju] [fu hi], 
[fu i] [fu ʃi] [fu i], 

[fu ɪt] 

Figure 4.15. Second category: focus clause singular possessive markers with noun. 

2nd Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person plural 2nd Person plural 3rd Person plural 

Grenadian [ wi], [ɑu] [j], [ɑlju] [de], [de] 

Guyanese [ɑ wi], [ɑbi], [ wi] [ju], [ɑju] [de], [dɛm] 

Tobagonian [fɑ ɑ wi], [fu  wi], 
[ɑ wi so], [ wi so] [fɑ ɑju], [ɑju so] [fu dɛm], [dɛm so] 

Vincentian [fu ɑ wi] [fu ɑju] [fu dɛm] 

Figure 4.16. Second category: focus clause possessive plural markers with noun. 

There are only seven different possessive markers for the third and fourth categories. The reason for 
there being one marker less than the previous two categories is because of the apparent unnatural feeling 
of using a third person  neuter singular marker in this category. Those who reviewed the data were 
questioned about what marker might appear in this position in this category. Speakers of all four creoles 
said that they would not use a possessive pronominal marker to express the third person  neuter singular 
in this category. They said that they would use some other construction to indicate possession in this 
instance. If a marker was used, it would be [ɪt on] ‘it own’ = ‘its’. Expressions such as [*dɪs tɪŋ ɑ ɪt on] 
‘*This thing is its’ were reported not to be natural. A more natural way of expressing this was reported to 
be something like [dɪs tɪŋ bilɑŋ ɑ ɪt] ‘This thing belongs to it’ in Tobagonian. Although it may be 
grammatically possible, to creole speakers it did not seem natural to use a marker here. This category 
was still scored because it was the same for all four creoles even though it did not include a marker. It 
was also scored because it has been reported that a marker is used in this position in at least one other 
Caribbean English-lexifier creole. Again, as in all the charts of grammatical markers, only those markers 
that were included in the corpus of data or those that were gathered while reviewing the data with 
speakers of these languages were included in this study. 
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3rd Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person 
singular 

2nd Person 
singular 

3rd Person 
masculine 
singular 

3rd Person 
feminine 
singular 

3rd Person 
neuter 

singular 

Grenadian [mɑinz], 
[mɑin on] 

[jɔɹz],  
[jɔɹ on] 

[hiz], 
[hi on] 

[hɑz], 
[ʃi on] Not found 

Guyanese [mi on], 
[mi wɑn] 

[ju on], 
[ju wɑn] 

[hi on], 
[hi wɑn] 

[ʃi on], 
[ʃi wɑn] Not found 

Tobagonian [mi on], 
[mi so on] 

[ju on],  
[ju so on] 

[hi on], 
[hi so on] 

[ʃi on], 
[ʃi so on] Not found 

Vincentian [mi on] [ju on] [hi on] [ʃi on] Not found 

Figure 4.17. Third category: possessive singular markers without noun. 

3rd Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person plural 2nd Person plural 3rd Person plural 

Grenadian [ɑuɹz], [wi on] [jɔɹz], [jɔɹ, on], 
[ɑlju on] 

[deɹ], [de on] 

Guyanese 
[ɑwi on], [ɑbi on], 

[wi on], [ɑwi w ɑ n], 
[ɑbi wɑn], [wi wɑn] 

[ɑju on], 
[ɑju wɑn] 

[dɛm on], 
[dɛm wɑn] 

Tobagonian 
[ɑwi on], [wi on], 
[ɑwi so on],  
[wi so on] 

[ɑju on],  
[ɑju so on] 

[dɛm on],  
[dɛm so on] 

Vincentian [ɑwi on], [wi on] [ɑju on] [dɛm on] 

Figure 4.18. Third category: possessive plural markers without noun. 

4th Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person 
singular 

2nd Person 
singular 

3rd Person 
masculine 
singular 

3rd Person 
feminine 
singular 

3rd Person 
neuter 

singular 

Grenadian [mɑinz], 
[mɑin on] 

[jɔɹz], 
[jɔɹ on] 

[hiz], 
[hi on] 

[hɑz], 
[ʃion] Not found 

Guyanese [mi on], 
[mi wɑn] 

[ju on], 
[ju wɑn] 

[hi on], 
[hi wɑn] 

[ʃion], 
[ʃI wɑn] Not found 

Tobagonian [fu mi on] [fu ju on] [fu hi on], 
[fu i on] 

[fu ʃI on], 
[fu I on] Not found 

Vincentian [fu mi on ] [fu ju on] [fu hi on] [fu ʃi on] Not found 

Figure 4.19. Fourth category: focus clause possessive singular markers without noun. 
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4th Category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st Person plural 2nd Person plural 3rd Person plural 

Grenadian [ɑuɹz], [wi on] [jɔɹz], [jɔɹ on], [ɑlju 
on] [deɹ], [de on] 

Guyanese 
[ɑwi on], [ɑbi on],  
[wi on], [ɑwi wɑn],  
[ɑbi wɑn], [wi wɑn] 

[ɑju on], 
[ɑju wɑn] 

[dɛm on], 
[dɛm wɑn] 

Tobagonian [fɑ ɑwi on],  
[fu wi on] [fɑ ɑju on] [fu dɛm on] 

Vincentian [fu ɑwi on],  
[fu wi on] [fu ɑju on] [fu dɛm on] 

Figure 4.20. Fourth category: focus clause possessive plural markers without noun. 

Possessive Pronouns Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) 
Scores 

The following eight charts found in figures 4.21–4.28 group the creoles together in pairs for each 
category of possessive pronominal markers and provide their grouping based on mutual and 
unidirectional PIA scores. Figures 4.21, 4.23, 4.25, and 4.27 show their potential similarity as pairs, and 
figures 4.22, 4.24, 4.26, and 4.28 provide a breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on 
unidirectional PIA scores. There are eight items to score in each possessive pronominal category, making 
the highest possible score for an individual possessive category 8 X 4 = 32. Furthermore, figures 4.29 
and 4.30 combine the totals for these charts and show the potential similarity of the pairs based on 
mutual PIA scores and the grouping of the creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the possessive 
pronominal grammatical feature group as a whole.  

Possessive pronouns: 1st category  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 32 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 16 50% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 22 69% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 16 50% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 22 69% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 16 50% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 24 75% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 28 88% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 30 94% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 28 88% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 32 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 32 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 30 94% 

Figure 4.21. Creoles paired as SC and TC for first category possessive pronouns. 
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Possessive 
pronouns  
1st category 

Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  16 out of 32 
50% 

16 out of 32 
50% 

16 out of 32 
50% 

Guyanese 22 out of 32 
69% 

28 out of 32 
88% 

28 out of 32 
88%  

Tobagonian 22 out of 32 
69%  30 out of 32 

94% 
30 out of 32 

94% 

Vincentian 24 out of 32 
75% 

32 out of 32 
100%  32 out of 32 

100% 

Figure 4.22. Percentage of first category possessive pronouns PIA. 

Possessive pronouns 2nd category 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 32 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 8 25% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 14 44% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 7 22% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 15 47% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 16 50% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 22 69% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 18 56% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 21 66% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 16 50% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 24 75% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 30 94% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 17 53% 

Figure 4.23. Creoles paired as SC and TC for second category possessive pronouns. 
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Possessive 
pronouns: 
2nd category 

Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ 

Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian  

Grenadian  7 out of 32 
22% 

16 out of 32 
50% 

8 out of 32 
25% 

Guyanese 22 out of 32 
69% 

16 out of 32 
50%  18 out of 32 

56% 

Tobagonian 14 out of 32 
44% 

17 out of 32 
53% 

21 out of 32 
66%  

Vincentian 15 out of 32 
47%  24 out of 32 

75% 
30 out of 32 

94% 

Figure 4.24. Percentage of second category possessive pronouns PIA. 

Possessive pronouns: 3rd category 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 32 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 10 31% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 13 41% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 10 31% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 14 44% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 10 31% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 14 44% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 18 56% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 32 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 30 94% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 25 78% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 32 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 25 78% 

Figure 4.25. Creoles paired as SC and TC for third category possessive pronouns. 
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Possessive 
pronouns: 
3rd category 

Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  10 out of 32 
31% 

10 out of 32 
31% 

10 out of 32 
31% 

Tobagonian 13 out of 32 
41% 

25 out of 32 
78% 

25 out of 32 
78%  

Guyanese 14 out of 32 
44% 

18 out of 32 
56%  30 out of 32 

94% 

Vincentian 14 out of 32 
44%  32 out of 32 

100% 
32 out of 32 

100% 

Figure 4.26. Percentage of third category possessive pronouns PIA. 

Possessive pronouns: 4th category 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 32 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 7 22% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 7 22% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 7 22% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 11 34% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 10 31% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 18 56% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 23 72% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 25 78% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 23 72% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 25 78% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 32 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 28 88% 

Figure 4.27. Creoles paired as SC and TC for fourth category possessive pronouns. 
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Possessive 
pronouns: 
4th category 

Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ Grenadian Guyanese Vincentian Tobagonian 

Grenadian  10 out of 32 
31% 

7 out of 32 
22% 

7 out of 32 
22% 

Guyanese 18 out of 32 
56%  23 out of 32 

72% 
23 out of 32 

72% 

Tobagonian 7 out of 32 
22% 

25 out of 32 
78% 

28 out of 32 
88%  

Vincentian 11 out of 32 
34% 

25 out of 32 
78%  32 out of 32 

100% 

Figure 4.28. Percentage of fourth category possessive pronouns PIA. 

All Possessive Pronominal Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.29 to show the potential similarity or difference 

in all possessive pronominal markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. Again,  the pairs of creoles have been arranged from top to bottom with the pairs having the 
lowest total scores for mutual PIA at the top and those having the highest total scores at the bottom. 
There are eight items to score for each of the four possessive pronominal categories, making a total of 
thirty-two items to score, each with a highest scoring value of four. This means that the highest possible 
score for a SC for this grammatical feature group is 32 x 4 = 128. 

All possessive pronouns  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 128 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 41 32% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 56 44% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 40 31% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 64 50% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 52 41% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 76 59% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 85 66% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 113 88% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 99 77% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 101 79% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 126 98% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 100 78% 

Figure 4.29. Creoles paired as SC and TC for all possessive pronouns. 

The percentages in figure 4.29 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 128. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of possessive pronouns are Vincentian 
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and Tobagonian. This pair also scored the best in figure 4.11 for personal pronouns. Unlike in figure 
4.11, however, they do not have as high a potential for mutual intelligibility. Grenadian and 
Tobagonian, which scored the lowest for mutual PIA in figure 4.11, also have the lowest mutual PIA 
score for possessive pronominal markers in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores is provided in figure 4.30 
for all the possessive pronominal markers. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from 
figure 4.29. The shading in this chart shows the grouping of the creoles according to the range of their 
scores. The shading is the same as that for figure 4.12 (and all other similar charts).  

All possessive 
pronouns Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  40 out of 128 
31% 

41 out of 128 
32% 

52 out of 128 
41% 

Guyanese 76 out of 128 
59% 

85 out of 128 
66% 

99 out of 128 
77%  

Tobagonian 56 out of 128 
44% 

100 out of 128 
78%  101 out of 128 

79% 

Vincentian 64 out of 128 
50%  126 out of 

128 98% 
113 out of 128 

88% 

Figure 4.30. Percentage of all possessive pronouns PIA. 

Based on the possessive pronoun inventory comparison, it is apparent that Vincentian, Tobagonian, 
and Guyanese again group together fairly well, but that Grenadian does not fit with this grouping and 
may not be a good candidate to be a SC or a TC for sharing or adapting written materials with the other 
three creoles. Guyanese does not fit quite as well here because of the additional secondary marker in the 
third and fourth category of possession markers. The three creoles Vincentian, Tobagonian, and 
Guyanese do not group as well as for the personal pronouns, but there is an even clearer separation 
between these three and Grenadian than with the personal pronouns. 

Reflexive Pronouns 
Reflexive pronouns are the final set of markers in the group of pronouns that could be labelled 

personal pronominal markers. This personal pronominal markers group includes the personal pronouns, 
possessive pronouns, and reflexive pronouns. Reflexive pronouns usually indicate that the subject of the 
sentence also receives the action of the verb and are formed—in the lexifier language as well as in all 
four creoles being studied—by the addition of the morpheme self following the personal pronoun. These 
markers can also be used in appositive constructions and intensive or absolute constructions (Webster’s 
Dictionary 1996:896), but these uses are less common than the reflexive use of these markers. Given that 
the three creoles, Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian have grouped well together so far, it is 
interesting to note that Vincentian does not share the [-sɛf] ~ [-sɛlf] phonological variation found in 
Guyanese and Tobagonian. 
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1st Person 
reflexives Singular Plural 

Grenadian [misɛlf] [wisɛlf] 

Guyanese [misɛf] ~ [misɛlf] 
[ɑwisɛf] ~ [ɑwisɛlf], 
[ɑbisɛf] ~ [ɑbisɛlf],  
[wisɛf] ~ [wisɛlf] 

Tobagonian [misɛf] ~ [misɛlf] [ɑwisɛf] ~ [ɑwisɛlf],  
[wisɛf] ~ [wisɛlf] 

Vincentian [misɛlf] [ɑwisɛlf], [wisɛlf] 

Figure 4.31. First person reflexive pronouns. 

2nd Person 
reflexives Singular Plural 

Grenadian [jusɛlf], [jɛɔsɛlf] [jɔsɛlf], [ɑljusɛlf] 

Guyanese [jusɛf] ~ [jusɛlf] [ɑjusɛf] ~ [ɑjusɛlf] 

Tobagonian [jusɛf] ~ [jusɛlf] [ɑjusɛl] ~ [ɑjusɛlf] 

Vincentian [jusɛlf] [ɑjusɛlf] 

Figure 4.32. Second person reflexive pronouns. 

3rd Person 
reflexives 

Singular 
masculine 

Singular 
feminine 

Singular 
neuter 

Grenadian [hisɛlf], [isɛlf] [ʃisɛlf] [ɪtsɛlf] 

Guyanese [isɛf] ~ [isɛlf],  
[hisɛf] ~ [hisɛlf] 

[isɛf] ~ [isɛlf], 
[ʃisɛf] ~ [ʃisɛlf] [isɛf] ~ [isɛlf] 

Tobagonian [isɛf] ~ [isɛlf],  
[hisɛf] ~ [hisɛlf] 

[isɛf] ~ [isɛlf], 
[ʃisɛf] ~ [ʃisɛlf] [isɛf] ~ [isɛlf] 

Vincentian [isɛlf], [hisɛlf] [ʃisɛlf] [isɛlf] 

Figure 4.33. Third person singular reflexive pronouns. 

3rd Person 
reflexives Plural 

Grenadian [desɛlf], [dɛmsɛlf] 

Guyanese [desɛf] ~ [desɛlf] 
[dɛmsɛf] ~ [dɛmsɛlf] 

Tobagonian [desɛf] ~ [desɛlf] 
[dɛmsɛf] ~ [dɛmsɛlf] 

Vincentian [desɛlf], [dɛmsɛlf] 

Figure 4.34. Third person plural reflexive pronouns. 
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Reflexive Pronouns Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.35 to show the potential similarity or difference 

in the reflexive pronominal markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. There are eight items to score, making the highest possible total score thirty-two. 

Reflexive pronouns  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 32 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 22 69% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 20 63% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 22 69% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 20 63% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 22 69% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 22 69% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 28 88% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 32 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 30 94% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 32 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 32 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 30 94% 

Figure 4.35. Creoles paired as SC and TC for reflexive pronouns. 

The percentages in figure 4.35 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of thirty-two. 
Based on the scores for reflexive pronouns, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA are again 
Vincentian and Tobagonian. Based on these scores for the reflexive pronominal markers in this chart, the 
Grenadian–Tobagonian pair and the Grenadian–Guyanese pair tie for the lowest mutual PIA score. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for reflexive pronouns is 
provided in figure 4.36. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.35. 

Reflexive 
pronouns Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  22 out of 32 
69% 

22 out of 32 
69% 

22 out of 32 
69% 

Guyanese 20 out of 32 
63% 

28 out of 32 
88% 

30 out of 32 
94%  

Tobagonian 20 out of 32 
63% 

30 out of 32 
94%  32 out of 32 

100% 

Vincentian 22 out of 32 
69%  32 out of 32 

100% 
32 out of 32 

100% 

Figure 4.36. Percentage of reflexive pronouns’ PIA. 
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Based on the reflexive pronoun inventory comparison, it is apparent that Vincentian, Tobagonian, 
and Guyanese again group together fairly well, but that Grenadian does not fit with this grouping. The 
grouping of the three creoles Vincentian, Tobagonian, and Guyanese in this chart is the tightest grouping 
so far, and again, there is a clear separation between these three creoles and Grenadian. 

All Personal Pronominal Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.37 to show the potential similarity or difference 

when all the personal pronominal marker scores from figures 4.11, 4.29, and 4.35, are combined. There 
are fifty-seven items to score, making the highest possible total score 228. It should be noted that the 
percentages in figure 4.37 are not based on an average of the percentages of the three pronominal 
features personal pronouns, possessive pronouns, and reflexive pronouns, but rather on the total possible 
scores for the markers of each feature. An average of the percentages would provide a different 
percentage score. For instance, the percentage score for the Grenadian to Vincentian pair below is 50 
percent when based on the total score of the markers out of the total possible score of 228. If the three 
percentage scores—personal pronouns 77 percent, possessive pronouns 31 percent, and reflexive 
pronouns 69 percent—for the Grenadian to Vincentian pair were averaged, the new percentage score 
would be 59 percent (77 + 31 + 69 = 177 ÷ 3 = 59). Since linguistic similarity is in focus, the 
percentage of the total score for the markers of each grammatical feature is preferred to the average of 
percentages of each grammatical feature. 

All personal pronominal markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 228 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 113 50% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 126 55% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 114 50% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 136 60% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 128 56% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 144 63% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 169 74% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 213 93% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 185 81% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 201 88% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 224 98% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 196 86% 

Figure 4.37. Creoles paired as SC and TC for all personal pronominal markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.37 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 228. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all personal pronominal markers 
are Vincentian and Tobagonian. This has been the trend for this pair for each individual feature 
grouping, so it is no surprise. Grenadian and Tobagonian have also tended to be the lowest scoring pair 
for mutual PIA so it is also no surprise that they have the lowest mutual PIA score in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all personal 
pronominal markers is provided in figure 4.38. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken 
from figure 4.37. 
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All personal 
pronominal 
markers 

Target creole 

Source 
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  114 out of 228 
50% 

128 out of 228 
56% 

113 out of 228 
50% 

Guyanese 144 out of 228 
63% 

169 out of 228 
74%  185 out of 228 

81% 

Tobagonian 126 out of 228 
55% 

196 out of 228 
86% 

201 out of 228 
88%  

Vincentian 136 out of 228 
60%  213 out of 228 

93% 
224 out of 228 

98% 

Figure 4.38. Percentage of all personal pronominal markers PIA. 

Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese 
and Tobagonian based on all the personal pronominal marker inventories. The Tobagonian scores in this 
chart also indicate that it would potentially be a good candidate to be a SC for Vincentian and Guyanese, 
though not as good a candidate as Vincentian with Tobagonian and Guyanese. Guyanese follows closely 
behind, showing some potential as a SC, but not as good as Tobagonian or Vincentian. Grenadian does 
not have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, 
or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 38. None of the three other creoles score well to be a SC for 
Grenadian either, once again showing the division between Grenadian and the other three creoles. 

Determiners (Articles and Demonstrative Pronouns) 
The nature of pronouns is that they are referential or deictic. A pronoun is used to refer to an 

already-known participant of the discourse. Determiners—articles and demonstrative pronouns—are also 
deictic elements. They refer specifically or generally to items in the discourse. There are two types of 
articles: definite articles and indefinite articles. An indefinite article indicates that an example of the 
noun that it is attached to is what is being referenced but does not specify a particular member of that 
noun group. A definite article specifies a particular member of the noun group that it is referencing. 
Thus, in Standard English, the noun dog with the indefinite article, a dog, could refer to any dog, but 
with the definite article the dog refers to a specific dog. 

There are four markers of demonstrative pronouns. Demonstrative pronouns are also used deictically 
to refer to items that are either close by (near) spatially or temporally, as in this minute, or farther away 
(far), as in that farm. They can further be specified as either singular or plural. 

There are three items of interest to note in figure 4.39, the chart of articles and demonstrative 
pronouns. The first is the indefinite article markers for Tobagonian and Grenadian. Grenadian does not 
use [wɑn] one as an indefinite article marker but only as a numeral. Both Guyanese and Vincentian vary 
phonologically in their use of this marker between [wɑn] with the nasal consonant being fully 
pronounced, and [wɑ᷉] with vowel nasalisation and no nasal consonant. Neither distinguishes between 
the indefinite article and the numeral in pronunciation. Tobagonian, on the other hand, distinguishes 
between the indefinite article and the numeral in pronunciation. The indefinite article takes the form 
with the nasalised vowel while the numeral takes the form with the nasal consonant fully pronounced. 
Thus, when scoring the indefinite articles, the [wɑn] ~ [wɑ ] markers of Guyanese and Vincentian are 
scored as separate markers from Tobagonian [wɑ ] when Guyanese and Vincentian are the SCs. When 
Tobagonian is the SC, however, it is not scored as a separate marker because [wɑ ] is a recognised 
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phonological variant of Guyanese and Vincentian. Any pronunciation differences can be handled in the 
process of adapting the orthography. 

Articles Demonstrative Pronouns 
 

Indefinite Definite Near 
Singular 

Far 
Singular 

Near 
Plural 

Far 
Plural 

Grenadian [ʌ] ~ [ɑ] [di] [dɪs] [dat] ~ 
[da] [diz] [doz], 

[dɛm] 

Guyanese 
[ʌ] ~ [ɑ], 
[wɑn] ~ 

[wɑ] 
[di] [dɪs], 

[dɪs jɑ] 

[dat] ~ 
[da],  

[da dɛ] ~ 
[dat dɛ] 

[diz],  
[diz jɑ], 
[dɛm jɑ], 
[dɛm dɪs] 

[dɛm], 
[dɛm dɛ] 

Tobagonian [ʌ] ~ [ɑ], 
[wɑ] [di], [i] [dɪs], 

[dɪs jɑ] 

[dat] ~ 
[da],  

[da dɛ] ~ 
[dat dɛ] 

[diz], 
[dɛm jɑ] 

[dɛm], 
[dɛm dɛ] 

Vincentian 
[ʌ] ~ [ɑ], 
[wɑn] ~ 

[wɑ] 
[di], [i] [dɪs], 

[dɪs jɑ] 

[dat] ~ 
[da],  

[da dɛ] ~ 
[dat dɛ] 

[dɛm jʌ] ~ 
[dɛm jɑ] 

[dɛm], 
[dɛm dɛ] 

Figure 4.39. Article and demonstrative pronoun inventories. 

The second item of interest in figure 4.39 is the addition of a secondary morpheme following the 
main morpheme. The secondary morpheme can immediately follow the main morpheme prior to the 
head noun in a noun phrase, as in [dɛm  dɛ pipl] them there people = ‘those people’, or the head noun 
can come between the main morpheme and the secondary morpheme, as in [dɛm pipl jɑ] them people 
here = ‘these people’. This marker can also stand alone, without a head noun. 

The third item of interest in figure 4.39 is the near plural demonstrative pronoun markers, 
specifically those for Guyanese. The markers for the near plural in Guyanese include a secondary 
morpheme that is not found in either of the other two creoles that take secondary morphemes for this 
grammatical feature. That secondary morpheme marker is [dɪs] this. This additional secondary 
morpheme marker is likely due to influence of a unique feature of Guyanese pronouns, namely the 
addition of a secondary morpheme to the first person plural personal pronoun [ɑwi] or [ɑbi] to indicate 
an inclusive-exclusive relationship. This is basically a case where the pronoun [ɑbi] without the 
additional morpheme  might mean ‘us, including you’, whereas the pronoun with the additional 
morpheme, [ɑbi dɪs], would mean ‘us, not including you’. This inclusive-exclusive relationship is not 
found in any of the other three creoles examined in this study and is a feature shared with some of the 
Amerindian languages in Guyana.12 The origin of this feature in this creole language is unclear and is 
something worthy of further examination. The secondary morphemes that were used in this way are 
[dɪs] this, as in [ɑbi dɪs] ‘we this’, [ iz] these, as in [ɑbi diz] ‘we these’, and there is one occurrence of 
[tu] two, as in [ɑbi tu] ‘we two’ in the data. The secondary morpheme [dɛm] them, as in [ɑbi dɛm] ‘we 
them’, may also be possible and was reported to be used, but it was not found in the corpus of data used 
in this study. Typically the marker used in this way is a demonstrative pronoun, and the demonstrative  

                                                  
12 Ray Stegeman, an SIL linguist working with the Akawaio Amerindians of Guyana, notes that this distinction is made in Akawaio, 
a Cariban language. In “Akawaio ina (pronounced [nja]) is exclusive, urî'nokon (pronounced [urî?nogong], combination of first 
person singular urî and plural suffix -'nokon) is inclusive.” (Stegeman 2003). This distinction was also reported to me to be true for 
Patamuna, another Cariban language of Guyana, by a nurse working with that language group. Spike Gildea, a linguist working 
with the Cariban language family, reports that pretty much all Cariban languages make this inclusive-exclusive distinction (Gildea 
2003). 



  94 

 

pronoun markers that take secondary morphemes can also be used, as in the following example:[ɑbi diz 
jɑ so ɡʌnɑ klin ʌp dɪs jɑd] ‘We these here so going-to clean up this yard’ =‘We (not including you) are 
going to clean up this yard’. 

Although the use of this grammatical feature is not rare in Guyanese, it is not high frequency either 
and it is not found in the repertoire of all Guyanese speakers. It is more common in the rural parts of 
Guyana. 

Determiner Markers Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) 
Scores 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.40 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for the determiner marker scores when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. 
There are six items to score, making the highest possible total score 6 x 4 = 24. 

Determiners  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 24 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 15 63% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 13 54% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 20 83% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 14 58% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 20 83% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 16 67% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 21 88% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 22 92% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 22 92% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 22 92% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 22 92% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 22 92% 

Figure 4.40. Creoles paired as SC and TC for determiners. 

The percentages in figure 4.40 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of twenty-four. 
Based on these scores, the two pairs of creoles with the best scores for mutual PIA of determiners are 
Guyanese with Vincentian and Tobagonian with Vincentian. These only slightly beat out the Guyanese 
and Tobagonian. The Grenadian and Vincentian pair scored the lowest for mutual PIA, which is a 
definite break in trend because in all the pronominal charts, Grenadian and Tobagonian have been the 
lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the determiner 
markers is provided in figure 4.41. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 
4.40. 
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Determiners Target creole 

Source creole  
↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  15 out of 24 
63% 

20 out of 24 
83% 

20 out of 24 
83% 

Guyanese 16 out of 24 
67% 

22 out of 24 
92% 

21 out of 24 
88%  

Tobagonian 14 out of 24 
58% 

22 out of 24 
92%  22 out of 24 

92% 

Vincentian 13 out of 24 
54%  22 out of 24 

92% 
22 out of 24 

92% 

Figure 4.41. Percentage of determiners PIA. 

Vincentian and Tobagonian have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written 
materials with Guyanese based on the determiner marker inventories. In figure 4.41, Guyanese shows 
some potential as a SC for Tobagonian and Vincentian, but the big surprise is that Grenadian also shows 
potential as a SC for Tobagonian and Guyanese. This is the first time that Grenadian has grouped fairly 
well with any of the other three creoles. It still does not do well as a TC and does not do well as a SC for 
Vincentian. 

One thing of interest to note in this type of scoring system is that the fewer the number of items 
being compared, the wider the percentage margins appear when minor differences do occur. The greater 
the number of items being compared, the smaller the percentage margins for minor differences. Thus, 
although the shading and percentages make it appear that there are significant differences between 
Vincentian as a SC with Tobagonian and Guyanese as the TCs versus Grenadian as a SC with Tobagonian 
and Guyanese as the TCs (nine percentage points), there is only a two point scoring difference out of 
twenty-four possible points. 

Plural Marking on Nouns 
Plural marking on nouns in Grenadian Creole is marked differently depending on the phonology of 

the noun coda. There are several ways to mark plural in Grenadian. The reason for this is that in 
Grenadian the typical lexifier language marker of noun + -s suffix and the morphophonemic variations 
due to phonology are used. Thus, [-s] ~ [-z] ~ [-ɪz] are the most common occurrences of plural marking 
in Grenadian. An alternative form of marking plural is to place a different plural marker after the noun. 
That marker is [andɛm], which is derived from English and them. Kephart (2000:79) reports that this is 
the dominant marker in Carriacou but that the typical lexifier language suffixes also occur and that they 
sometimes occur in combination with the [andɛm] plural marker. The [andɛm] plural marker does occur 
in the creole speech of residents of Grenada, frequently in combination with the typical lexifier language 
suffixes; however, the lexifier language [-s] suffix and its variants are the dominant marker there. 

Plural marking in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian differs from Grenadian. There is very little 
use of the common lexifier language suffixes and when they do occur it is considered an indication that 
the person is mixing the lexifier language with creole. The marking for plural in Guyanese, Tobagonian, 
and Vincentian is used when the noun phrase takes a non-quantified pre-head noun modifier and in noun 
phrases with the definite article, when singularity is not intended. The definite article specifies the noun 
as singular and it must be otherwise marked to indicate plurality. Cases where a non-quantified pre-head 
noun modifier modifies the noun are cases where modifiers such as possessive pronouns are part of the 
noun phrase, as in [mi kyat] ‘my cat’ versus [ mi kyat andɛm] ‘my cats’. If plurality is obvious from the 
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context (such as the use of a number higher than one before a noun or some other plural quantifier), 
then it is generally not marked on the noun. 

The plural marker used in Vincentian is [ɑdɛm] or less commonly just [dɛm]. This appears to be a 
shortened version of the marker used in Grenadian and sometimes in Tobagonian [andɛm]. The plural 
marking in Tobagonian can take the marker [andɛm] or just [dɛm]. The plural marker in Guyanese is 
just [dɛm]. The marker [andɛm] does not occur in the corpus of Guyanese or Vincentian data. These 
plural markers can also be added to proper nouns, such as names, to indicate a group associated with 
that proper noun (associative plural), as in Guyanese [mi juztu ɡo ɑ di si  wɑl an kɛtʃ fɪʃ wɪt nuɹin dɛm] 
‘I used to go to the sea wall and catch fish with Nureen them (i.e., Nureen and some of his family)’. 

There are some exceptions where words and contexts that are obviously plural are still marked for 
plural. This is found in the following Vincentian example: [ wɛl di pipl ɑdɛm ɑ bʊʃ, dɛm ɑ kʌs mi] ‘Well, 
the people (plural) in (the) bush, them (habitually) cuss me’; and also in this Tobagonian example:  
[dɛm bwɑi dɛm] ‘them boy (plural)’ = ‘those boys’. This occurs in Guyanese as well. 

 Plural marking 

Grenadian [-s] ~ [-z] ~ [-ɪz], [andɛm] 

Guyanese [dɛm] 

Tobagonian [andɛm], [dɛm] 

Vincentian [ɑdɛm], [dɛm] 

Figure 4.42. Plural marking on nouns. 

Plural Markers Potential Intelligibility/Acceptability (PIA) Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.43 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for plural marker scores when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There is 
only one item to score, making the highest possible total score four.  

Plural markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 4 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 0 0% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 0 0% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 0 0% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 0 0% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 2 50% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 2 50% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 2 50% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 2 50% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 2 50% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 2 50% 

Figure 4.43. Creoles paired as both SC and TC for plural markers. 
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Obviously, with such a low possible total score, the percentage scores will exhibit great differences 
even if the total out of four only differs by one (one point out of four equals 25 percent). Although 
showing the differences in the plural marking is important, a comparison of the scores of those 
differences is not very revealing. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for plural markers is 
provided in figure 4.44. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.43. 

Plural 
markers Target creole 

Source creole  
↓ Grenadian Guyanese Vincentian Tobagonian 

Grenadian  0 out of 4  
0% 

0 out of 4  
0% 

2 out of 4 
50% 

Tobagonian 2 out of 4 
50% 

2 out of 4 
50% 

2 out of 4 
50%  

Vincentian 0 out of 4  
0% 

2 out of 4 
50%  2 out of 4 

50% 

Guyanese 0 out of 4  
0%  4 out of 4 

100% 
4 out of 4 

100% 

Figure 4.44. Percentage of plural markers PIA. 

Based on the scores for plural marking, for the first time Guyanese appears to beat out both 
Tobagonian and Vincentian in potential as a SC. This is important to note but is really not very revealing 
considering that it only represents one marker. 

Noun Phrase Markers Combined PIA Scores 
The five grammatical feature groupings scored so far all relate to the same aspect of marking in the 

noun phrase. Other than prepositions, which are covered last, the rest of the markers scored in this 
chapter relate to the verbal system, not the noun phrase. The scoring of the plural marking was not very 
revealing, but a combination of all the scores for the markers of the noun phrase examined in this study 
is of interest. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.45 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for all the noun phrase marker scores combined (from figures 4.37, 4.40, and 4.43) when one is used as 
the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are sixty-four items to score, making the 
highest possible total score 256. 
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Noun phrase markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 256 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 135 53% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 142 55% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 129 50% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 149 58% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 148 58% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 160 63% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 195 76% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 237 93% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 210 82% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 225 88% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 248 97% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 220 86% 

Figure 4.45. Creoles paired as SC and TC for noun phrase markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.45 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 256. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all noun phrase markers are 
Vincentian and Tobagonian. Again, this has been the trend for this pair for each individual feature 
grouping, so it is no surprise. Grenadian and Tobagonian have also tended to be the lowest scoring pair 
for mutual PIA so it is also no surprise that they have the lowest mutual PIA score in this chart. The 
Grenadian-Vincentian pair, however, scores nearly as low as the Grenadian-Tobagonian pair. If the total 
scores out of 256 for both pairs are added, the Grenadian-Vincentian pair (129 + 149 = 278) is only 
one point higher than the Grenadian-Tobagonian pair (135 + 142 = 277). 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for noun phrase markers 
is provided in figure 4.46. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.45. 

Noun  
phrase 
markers 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  129 out of 
256 50% 

135 out of 
256 53% 

148 out of 
256 58% 

Guyanese 160 out of 
256 63% 

195 out of 
256 76% 

210 out of 
256 82%  

Tobagonian 142 out of 
256 55% 

220 out of 
256 86%  225 out of 

256 88% 

Vincentian 149 out of 
256 58%  248 out of 

256 97% 
237 out of 
256 93% 

Figure 4.46. Percentage of noun phrase markers PIA. 
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Vincentian still has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with 
Guyanese and Tobagonian based on noun phrase marker inventories. The scores in this chart also 
indicate a good potential for Tobagonian to be a SC for Vincentian and Guyanese. Guyanese again 
follows closely behind, showing some potential as a SC, but not as good as Tobagonian or Vincentian. 
Grenadian once more does not have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials 
with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.46. None of the three other 
creoles score well to be a SC for Grenadian either, showing again the division between Grenadian and 
the other three creoles. 

Non-Stative Verb Markers 
The non-stative verb markers are separated from the stative verb markers because of the distinctions 

between non-stative and stative verbs. Verb tense in the creoles included in this study is based on the 
time frame of the discourse. Thus, if a discussion is about something that took place in the past, the 
unmarked verbs, the non-stative verbs in particular, are considered to be in the past tense. Stative verbs 
refer to a state or condition and non-stative verbs involve some sort of action. If someone talks about an 
action it is simply more likely to have occurred, and hence is likely to be in the past tense, but states are 
more open-ended. If states are being discussed, they are more likely to extend to the present and be 
considered present tense. Unmarked stative verbs, however, can be past tense, as Holm (2000:177) 
points out, and as found in the following Guyanese example: [nʌtɪn ɑ ɹɔŋ wɪt di bɑi, i sɪdɑuŋ ɪn di mɪdl] 
‘Nothing was wrong with the boy, he was sitting down in the middle (of the fire)’. This example was 
recorded as part of a narrative explaining the folk history behind a Hindu religious festival. The events 
described occurred hundreds of years in the past and so this statement must be interpreted as a past 
tense statement even though there is no overt past tense marking. Another difference between stative 
and non-stative verbs is that non-statives can be punctual or non-punctual, whereas statives are 
inherently non-punctual. These distinctions and the set of copula verbs associated with indications of 
states are the major reasons for separating the verbal markers for statives and non-statives in this study. 
The copula verbs—also called forms of the verb be—are also marked for changes in tense, mood, and 
aspect using the same TMA markers as for non-stative verbs, except that there are a few differences 
between the Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian group, and Grenadian. The anterior progressive and 
anterior habitual markers are homophonous with each other and with the equational stative past tense 
marker in combination with the copula verb [ɑ] (see figure 4.53). 
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Non-stative verb 
markers Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Present or simple 
past ∅ ∅ ∅ ∅ 

Anterior [dɪ] ~ [dɪd], 
[bɪn] 

[bɪn],  
[ɛn], [dɪ] 
~ [dɪd] 

[bɪn], [ɛn], 
[mɪn], [mɪ], 

[bĩ],  
[dɪ] ~ [dɪd] 

[bɪn], [ɛn] 

Progressive Verb + [-ɪn], 
[ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

Anterior 
progressive 

[dɪ] + Verb 
+  

[-ɪn], ~  
[dɪd] + Verb 

+ [-ɪn] 

[bɪnɑ], 
[ɛnɑ] 

[bɪnɑ],  
[ɛnɑ],  
[mɪnɑ] 

[bɪnɑ], [ɛnɑ] 

Habitual [dʌz],  
Verb + [-ɪn] [dʌz], [ɑ] [dʌz], [ɑ] [dʌz], [ɑ] 

Anterior habitual 

[yustu],  
[dɪ] + Verb 

+  
[-ɪn], ~  

[dɪd] + Verb 
+ [-ɪn] 

[yustu] ~ 
[yustɑ] ~ 
[yussu], 
[bɪnɑ] 

[yustu] ~ 
[yustɑ] ~ 
[yussu] ~ 
[yussɑ], 
[bɪnɑ],  
[ɛnɑ], 

[mɪnɑ], 

[yustu] ~ 
[yussu], 
[bɪnɑ] 

Irrealis (future) [ɡo] [ɡo], [sɑ] [ɡo] [ɡo] 

Completive [dʌn] [dʌn] [dʌn] [dʌn] 

Infinitive [tu] [fu], [fi] [fu], [fo] [fu] 

Auxilary of 
compulsion [hav tu] [ɡɑfu], 

[ɡɑ]. [hɑfu] [hɑfu] 

Figure 4.47. Non-stative verb markers. 

There are ten items for comparison in figure 4.47. The first item is actually the absence of a marker 
because of the time frame being established by the context. The absence of a marker has been used as a 
criterion for not including something in this study, but an exception has been made in this case because 
the non-marking of the verb, or the stem form, can be either simple past or present depending on the 
context of the discourse. For example, the Vincentian clause [mi ɡo ɑ dɛntɪs] could be translated into the 
lexifier language, depending on the context, as either ‘I went to the dentist’ or ‘I am going to the dentist’. 
This clause is preceded by two words, [wɑn de] ‘one day’, and is the first sentence of a narrative, setting 
the context in the past and making the first translation the correct one. This is a major distinction 
between the lexifier language and creole. It is also something that is very high frequency in occurrence. 
For these reasons it has been included. It also helps to fill out the non-stative verb marker chart and 
makes it a little easier to understand what is meant by anterior tense as well. 

The anterior tense indicates that the time frame of the clause is prior to the previously-established 
time frame. For example, one of three girls in Tobago uttered the following sentence while they were 
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discussing why Mud Mas, a cultural festival that is part of the carnival festivities of Trinidad and Tobago, 
was banned from Jouvé:13 [bikʌz de ɛn nɑsti ʌp pɑn dɛm ɹɑpɪd ɹispɑns kɑ di ʌdɑ di lɑs jiɹ] ‘Because they 
[anterior] nasty(ied) up upon those rapid response cars the other day last year’. 

In figure 4.47, the marker [bɪn] in Grenadian is written in the strike-through font. This is because it 
is a rare usage in Grenadian. There is only one occurrence of [bɪn] in the Grenadian data used in this 
study, and this was uttered by an elderly speaker who had spent more than ten years in England. He had 
also been a fisherman for more than forty years, when he frequently worked side by side with creole 
speakers from other creole-speaking territories, especially Vincentians. His use of this marker could be 
the result of the retention of a marker that is dying out in Grenadian, or the result of it being borrowed 
into his speech by contact with speakers of creoles for whom this is a common marker, such as 
Vincentians. Either way, it was not recognised by any of the Grenadians who reviewed the data as being 
in current usage. The Grenadian speaker trained in linguistics argued that it did not exist in Grenadian 
until listening to a recording of the Grenadian who used this marker. Then she agreed that perhaps this 
person used that marker, but that it is not in use by the general population. 

The progressive in three of these creoles is formed by placing the marker [ɑ] prior to the verb. In 
Grenadian, however, it is marked similarly to the way it is marked in the lexifier language, by attaching 
the suffix [-ɪn] to the verb. For example, consider the Guyanese clause [mi ɑ ɡo ʃɑp] ‘I am going to the 
store’, and a similar clause in Grenadian, [ɑ ɡoɪn dɑuŋ di ɹod] ‘I am going down the road’. The [ɑ] 
marker is included in the Grenadian inventory, but in the strike-through font for similar reasons to [bɪn] 
above. There were only two occurrences of [ɑ] in the Grenadian recordings and it was not recognised as 
being in current usage by any of the Grenadian speakers who reviewed the data. The Grenadian speaker 
trained in linguistics again argued that it did not exist in Grenadian until listening to the recordings. 
Once again she stated that perhaps this marker was used but that it is not in use by the general 
population. 

The anterior progressive is a combination of the previous two markers discussed. Combinations of 
markers are not included as part of this study, because combinations of markers, in most cases, do not 
result in the addition of new markers. The anterior progressive marker for Guyanese, Tobagonian, and 
Vincentian, although a combination of two markers, is often perceived by speakers as a single marker. It 
is also distinct from Grenadian. The anterior and the progressive in Grenadian, when they are used 
together, are distinctly separated, with the anterior marker placed before the verb and the progressive 
suffix attached to the end of the verb. In Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, the progressive marker 
is attached to the anterior marker as a clitic. For example, consider the following Tobagonian sentence: 
[dɛm mɪnɑ kʌm bak ɑɹɑit] ‘They had been coming back alright’. Contrast this with the following 
Grenadian sentence: [ɑ dɪ puʃɪn di  wʊd bilo di hɑus] ‘I had been pushing the wood underneath the 
house’. In addition to this, the distinction needs to be made between the anterior progressive and 
anterior habitual markers for Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, which are also homophonous with 
the equational stative past tense marker with the copula [ɑ] (see figure 4.53). 

The habitual or iterative aspect is marked with the same marker used for progressive, and one other 
marker. It indicates that an action occurs—or recurs repeatedly—over a period of time. The marker that 
is not the same as the progressive is [dʌz] ‘does’, as in the following Guyanese example: [bʌt dɛm dɛ, ju 
dʌz no di dɪfɹɛns ɪn  wʌ kʌlɑ kloz dɛm  weɹ] ‘But those (people), you (habitual/iterative) know the 
difference in which colour clothes they wear’. 

The anterior habitual is another example of a combination of TMA markers that is included in this 
study for similar reasons to the inclusion of the anterior progressive. In addition to the combination 
marker similar to that of the anterior progressive [bɪnɑ], etc. in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian 
and [dɪd] + verb + [-ɪn], there is an additional marker that is used as well, namely [yustu] ‘used to’, 
and its phonetic variants. For example, consider the following Vincentian sentence: [ wi jussu kɑl dɛm 
bodo] ‘We used to call them bodow’. This sentence was uttered in the context of explaining why they 
used the name bodow, an “echoic word representing a blow” (Allsopp 1996:64), when referring to items 

                                                  
13 Jouvé is the beginning of the carnival celebrations on the Monday morning before the start of Lent (Allsopp 1996:317). 
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such as used clothes and canned food that were donated to residents of St. Vincent who were hard hit 
after the eruption of La Soufrière Volcano on Good Friday, 1979. 

The irrealis, or future tense, marker is the same for all four creoles. The verb go is used as the marker 
for this, as in the following Tobagonian example: [i ɡo maʃ ʌp di  wɛdɪn an tɪŋ] ‘It will mash up the 
wedding and thing’. This is in reference to the superstition in Tobago that if icing from the wedding cake 
drops on the ground and people walk on it, then the marriage will not last. 

The completive aspect indicates that an action has been completed. The marker for the completive 
aspect is the same for all four creoles, namely [dʌn] ‘done’. For example, consider the following 
Grenadian sentence: [ wɛn de dʌn  wɛt ɪt] ‘when they had finished wetting it’. This is in reference to one 
stage of making charcoal, in which the charcoal pit is doused with water to put out the fire so that it 
doesn’t consume the charcoal. 

The infinitive marker is one of the markers for these creoles that generally differs from the lexifier 
language. This is not so for Grenadian, however, which uses the same marker as is found in the lexifier 
language. The other three all use a different marker, of which [fu] is common to all three. For example, 
consider the following sentence from Guyanese referring to the manner in which a certain fish called 
patwa eats: [di pɑt wɑ ɑ  wɔk bikɑ hi ditoɹmɪn fu ɡɛt fu kʌvɑ ovɑ di sid] ‘The patwa was working because 
he was determined to get to cover over the seed’. 

The final marker in figure 4.47, which in this study is labelled the auxiliary of compulsion, is 
actually another example of a combination of two markers, namely one form of the existential and 
possessive stative verb (see figure 4.52) with the infinitive cliticised to it: [hɑfu] ‘have to’. This marker is 
included because of the perception by many creole speakers that it is a single unit and because it differs 
from creole to creole. Grenadian differs even further by the fact that the infinitive is not cliticised but 
remains an isolated morpheme. Tobagonian and Vincentian use the same marker [hɑfu] but Guyanese 
uses a different marker, [ɡɑfu] ‘got to’, and Grenadian [hɑv tu] ‘have to’. For example, consider the 
following sentence from Tobagonian: [ju hafu kom ɑut lʊk ko moni ɑ baŋk, ɑ bɑkliz] ‘You have to come 
out (and) look for money at (the) bank, at Barclays’; and the following sentence from Grenadian: [ju hav 
tu pe fɪfti sɛns] ‘You have to pay fifty cents’. In addition to the fact that Guyanese uses a different 
marker, its marker can also be shortened to just [ɡɑ] ‘got’, as in the following line from the solution to a 
riddle told in Guyanese: [ju ɡɑ kɛɹi ovɑ ɡot fos] ‘You have to carry the goat over first’. 

Non-stative Verb Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.48 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for the non-stative verb marker scores when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. There are ten items to score, making the highest possible total score forty. Again, it should be 
noted that the markers in strike-through font found in figure 4.47 are not included in the scoring for the 
non-stative markers. 
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Non-stative verb markers 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 40 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 16 40% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 16 40% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 20 50% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 16 40% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 20 50% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 18 45% 

   

   

Guyanese to Tobagonian 32 80% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 28 70% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 30 75% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 36 90% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 40 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 32 80% 

Figure 4.48. Creoles paired as SC and TC for non-stative verb markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.48 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of forty. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA for the non-stative verb markers are 
Vincentian and Tobagonian. This has been the trend for this pair; however, the difference between these 
two is quite wide in this chart. Grenadian and Vincentian are the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA, 
which only occurred once among the noun phrase markers. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for non-stative verb 
markers is provided in figure 4.49. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 
4.48. 

 

Non-stative 
verb markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  16 out of 40 
40% 

20 out of 40 
50% 

20 out of 40 
50% 

Tobagonian 18 out of 40 
45% 

32 out of 40 
80%  28 out of 40 

70% 

Guyanese 16 out of 40 
40% 

30 out of 40 
75% 

32 out of 40 
80%  

Vincentian 16 out of 40 
40%  40 out of 40 

100% 
36 out of 40 

90% 

Figure 4.49. Percentage of non-stative verb markers PIA. 
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Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese 
and Tobagonian based on the non-stative verb marker inventories. For the first time, however, Guyanese 
appears to be a better SC than Tobagonian for a grammatical feature group because Tobagonian does not 
score as well as a SC when Guyanese is the TC. Even with this one lower scoring situation among the 
three creoles Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, there still appears to be a clear division between 
these three and Grenadian. The lowest score for any of these three as a SC with one of the other two is 
28 out of 40, or 70 percent, while the highest score for Grenadian as a SC with any of these three is 20 
out of 40, or 50 percent. As a TC, Grenadian scores even more poorly, with the highest score being 18 
out of 40, or 45 percent. 

Stative Verb Markers 
The function of stative verbs is generally to indicate one of three basic relationships of the subject 

with the object. Stative verbs deal with existence, possession, or equivalence. In the four creoles 
examined in this study, the existential and possessive stative verb markers are the same but the 
equational markers are different. 

Equational statives 

Equational statives indicate an associative or connective relationship between two or more nouns or 
noun phrases. These nouns or noun phrases can be connected by the copula verb. In Grenadian the 
copula is the same copula that is found in the lexifier language, [ɪz] ‘is’. The use of the copula indicates 
an equational stative, as in [so ɡɹɛnedʌ ɪz ʌ nɑis spɑisi ples] ‘So Grenada is a nice spicy place’. For 
Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian, the equational stative verb is [ɑ], as in the following Guyanese 
example: [bikɑ ɑɡʌs tɑim ɑ  wɑn dɹɑut tɑim] ‘Because August time is a drought time (i.e., Because the 
month of August is dry season)’. There are two occurrences of the marker [ɑ] being used as a copula in 
Grenadian. This is a rare thing and appears to be a marker that is dying out in Grenada and Carriacou. 
Those reviewing the Grenadian data confirmed this. They did not recognise this as a Grenadian marker 
that is in current usage and after listening to a recording stated that perhaps the speaker in the recording 
used this marker but that it is not in use by the general population. Thus, the marker [ɑ] occurs in the 
strike-through font for Grenadian and is not included in the scoring for this grammatical feature. 

The other expression of equational stative is the relationship between a noun or noun phrase and an 
adjective where the adjective fills the entire predicate slot. No other verbal markers are used. Consider 
this Vincentian example: [i s wit] ‘It (is) sweet’; and this Grenadian example: [dɪs  wɑn fɔɹs klas] ‘This one 
(is) first class’. This is another case where a structure where there is no marker was included in the 
scoring. This is because it is something that is common for all four creoles and is also different from the 
lexifier language, which requires a verbal marker for this grammatical feature. 

Equational 
stative verb 
markers 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian  Vincentian  

Standard 
(copula) [ɪz], [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

Adjectival Ø Ø Ø Ø 

Figure 4.50. Equational stative verb markers. 

Fronted copula for purpose of focus 

The equational stative verb [ɪz] ‘is’ in Grenadian and [ɪz] and [ɑ] in Guyanese, Vincentian, and 
Tobagonian can also be brought to the front of a sentence and used to indicate focus or topic. For 
example, consider the following sentence from Vincentian: [mi se (person’s name),  wɛn mi kom hiɑ fu 
titʃ, ɑ titʃ mi ɑ titʃ] ‘I said (person’s name), when I come here to teach, is teaching I am teaching (i.e., I’m 
really teaching)’. Although this does not technically fit the description of a stative use of the copula, 
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because the copula is being treated here, it is included here. Holm uses the term “highlighter be” to 
describe this grammatical structure (Holm 2000:201). The copula [ɪz] is not included in the equational 
stative inventory for Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian because those who reviewed the data 
considered its presence to be due to the influence of the lexifier language in the creole speakers’ speech. 
It is included here, however, because this is a grammatical construction that is not found in the lexifier 
language. Both [ɪz] and [ɑ] are used to mark this feature in Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian. 

The copula appears to be fronted in some stative sentences where there is a null subject, as in the 
following Grenadian example: [ɪz dɹɑisizʌn] ‘(it) is dry season’. In these sentences with a null subject, the 
subject would need to be included in English and generally would be the third person pronoun [ɪt] ‘it’ or 
[dɛ] ‘there’ as in ‘There are cows in the yard’. In these cases where there is a null subject, the copula at 
the front of the sentence is generally not for purposes of focus. The main structural difference is that 
where the copula is fronted for purposes of focus, there is also a second verb, whereas in a null subject 
clause, there is no second verb but only the copula. 

Focus 
copula uses Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Focus 
(highlighter) [ɪz] [ɑ], [ɪz] [ɑ], [ɪz] [ɑ], [ɪz] 

Focus in 
question 

(Does not 
occur) [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

Figure 4.51. Focus copula uses. 

In Guyanese, Vincentian, and Tobagonian, the copula [ɑ] can be brought to the front of a question to 
indicate a focus on the subject of the question, as in the Guyanese example [ɑ hu pɪkni ɑ dɪs?] ‘Whose 
child is this?’ This structure does not occur in Grenadian Creole and so it is not included in the scoring 
for this feature. Holm groups this structure with the highlighter be construction. 

Existential statives 

Existential statives indicate the existence of something, a type of possession relationship, and a 
locative relationship. In all four creoles, the marker used for the existence of something is the same 
marker used for the possessive relationship. In Grenadian, the marker indicating the existence of 
something or the possessive relationship is the auxiliary verb have [hav] ~ [ha] ~ [av], as in [wɛl, di lɑn 
hav peɹ ɪn ɪt. i hav kokonʌt] ‘Well, the land has pear(s) (avocado) in it. It has coconut(s)’. A different 
verb marker is used in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian. The markers for Guyanese, Tobagonian, 
and Vincentian are [ɡɛt] ~ [ɡɛ] ‘get’, [ɡɑt] ~ [ɡɑ] ‘got’, and [hɑ] or [hɑ] ~ [hɑv] ‘have’. The following 
example is from Tobagonian: [bʌt di mɑn ɡɛt fɔɹ ɡjal pɪkni] ‘but the man has four girl children (i.e., 
daughters)’. The phonetic variant [ɡɑ] did not occur in the Tobagonian data used in this study. It may 
exist, but it was not included in figure 4.52. 

Existential 
stative 
verb 
markers 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Standard  [hav] ~ 
[ha] ~ [av] 

[ɡɛt] ~ [ɡɛ], 
[ɡɑt] ~ [ɡɑ],

[hɑv] 

[ɡɛt] ~ [ɡɛ], 
[ɡɑt], 
[hɑv] 

[ɡɛt] ~ [ɡɛ],  
[ɡɑt] ~ [ɡɑ], 

[hɑ] 

Locational [dɛ] ~ [de] [dɛ] ~ [de] [dɛ] ~ [dv] [dɛ] ~ [de] 

Figure 4.52. Existential stative verb markers. 

Existential statives in all four creoles indicating location are marked by [dɛ], derived from Standard 
English there, or the phonetic variant [de]. This carries the meaning of existence and/or location. This 
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marker is the same for all four creoles. For example, the following is from Tobagonian: [i dɛ hom] ‘He is 
(at) home’. 

Past and future marking of statives 

Statives can also be specifically marked for past or future. Grenadian has two ways to mark past 
tense in statives, one of which is not found in the other three creoles. The past markers for statives in 
Grenadian are [wʌz] ‘was’, as in [yu wʌz ɑ ol ful] ‘You were an old fool’, and the anterior marker [dɪ] ~ 
[dɪd] ‘did’. These markers can be used to mark both equational and existential statives. 

In Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, the past marking on stative verbs, in most cases, takes the 
same marker that is used for marking anterior on non-stative verbs before the stative verbs. This is the 
same for both equational and existential statives. There is, however, an additional marker of past tense 
in Grenadian that is used to indicate a past state and is not associated with non-stative verbs except to 
indicate a past state of the action of the verb. This is another reason for the separation of the stative and 
non-stative verb markers. For the equational stative, where the copula verb [ɑ] in Guyanese, 
Tobagonian, and Vincentian is used, the copula can sometimes be left out and the non-stative anterior 
marker stands alone to represent this past stative, i.e., [bɪn + Ø]. Grenadian has a verb form that is 
homophonous with the anterior marker [bɪn], but it is actually a past tense form of the verb go whose 
lexifier language equivalent is went as in [ɑ bɪn ɪn tɹɪnidad] ‘I went to Trinidad’. For adjectival 
equationals in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian the non-stative anterior marker stands alone to 
indicate that the adjectival state previously existed but does not exist now, or the subject equated with 
the adjectival state no longer exists, as in this example from Guyanese of a previously existing adjectival 
state: [mi hɑus bɪn ɹɛd, bʌt i  wɑit nɑu] ‘My house was red, but it is white now’; and this example from 
Vincentian of a previously existing subject: [di ʃo bɪn ɡʊd] ‘The show was good’. The marker [ wʌz] is 
used for this in Grenadian. 

Equational 
stative past 
tense 
marking 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Standard 
(copula) 

[ wʌz],  
[dɪ] ~ [dɪd]

[bɪnɑ],  
[bɪn + Ø], 

[ɛnɑ],  
[ɛn+ Ø] 

[dɪ] ~ [dɪd] 

[bɪnɑ], 
[ɛnɑ], 

[mɪnɑ],  
[bɪn + Ø], 
[ɛn + Ø], 

[mɪn + Ø], 
[mɪ + Ø], 
[bĩ + Ø],  

[dɪ] ~ [dɪd] 

[bɪnɑ],  
[bɪn + Ø], 

[ɛnɑ], 
 [ɛn + Ø] 

Adjectival [ wʌz],  
[dɪ] ~ [dɪd]

[bɪn], [ɛn], 
[dɪ] ~ [dɪd] 

[bɪn], [ɛn], 
[mɪn], [mɪ], 

[bĩ],  
[dɪ] ~ [dɪd] 

[bɪn], [ɛn] 

Figure 4.53. Equational stative past markers. 
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Existential 
stative past 
tense 
marking 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Standard  

[ wʌz],  
[dɪ] + verb 
~ [dɪd] + 

verb 

[bɪn] + verb, 
[ɛn] + verb, 

[dɪ] + verb ~ 
[dɪd] + verb 

[bɪn] + verb, 
[ɛn] + verb 

[mɪn] + verb, 
[mɪ] + verb 
[bĩ] + verb 
[dɪ] + verb 

~ [dɪd] + verb 

[bɪn] + verb 
[ɛn] + verb 

Locational [ wʌz] [bɪn] + verb 
[ɛn] + verb 

[bɪn] + verb, 
[ɛn] + verb 

[mɪn] + verb, 
[mɪ] + verb 

[bɪn] + verb 
[ɛn] + verb 

Figure 4.54. Existential stative past tense markers. 

The verbs that occur in combination with the markers in figure 4.54 are the existential verb markers 
for each creole (see figure 4.52). The past marking on existential statives and equational statives is 
scored separately. This is because there is an extra marker for equational statives and for Guyanese, 
Tobagonian, and Vincentian because in existential statives the marker occurs with the existential verb 
marker. The extra marker for the equational past tense, [bɪnɑ], is the combination of the copula 
cliticised to the anterior or past tense marker [bɪn]. 

Equational statives are marked for future tense by placing the irrealis (future) marker [ɡo] ‘go’ 
typically before one of the following three verbs: [bi] ‘be’, [tɔn] ‘turn’, or [kom] ‘come’, as in the 
following Grenadian example: [an i ɡo bi bɛtɑ] ‘And it will be better’. The use of the verb come in this 
construction is not found in the Grenadian data used in this study but may exist. Grenadian is not scored 
any differently for this feature from the other creoles, however, because the marker and structure are the 
same. The verb [ɡo] ‘go’ can also stand alone, without one of the three accompanying verbs. Adjectival 
equationals are marked for future in the same way.  

Equational 
stative 
future 
tense 
marking 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Standard 
(copula) 

[ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb,  
[ɡo] 

Adjectival [ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb, 
[ɡo] 

[ɡo] + verb,  
[ɡo] 

Figure 4.55. Equational stative future tense markers. 

Future marking of existential statives in Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian is 
accomplished by adding the irrealis (future) marker [ɡo] ‘go’ prior to the existential stative verb. This is 
true for both the standard existential stative and the location existential stative. These are scored 
separately from the future marking of equational statives because for existential statives, the marker [ɡo] 
‘go’ cannot stand alone but must be accompanied by the existential verb marker. 
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Existential 
stative 
future 
marking 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Standard  [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb 

Locational [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb [ɡo] + verb 

Figure 4.56. Existential stative future tense markers. 

Stative Verb Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.57 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for the stative verb marker scores when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. There are fifteen items to score, making the highest possible total score sixty. 

Stative verb markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 60 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 30 50% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 28 47% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 34 57% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 32 53% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 34 57% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 34 57% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 60 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 52 87% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 60 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 52 87% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 54 90% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 60 100% 

Figure 4.57. Creoles paired as SC and TC for stative verb markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.57 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of sixty. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA for stative verb markers are 
Vincentian and Guyanese. The trend so far has been for Vincentian and Tobagonian to score the best for 
mutual PIA, and indeed they do score nearly as well, as do Guyanese and Tobagonian. As with the non-
stative verb markers, Grenadian and Vincentian, again have the lowest mutual PIA score for this verb-
marking feature. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for stative verb markers 
is provided in figure 4.58. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.57. 
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Stative verb 
markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  30 out of 60 
50% 

34 out of 60 
57% 

34 out of 60 
57% 

Tobagonian 32 out of 60 
53% 

52 out of 60 
87%  52 out of 60 

87% 

Guyanese 34 out of 60 
57% 

54 out of 60 
90% 

60 out of 60 
100%  

Vincentian 28 out of 60 
47%  60 out of 60 

100% 
60 out of 60 

100% 

Figure 4.58. Percentage of stative verb markers PIA. 

Vincentian again has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with 
Guyanese and Tobagonian based on the stative verbal marker inventories. Guyanese again appears to be 
a better SC than Tobagonian for a grammatical feature group, showing a different trend for the verbal 
features than the noun phrase features. Still, the Tobagonian scores in this chart also indicate that 
potentially it would be a good candidate to be a SC for Vincentian and Guyanese. Grenadian does not 
have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or 
Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.58. None of the three other creoles score well as SCs for 
Grenadian either, once again showing the division between Grenadian and the other three creoles. 

Serial Verbs 
As mentioned in the “Selection of Grammatical Features” section of chapter 2, Holm reports that 

serial verb constructions are commonly found in the Atlantic Creoles (Holm 1989:183). One of the verbs 
that he reports to be used in such a construction in most Atlantic Creoles is the verb give, which carries 
the meaning of the prepositions to or for. The use of ‘give’ in serial verb constructions is common in all 
four creoles. The use of this serial verb construction with the benefactive meaning ‘for’ is found in all 
four creoles when the action of the main verb involves the transfer or potential transfer of non-
stationary, movable objects, as in the following Vincentian example: [i ɡo kɛɹi ʌ bʌkɪt ʌ  wɔtɑ ɡɪ i katl] 
‘He went and carried a bucket of water for his cattle’. This is a particularly good sentence to illustrate 
serial verbs because it has both the serial verb give construction and also a typical directional serial verb 
construction, in this case [ɡo kɛɹi] ‘went and carried’, consisting of a series of two verbs with the same 
subject but not joined by a conjunction or complementiser. Vincentian, Guyanese, and Tobagonian are 
limited to this use of serial verb give meaning ‘for’ involving the transfer or potential transfer of non-
stationary, movable objects, but not so for Grenadian. Serial give with the benefactive meaning ‘for’ can 
also be used in Grenadian when the action of the main verb involves the benefactive performance of an 
action, such as opening or closing a window, as in [opn di  wɪndo ɡɪv mi] ‘Open the window for me’. 
This use is not found in the other three creoles and so is scored separately. 

The second serial verb construction in focus in this study is the use of [se] ‘say’ to indicate a 
sentence complement. The word [se] ‘say’ is a verb that is most often used to introduce either an indirect 
or a direct quote. When it is used in a sentence complement marking structure, it occurs in combination 
with another verb in the main clause, as in the following Tobagonian sentence: [de fɑin se i no no i ples] 
‘They found (decided) that he did not know his place’. This construction occurs in all four creoles. 
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Serial verbs  
Transfer 

‘give’ 
Performance 

‘give’ 
Clause relational 

‘say’ 

Grenadian [ɡɪv] [ɡɪv] [se] 

Guyanese [ɡɪv] Not found [se] 

Tobagonian [ɡɪv] Not found [se] 

Vincentian [ɡɪv] Not found [se] 

Figure 4.59. Serial verb markers. 

Serial Verb Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.60 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for serial verb markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are 
three items to score, making the highest possible total score twelve. 

Serial verbs  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 12 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 8 67% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 8 67% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 8 67% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 8 67% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 8 67% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 8 67% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 12 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 12 100% 

Figure 4.60. Creoles paired as SC and TC for serial verbs. 

The percentages in figure 4.60 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of twelve. 
Based on these scores, the three pairs involving Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian all score equally 
well for mutual PIA for serial verb markers. They also all score equally poorly with Grenadian. This is 
obviously because, as can be seen in figure 4.59, the only area of difference in these markers is with 
Grenadian’s use of serial give with benefactive performances. This chart by itself is not very revealing and 
must be considered in the context of the rest of the markers examined in this study. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the serial verb 
markers is provided in figure 4.61. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 
4.60. 
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Serial verbs Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  8 out of 12 
67% 

8 out of 12 
67% 

8 out of 12 
67% 

Guyanese 8 out of 12 
67% 

12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100%  

Tobagonian 8 out of 12 
67%  12 out of 12 

100% 
12 out of 12 

100% 

Vincentian 8 out of 12 
67% 

12 out of 12 
100%  12 out of 12 

100% 

Figure 4.61. Percentage of serial verbs PIA. 

Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, as expected, have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or 
adapting written materials with each other based on the serial verb marker inventories. Grenadian does 
not have as high a potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, 
Tobagonian or Vincentian, based on the scores in figure 4.61. 

Negation 
The markers of negation examined in this study are those that relate to negation of the verb. There is 

a type of negation where the subject is negated along with the verb. This is the area of negation 
mentioned by Bickerton in which he states, “nondefinite subjects as well as nondefinite VP [verb phrase] 
constituents must be negated, as well as the verb, in negative sentences” (Bickerton 1981:65). This type 
of negation is sometimes called double negation and is common for all four of the creoles examined in 
this study. The markers for double negation are also the same for all four creoles, and for these reasons, 
double negation markers are not included in the scoring of these creoles. 

The vast majority of the negation markers in figure 4.62 are the same but they are included because 
they are different from the lexifier language. There is also one marker where there is some difference. 
That is found in Grenadian for the expressions of can’t. Most speakers of Guyanese, Tobagonian, and 
Vincentian distinguish phonologically between can and can’t by palatalising the initial consonant, but 
speakers of Grenadian distinguish between can and can’t by lengthening the vowel for the expression of 
can’t. Palatalisation is a common feature in the phonology of Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian. 
Some speakers of these three creoles did not differentiate between can and can’t by palatalisation but by 
lengthening the vowel. In these cases, palatalisation was present in the utterance of both [kyɑn] ‘can’ and 
[kyɑn] ‘can’t’. There is some debate as to whether this is vowel length or some sort of tonal influence. In 
addition, Alleyne reports that for Jamaican, Guyanese, and Trinidadian, tone distinguishes positive and 
negative in these contexts (Alleyne 1980:77). 
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Negation 
markers Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Negation of 
non-stative 
verbs 

[no],  
[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ], 

[don] 

[no],  
[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ], 

[don] 

[no],  
[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ], 

[don] 

[no],  
[nɑ] ~ [nɑt],  
[en] ~ [ẽ], 

[don] 

Negation 
suffix [-n] [-n] [-n] [-n] 

Absolute 
negation [nɛvɑ] [nɛvɑ] [nɛvɑ] [nɛvɑ] 

Expressions of 
can’t [kɑn] [kyɑn] ~ [kyã],

[kyɑn] 
[kyɑn] ~ [kyã],

[kyɑn] 
[kyɑn] ~ [kyã], 

[kyɑn] 

Figure 4.62. Verbal negation markers. 

In addition, although all four markers of negation of non-stative verbs occur in all four creoles, it 
needs to be noted that if statistical tendencies were considered, it would become apparent that 
Grenadian would stand out from the other three because of a tendency to use [don] whereas the other 
three tend toward [no] or [nɑ]. Statistical tendencies were examined for negation for speakers of 
Grenadian Creole from the island of Grenada and from the island of Carriacou. It was discovered that the 
most common marker of negation for speakers in Grenada was [don] while the most common marker for 
negation for speakers in Carriacou was [en] ~ [ẽ] (Holbrook 2000:21). The marker [don] is the least 
frequently occurring negation marker for Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian. 

Also, in figure 4.62, the marker [-n] is a negative suffix that is most frequently attached to modals 
but can also be attached to other verbal markers such as the habitual marker, as in the following 
Vincentian examples: [an ju no bɹɛ dɔɡ  wʊdn muv] ‘And you know, brother dog would not move’, and 
[mi dʌzn ɡo] ‘I [habitually] do not go (there)’. This last example was uttered in reference to a local bar 
that has music and dancing on the weekends. Additionally, the marker [nɛvɑ] is the absolute negation 
marker, as in the following Tobagonian sentence: [mi nɛvɑ lɑik ʃi] ‘I never liked her’. 

 Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Negation as 
verbal 
element 
with 
statives 

[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ] 

[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ] 

[nɑ] ~ [nɑt], 
[en] ~ [ẽ] 

[nɑ] ~ [nɑt],  
[en] ~ [ẽ] 

Figure 4.63. Negation markers as verbs in statives. 

Negation for stative verbs is similar to non-stative verbs, except that in some constructions, the 
negative marker is used in a verbal sense, as in the following Vincentian example: [hɑu ju nɑ dɪsɪplɪn] 
‘How you not disciplined (i.e., You do not behave well)’. This is definitely different from the lexifier 
language and is common to all four creoles. Because of this it is included in the scoring for the creoles 
examined in this study even though there is no difference in the markers of this feature. 

Negation Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.64 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for negation markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are 
five items to score, making the highest possible total score twenty. 
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Negation markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 20 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 16 80% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 16 80% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 16 80% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 16 80% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 16 80% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 16 80% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 20 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 20 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 20 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 20 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 20 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 20 100% 

Figure 4.64. Creoles paired as SC and TC for negation markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.64 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of twenty. 
Based on these scores, the three pairs involving Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian all score equally 
well for mutual PIA for negation markers. They also all score equally poorly with Grenadian, which 
groups better with these three in this feature than any previous feature. This is obviously because, as can 
be seen in figures 4.62 and 4.63, the only area of difference in these markers is with Grenadian’s use of 
vowel length instead of palatalisation to distinguish between expressions of can and can’t. This chart by 
itself is not very revealing and must be considered in the context of the rest of the markers examined in 
this study. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for negation markers is 
provided in figure 4.65. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.64. 

Negation 
markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  16 out of 20 
80% 

16 out of 20 
80% 

16 out of 20 
80% 

Guyanese 16 out of 20 
80% 

20 out of 20 
100% 

20 out of 20 
100%  

Tobagonian 16 out of 20 
80%  20 out of 20 

100% 
20 out of 20 

100% 

Vincentian 16 out of 20 
80% 

20 out of 20 
100%  20 out of 20 

100% 

Figure 4.65. Percentage of negation markers PIA. 

As expected, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or 
adapting written materials with one another based on the negation marker inventories. Grenadian does 
not have as high a potential as a SC but, as mentioned above, scores better for this feature than for any 
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previous feature for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian. It 
is interesting to note that for this feature no creole scores poorly. This may be a result of shared 
historical connections between these four territories and/or an indication of the resistance to change of 
negation markers but more research would be needed to verify this. 

Modals 
Modals are the set of markers that relate to the irrealis mood. They function to indicate that the 

action or state expressed by the verb is as yet unrealised. The three modals examined in this study 
correspond to the lexifier language markers should, could, and would. (The modal corresponding to the 
lexifier language marker can is not included in this study.) It is the same from creole to creole and it does 
not take the auxiliary suffix [-ɑ] have, which is sometimes hypercorrected to ‘of’, as in this Tobagonian 
example: [di lɑibɹi ʃʊdɑ fɪks lɑŋ tɑim] ‘The library should have/should of been repaired long ago’. The 
modals should, could, and would are included because they take the auxiliary suffix [-ɑ] ‘have’ and 
because of the shortened form [dɑ] that can be used in the place of ‘coulda’, and ‘woulda’, but not 
‘shoulda’.  

Modals Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

Modal 
should’with 
suffix 
auxiliary -a 

[ʃʊd], 
[ʃʊdɑ] 

[ʃʊd], 
[ʃʊdɑ] 

[ʃʊd], 
[ʃʊdɑ] [ʃʊd], [ʃʊdɑ] 

Modal could 
with suffix 
auxiliary -a 

[kʊd], 
[kʊdɑ], [dɑ]

[kʊd], 
[kʊdɑ], [dɑ]

[kʊd], 
[kʊdɑ], [dɑ]

[kʊd], 
[kʊdɑ], [dɑ] 

Modal would 
with suffix 
auxiliary -a 

[wʊd], 
[wʊdɑ], 

[dɑ] 

[wʊd], 
[wʊdɑ], 

[dɑ] 

[wʊd], 
[wʊdɑ], 

[dɑ] 

[wʊd], 
[wʊdɑ],  

[dɑ] 

Figure 4.66. Modals including the auxiliary suffix -a. 

The shortened form [dɑ] is unlike its lexifier language counterpart because of the isolating 
morphosyntax of creole languages, as in the following Grenadian example: [ju dɑ ɡo ɪn di ɹivɑ  wɪt ɔs] 
‘You would have gone into the river with us’. This shortened form can occur in speech in the lexifier 
language, as can the auxiliary suffix [-ɑ], in contractions such as I would have = I’da. The shortened form 
[dɑ] and the auxiliary suffix [-ɑ] generally do not occur in writing in the lexifier language, unless as a 
literary device to indicate a dialect shift in a dialogue between two or more people. In these creoles, the 
shortened form [dɑ] and the forms with the auxiliary suffix [-ɑ] take the status of individual 
morphemes, not contractions, and would likely be written in such a way. The sets of markers for these 
four creoles are the same. They are included in the scoring for this study because they are fairly high 
frequency and they are different from written English. 

Modal Markers PIA Scores 
As mentioned in the previous section, the inventory of markers for these modals is identical for all 

four creoles. Figures 4.67 and 4.68 are similar to the two charts that have been used to illustrate these 
scores for all the other features compared up to now. These charts are included here for purposes of 
reference only, since not much further information can be gleaned from them that is not already known. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.67 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for modal markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are 
three items to score, making the highest possible total score twelve. 
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Modal markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 12 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 12 100% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 12 100% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 12 100% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 12 100% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 12 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 12 100% 

Figure 4.67. Creoles paired as SC and TC for modal markers. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for modal markers is 
provided in figure 4.68.  

Modal 
markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100% 

Guyanese 12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100%  

Tobagonian 12 out of 12 
100%  12 out of 12 

100% 
12 out of 12 

100% 

Vincentian 12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100%  12 out of 12 

100% 

Figure 4.68. Percentage of modal markers PIA. 

Relative Clause Markers 
Relative clauses are generally attached as descriptive elements to nouns, pronouns, or verb phrases 

and are set off by deictic indicators. These indicators mark the following clause as relating to the 
previous element in the discourse. The most common relative clause markers in the lexifier language are 
who, what, which, that, where, and when. In the creole languages examined in this study, the first four 
lexifier language markers— who, what, which, and that—fall into a group that is labelled “general” 
markers of relative clauses in this study. The fifth, where, introduces a locative clause, and the sixth, 
when, introduces a temporal clause. The number of general markers tends to be reduced to one basic 
marker in the English-lexifier creoles under investigation here. The Guyanese, Tobagonian, and 
Vincentian general relative clause maker is [ wʌ] ~ [ wɑ] for who, what, which, and that, as in the 



  116 

 

following Guyanese sentence, which is the answer to the riddle ‘Name one city that can shock you’: [di 
onli sɪti  wʌ dʌz ʃɑk ɑ ilɛktɹɪsɪti] ‘The only city that (habitual) shocks is electricity’. The locative marker 
is [ wɛ] for where, as in the following Tobagonian example: [de  wʊd no  wɛ de ɡo] ‘They would know 
where they went’. And the temporal marker is [ wɛn] for when, as in the following Grenadian example: 
[dat  wɑn don nɑis  wɛn i lɑik dat] ‘That one is not nice when it is like that’. 

Relative clause marking in Grenadian is a little more complicated because of the apparent influence 
that the lexifier language has had on that creole. The Grenadian general relative clause markers are  
[ wʌ] ~ [ wɛ] ~ [ wɑ] and [ wɑt] ~ [ wʌt]. These are considered to be two different markers because of 
the addition of the phoneme [t] in the second marker. This phoneme does not occur in the marker for 
the other three creoles. The phonological variation in the first of these two markers also makes things a 
little confusing because the relative clause marker [ wɛ] is also used to indicate the where locative 
relationship to the previous element, as in the other three creoles. The occurrence of the phonological 
variant [ wɛ] for the general relative clause marker is unique to Grenadian, but since phonological 
variation in a marker will not affect the sharing or adapting of written materials (because phonological 
variation of speech is not a problem once something is written), it is not scored as a separate general 
relative clause marker but is included as a phonetic variant. Finally, the temporal relative clause marker 
[ wɛn] in Grenadian is the same as the marker of the other three creoles. 

Relative 
clause 
markers 

General 
who, what, which, that 

Locative 
where 

Temporal 
when 

Grenadian 
[wʌ] ~ [wɛ] ~ [wɑ], 

[wɑt] ~ [wʌt],  
[hu], [dat] 

[wɛ] [wɛn] 

Guyanese [wʌ] ~ [wɑ] [wɛ] [wɛn] 

Tobagonian [wʌ] ~ [wɑ] [wɛ] [wɛn] 

Vincentian [wʌ] ~ [wɑ] [wɛ] [wɛn] 

Figure 4.69. Relative clause marking inventory. 

There is further evidence of the influence of the lexifier language in Grenadian, as is seen in the 
occurrence of [hu] ‘who’ and [dat] ‘that’ in some sentences in the Grenadian data. These occurrences are 
not common and were considered influences from the lexifier language by those who reviewed the data. 
These two markers have not been included in the set of relative clause markers for Grenadian Creole, but 
it is worthy to note that they may need to be included in the not too distant future. Although they are 
not scored, they are for this reason included in figure 4.69 in the strike-through font. 

These four creoles have one additional way of relating a clause to a previous element. This 
additional marker is the serial verb [se] ‘say’ which has been discussed in the “Serial Verbs” section of 
this chapter. So as to avoid double scoring of a marker, it is not included in the scoring for relative 
clause markers. 

Relative Clause Markers PIA Scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.70 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for relative clause markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There 
are three items to score, making the highest possible total score twelve. 
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Relative clause markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 12 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 10 83% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 12 100% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 10 83% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 12 100% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 10 83% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 12 100% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 12 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 12 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 12 100% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 12 100% 

Figure 4.70. Creoles paired as SC and TC for relative clause markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.70 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of twelve. 
Because the only difference in the relative clause markers occurred in Grenadian, the pairs with 
Grenadian are the ones that scored the lowest for mutual PIA for the relative clause markers. All other 
pairs, the ones without Grenadian, scored extremely well for mutual PIA. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all relative clause 
markers is provided in figure 4.71. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 
4.70. 

Relative 
clause 
markers 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  10 out of 12 
83% 

10 out of 12 
83% 

10 out of 12 
83% 

Guyanese 12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100%  

Tobagonian 12 out of 12 
100%  12 out of 12 

100% 
12 out of 12 

100% 

Vincentian 12 out of 12 
100% 

12 out of 12 
100%  12 out of 12 

100% 

Figure 4.71. Percentage of relative clause markers PIA. 

Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, as expected, have the highest potential as a SC for sharing or 
adapting written materials with one another based on the relative clause marker inventories. They also 
score well as SCs to Grenadian. Grenadian does not have as high a potential as a SC, but it does score 
well for this feature (due to only one difference) for sharing or adapting written materials with 
Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian. 
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Quotation Formulas 
Quotation formulas are the words or phrases that are used to introduce quoted material in a 

discourse. They can introduce either direct quotes or indirect quotes. As mentioned in the “Selection of 
Grammatical Features” section of chapter 2, only those quotation formulas that introduce actual speech 
are included in this study. Those that introduce indirect quotes that are not speech, such as thought and 
felt are not included. 

There are two quotation formulas that are by far the most common. Either formula can be used to 
introduce direct quotes or indirect quotes. The first of these formulas is a noun, noun phrase, or pronoun 
and the verb [se], NP + say, followed by the quote, as in the following Tobagonian example: [an i se “ja 
ɡjɪɹl”] ‘And he said, “Yeah girl”’. The second of these formulas is a noun, noun phrase, or pronoun and 
the verb [tɛl] plus a noun, noun phrase, or a pronoun, NP + tell + NP, as in the following Vincentian 
example: [mi tɛl ʃi, “ɡo kʊk”] ‘I told her, “Go cook (something)”’. 

There is one more quotation formula worth mentioning, and the main reason why this feature is 
included in this study. This quotation formula is unique to the creoles being studied and is not found in 
Standard English. It is generally used in rapid or animated speech and is only used to introduce a direct 
quote. This formula usually consists of the verb [hiɹ] ‘hear’ plus a noun, noun phrase, or pronoun, ‘hear’ 
+ NP, as in the following Guyanese example: [hiɹ ʃi, “da sɑun bɛtɑ”] ‘Hear her (i.e., she said), “That 
sounds better”’. 

The quotation formulas for Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian are the same as those for 
Grenadian except that phonologically [hiɹ] varies with [iɹ]in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, but 
not in Grenadian. This phonological variation is not scored as a different marker, however, because 
spoken phonological variation does not affect written communication. This type of phonological 
variation, called h dropping, is a common phonological process in creole languages. This makes all of the 
sets of quotation formulas the same for each creole.  

 Quotation formulas 

Grenadian 
[se] N + say 
[tɛl] tell + N 
[hiɹ] hear + N 

Guyanese 
[se] N + say 
[tɛl] tell + N 
[hiɹ] ~ [iɹ] hear + N 

Tobagonian 
[se] N + say 
[tɛl] tell + N 
[hiɹ] ~ [iɹ] hear + N 

Vincentian 
[se] N + say 
[tɛl] tell + N 
[hiɹ] ~ [iɹ] hear + N 

Figure 4.72. Quotation formula inventories. 

Quotation Formula PIA Scores 
As mentioned in the previous section, the inventory of quotation formulas for these creoles is 

identical for all four. Figures 4.73 and 4.74 are similar to the two charts that have been used to illustrate 
these scores for all the other features compared up to now. These charts are included here for purposes 
of reference only, since not much further information can be gleaned from them that is not already 
known. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.73 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for quotation formulas when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa.  
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Quotation formulas  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 4 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 100% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 100% 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 100% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 100% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 100% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 100% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 100% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 100% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 100% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 100% 

Tobagonian toVincentian 4 100% 

Figure 4.73. Creoles paired as SC and TC for quotation formulas. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for quotation formula 
markers is provided in figure 4.74.  

Quotation 
formulas Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  4 out of 4 
100% 

4 out of 4 
100% 

4 out of 4 
100% 

Guyanese 4 out of 4 
100% 

4 out of 4 
100% 

4 out of 4 
100%  

Tobagonian 4 out of 4 
100%  4 out of 4 

100% 
4 out of 4 

100% 

Vincentian 4 out of 4 
100% 

4 out of 4 
100%  4 out of 4 

100% 

Figure 4.74. Percentage of quotation formulas PIA. 

All Verbal Elements Combined PIA Scores 
The seven grammatical feature groupings scored that relate to the verbal system (from figures 4.48, 

4.57, 4.60, 4.64, 4.67, 4.70, and 4.73) are combined in this section. Other than prepositions, which are 
covered last, all the other grammatical features scored in this study so far relate to the noun phrase. The 
scoring for a number of verbal system features covered in this study—serial verbs, negation, modals, 
relative clause markers, and quotation formulas—were not very revealing, but a combination of all the 
scores for the verbal system markers examined in this study is of interest. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.75 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for all verbal element markers combined when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then 
vice versa. There are forty items to score, making the highest possible total score 160. 
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All verbal markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 160 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 96 60% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 96 60% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 104 65% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 102 64% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 104 65% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 102 64% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 152 95% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 140 88% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 144 90% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 156 98% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 160 100% 
Tobagonian to Vincentian 144 90% 

Figure 4.75. Creoles paired as SC and TC for all verbal markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.75 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 160. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all verbal system markers are 
Vincentian and Tobagonian. This is only slightly better than the Guyanese-Vincentian pair, which in turn 
is only slightly better than the Guyanese-Tobagonian pair. Grenadian- Vincentian is the lowest scoring 
pair for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all verbal system 
markers is provided in figure 4.76. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 
4.75. 

All verbal 
markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Guyanese Vincentian Tobagonian 

Grenadian  104 out of 160 
65% 

96 out of 160 
60% 

104 out of 160 
65% 

Tobagonian 102 out of 160 
64% 

140 out of 160 
88% 

144 out of 160 
90%  

Guyanese 102 out of 160 
64%  144 out of 160 

90% 
152 out of 160 

95% 

Vincentian 96 out of 160 
60% 

156 out of 160 
98%  160 out of 160 

100% 

Figure 4.76. Percentage of all verbal markers PIA. 

Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese 
and Tobagonian based on all the verbal system marker inventories. The Guyanese scores in this chart 
also indicate that potentially it would be a good candidate to be a SC for Vincentian and Tobagonian, 
though not as good a candidate as Vincentian. Tobagonian follows closely behind, showing a different 
trend than what was found with the noun phrase markers, where it scored better than Guyanese. 
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Grenadian does not have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with 
Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 76. None of the three other creoles 
scores well to be a SC for Grenadian either, once again showing the division between Grenadian and the 
other three creoles. 

Prepositions 
Prepositions are words that are used before pronouns, nouns, noun phrases, or larger constructions 

to form phrases indicating some type of relationship with an earlier element—be it a noun or noun 
phrase, verb or verb phrase, etc.—in the sentence. In this study, thirty-six individual prepositions and 
five compound prepositions were examined. A compound preposition is a combination of a preposition 
with another word so that when they are used together they form a unit indicating a prepositional 
relationship to a previous element in the sentence, as in the following Grenadian example: [di mɑn  wʌz 
ɑn ɑ dɔŋki, ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ mi ɑn ɑ dɔŋki] ‘The man was on a donkey, in front of me on a donkey’. Compound 
prepositions can be composed of: one preposition and a non-preposition word, two prepositions, or two 
prepositions and a non-preposition word. The compound preposition in front of in the example above is 
composed of two prepositions, in and of, and a word that is typically used as a noun or adjective, front. 

Included in this section are the prepositions that were found in all four creoles, or where evidence 
showed that three creoles included a preposition but one did not. Prepositions that were similar in form to 
English were included in the comparison in order to discover if there was some difference in function 
evident. All the prepositions are scored, but two alternative scorings are also included. The first scoring, 
which includes all prepositions, includes some that perhaps should be excluded on the basis of the second 
criterion used to determine if a marker is included or not (for further discussion see the later section 
“Alternative Scoring: All Markers Without Prepositional Semantic Meanings”. The last scoring is the one 
that is preferred in this study because it is the one that includes only those areas that fit best with the 
criteria for selection of markers used in this study. Without a total examination of all the prepositions 
available, the determination of what to include in the last scoring would not have been clear. 

One of the biggest hurdles in this study was trying to come up with a way to adequately describe 
prepositions so that they could be compared with prepositions from creole to creole. A simple inventory 
of prepositions was revealing, especially since some prepositional markers do not occur in some creoles. 
However, the semantic range of prepositions can be quite broad and a simple examination of the 
inventory of prepositions used didn’t seem to do justice to this fact. An examination was made of the 
semantic meanings employed in the prepositional relationships, thereby identifying the semantic range 
of each preposition. This allowed for a comparison based on the individual semantic meanings and the 
number of markers that were used for that meaning. 

The prepositions and the occurrences of the semantic meaning for each are outlined in the following 
section. There are a number of types of semantic relationships that have been grouped according to the 
following nine major semantic categories and five miscellaneous leftover categories. The nine major 
categories, and what they indicate, are: 

1. Locative: the location of something; 

2. Motion/direction: the motion or direction of an action; 

3. Temporal: some aspect of time; 

4. Position: the place or status of something; 

5. Referential: a relationship in reference to something else; 

6. Number: some element of quantity or size; 

7. Association: a relationship in connection with something else; 

8. Agency/instrument: the accomplishment of an action by the means of something; and 

9. Purpose: the reason for the action. 
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The other five didn’t seem to fit into any of these categories and were included as miscellaneous 
semantic meanings. They are: 

1. Benefactive: the accomplishment of an action for the benefit of someone or something else; 

2. Object of an action: the accomplishment of an action on someone or something; 

3. Possession: a relationship of possession or association; 

4. Comparison: a comparison between two things; and 

5. Inclusion: the participation or association of someone in some type of group or event. 

Since verbs often relate directly to prepositional phrases, prepositions can take some of the meaning 
of the verb. Similar uses of prepositions may be considered to be, for example, either locative or 
motion/direction, depending on the verb it is used with. For example, the following Vincentian sentence 
contains a locative use of the preposition [ɑ]: [mɑʃmɛloz de ɑ tɑuŋ tʃip tʃip] ‘Marshmallows [locative 
copula] in town (are) cheap cheap (i.e., Marshmallows are inexpensive in town)’. In contrast, the 
following Tobagonian example contains a motion/direction use of the same preposition: [an ɑ wi ɡo ɑ 
skul] ‘And we went to school’. In both cases, the preposition relates the verb to a specific location, but 
the meaning of the verb influences the meaning of the preposition. These situations are scored as two 
separate semantic meanings in this study. 

One interesting thing to note was the potential influence of the topography of a territory and the 
frequency with which certain prepositions were used. The topography of Grenada and St. Vincent is 
mountainous and hilly resulting from their volcanic origins. Tobago is similar but has some areas, 
especially in the western part of the island, that are somewhat flat. The coastal area of Guyana, where 
the majority of creole speakers live, on the other hand, is extremely flat in comparison. This seems to 
play a role in the frequency of the use of prepositions such as up and down. In about four and a half 
hours of recordings in St. Vincent, there are forty-one occurrences of up and fifty-three occurrences of 
down. In about seven hours of recordings in Grenada there are fifteen occurrences of up and thirteen of 
down. In contrast, in about seven and a half hours of recordings in Tobago, there are only eleven 
occurrences of up and fifteen occurrences of down and in about ten hours of recordings in Guyana, there 
are only five occurrences of up and three of down. Data from Guyanese constitutes the largest amount of 
data from a single territory included in the corpus of data used in this study—more than twice as many 
hours as Vincentian. There are, however, only about one tenth of the number of occurrences of these 
prepositions in Guyanese as was found in Vincentian. The topic of discussion can play a role in the use of 
prepositions, but in this case, the differences in the topography of the territories where these creoles are 
spoken may be a major influence in the frequency of prepositional use. 
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Preposition 
inventory Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1.  a  [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

2.  about  
[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[ɑbʌt] ~ [bʌt] 
~  

[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[bɑut] 

3.  above  [ɑbov] ~ 
[ɑbʌv] [ɑbʌv] [ʌbov] [ʌbʌv] 

4.  across  [ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] 

[ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] [ɑkɹɔs] [ɑkɹɑs] ~ 

[ʌkɹɑs] 

5.  after  [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] 

6.  around  
[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ] ~ [ɹɑun] 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹʌŋ] ~  

[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ʌɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] 

7.  before  [bifo] [bifo] [bifo] [bifo] 

8.  behind  [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] 

9.  below  [bilo]  [bilo] [bilo] 

10.  beside  [sɑid] [sɑid] [sɑid] [sɑid] 

11.  besides [bisɑid] [bisɑid] [bisɑid] [bisɑid] 
12.  between  [bit win] [bit win] [bit win] [bit win] 
13.  by  [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] 

14.  down  [dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] [dɑuŋ] [dɑuŋ] ~ 

[dɑun] 
[dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] 

15.  for  [fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] ~ 
[fɔ] 

[fi] ~ [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [fu] 

16.  from  [fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] [fɹʌm] [fɹɑm] ~ 

[fɹʌm] ~ [fɹɑ ᷉] 
[fɹɑm] ~ 

[fɹʌm] ~ [fɹɑ ᷉] 

17.  in  [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] 

18.  ina   [ɪnɑ] [ɪnɑ] [ɪnɑ] 
19.  inside  [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid]  

20.  laka   [lɑkɑ]   

21.  like  [lɑik] [lɑik] [lɑik] [lɑik] 

22.  near  [niɹ] [niɹ] [niɹ] [niɹ] 

23.  of  [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

24.  on  [ɑn] [ɑn] [ɑn] [ɑn] 

25.  opposite  [ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] 

26.  out  [ɑut] [ɑut] [ɑut] [ɑut] 
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27.  over  [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

28.  pan   [pɑn] [pɑn] [pɑn] 

29.  through  [tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] 

30.  to  [tu] [tu] [tu] [tu] 

31.  under  [ɑndɑ] [ɑndɑ] [ɑndɑ] [ɑndɑ] 

32.  underneath   [ɑndɑnit] [ɑndɑnit] [ɑndɑnit] 

33.  until  [ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ [tɪl] 

[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ [tɪl] [ʌntɪl] ~ [tɪl] [ɑntɪl] ~ 

[ʌntɪl] ~ [tɪl] 

34.  up  [ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] 

35.  with  [wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] 

36.  without  [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] 

37.  in front of  [ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹɔnt ɑ] ~ 
[ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] 

38.  up to  [ʌp tu] [ʌp tu] [ʌp tu] [ʌp tu] 

39.  on top  [ɑntɑp]    

40.  on top of  [ɑntɑp ɑ] [ɑntɑp ɑ] [ɑntɑp ɑ]  

41.  pan top   [pɑntɑp] [pɑntɑp] [pɑntɑp] 

Figure 4.77. Preposition inventory. 

Individual Prepositional semantic meanings 
This section lists the individual prepositions and an example of each semantic meaning that can be 

marked by use of that preposition. This is not meant to be a comprehensive list of all prepositions and 
their semantic meanings. There were several prepositions that have not been included because they 
occurred only once or twice in the data. Only those for which there were examples in all four creoles 
were compared, or those which were well represented in at least three creoles. The semantic range of 
each was checked when the data for each was reviewed. There are eighty-four different semantic 
meanings represented by the forty-one individual and compound prepositions examined in this study. 

There are several prepositions that are found in Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian that are not 
found in Grenadian. The preposition a appears to be one of these. There are nine different semantic 
meanings for the preposition a included in this study. There are three occurrences of this preposition in 
Grenadian, but when this was reviewed with speakers of Grenadian Creole, it was not recognised as a 
form in current use. The speakers who provided these examples were both elderly and it was felt by 
those who reviewed the data that perhaps this preposition was used in the past but is no longer in 
current usage by the younger generations. The Grenadian examples are included below for reference and 
are included in the preposition inventory in figure 4.77, but it is written in the strike-through font 
because it is not scored as existing in current Grenadian speech. 

The first meaning of the preposition a is locative—a certain place or position—as in Guyanese: [dɪs 
bɑi sɪdɔŋ, i sɪdɔŋ ɑ di mɪdl] ‘This boy sat down, he sat down in the middle’. Consider also the following 
Grenadian example: [de ha tu pil ɪt an ɡo an sɛl di skɪn ɑ bekɹi tu ɡɛt moni tu it] ‘They have to peel it 
and go and sell the skin at the bakery to get money to eat’. The second meaning is also locative—resting 
on—as in this Tobagonian example: [dɛm ɑ kom  wɪt de kɑfɪn ɑ de hɛd] ‘They [habitual] come with their 
coffin on their head’. This example is from a jumbie story, a type of folk tale about supernatural events 
or beings. The third meaning is again locative—origin or source—as in the concluding line from the 
above jumbie story: [dat ɑ  wɑn ɑ ɑ wi so dʒʌmbi stoɹi ɑ tubeɡo hiɑ] ‘That is one of our jumbie stories 
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from Tobago here’. The fourth meaning is motion/direction—motion toward a specific place and 
reached—as in this Guyanese example: [mi lɛf  wɪt mi bodi fi ɡo ɑ hɑus] ‘I left with my brother to go to 
house (i.e., to go home)’. The following Grenadian example also occurred: [an i ɡo ɑ dɑktɑ an tɪŋ] ‘And 
he went to the doctor and thing’. The fifth meaning is also motion/direction—attendance at an event or 
organised gathering—as in this Vincentian example: [mi se, mi ɡ wɑin ɑ tʃɔtʃ] ‘I said, “I’m going to 
church”’. The sixth meaning is temporal—during a specific time of day—as in this Guyanese example: 
[dɛm kʌm fo oklɑk ɑ mʌnɪn  wɪt dɛm kɔtlɑs an sɑspan] ‘They (cane cutters) come (at) four o’clock in 
(the) morning with their cutlass (machete) and saucepan’. The seventh meaning is also temporal—at a 
specific point in time—as in this Tobagonian example: [so lɛk ɑ  wɑn ɑklɑk ɑ mɑnɪn ju ɑ hiɹ] ‘So like at 
one o’clock in the morning you [habitual] hear (something)’. This example also contains a use of this 
preposition in the previous temporal semantic meaning, during a specific time of day, i.e., [ɑ mɑnɪn] ‘in 
the morning’. These two seem to be extremely similar uses of the same preposition, but they are 
separated because Grenadian uses two different prepositional markers to represent these semantic 
meanings. The eighth meaning is also temporal—during a specific event—as in this Guyanese example: 
[dɛm ɑ  wɑk an ɑ hol hɑn ɑ kjamp] ‘They [habitual] walk and [habitual] hold hands at (church) camp’. 
The following Grenadian example also occurred: [an dɛn ɑ ɑ sɛɹtɪn tɑim ɑɡɛn,  wɛn di bʊʃ ɡɹo ɪn ɪt] ‘and 
then at a certain time again, when the bush grows in it’. The event in the previous example would occur 
when the bush or weeds growing up among the crops need to be cleared out. And the last meaning is 
inclusion—inclusion in something abstract or immaterial—as in the following Vincentian example: [ wʌ 
ju tɪŋk ʌbɑut di bʊk lon skim ɑ wi ɡɛt ɑ skul jɑ] ‘What (do) you think about the book loan scheme we 
have in (the) school here?’ In this example, the school is not the location but the institution, and the 
book loan scheme is one of that institution’s programmes. 

There are four different semantic meanings for the preposition about included in this study. The first 
meaning is referential—the subject of thought, knowledge, speech or writing—as in the following 
Grenadian example: [an de don no nʌtɪn ɑbɑut mi] ‘And they don’t know nothing about me’. The second 
meaning is locative—all around a general area—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ju min da  
wʌɡli mɑn  wʌ justu  wɔk bɑut tɑuŋ hiʌ] ‘You mean that ugly man who used to walk about town here’. 
The third meaning is temporal—near in time—as in the following Grenadian example: [dat ivnɪn dʒanɛt 
pɑs ɑbɑut sɪks oklɑk] ‘That evening (Hurricane) Janet passed about six o’clock’. The fourth meaning is 
number—near in number, size, or quantity—as in the following Guyanese example: [mi an bɑut tʃɹi ʌdɑ 
bɑi] ‘me and about three other boys’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition above included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—perceived to be in a higher location or state—as in the following Grenadian example: [bikɑ  wi 
dɪ lɪvɪn ɑbov di ɹɪvɑ] ‘because we had been living above the river’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition across included in this study. The first 
meaning is motion/direction—to move from one side to another—as in the following Guyanese example: 
[mɑn tʃɹo mi ɑkɹɑs di bɛntʃ] ‘(The) man threw me across the bench’. The second meaning is locative—
located transversely, from one side to another—as in the following Guyanese example: [mi stɑt pʊt laʃ ɑl 
kɹɑs i hɛd, i fʊt, i bak, ɑl i fes an tɪŋ, tɪl lɑik di pɪkɪt bɹok, bɹok, bɹok] ‘I started (to) put lashes all across 
his head, his legs, his back, all (over) his face and thing, until like the picket broke, broke, broke (i.e., 
broke into pieces)’. 

There are three different semantic meanings for the preposition after included in this study. The first 
meaning is temporal—following later in time—as in the following Tobagonian example about a stubborn 
bull: [bʌt hi nɑ dɹɪŋk ɑftɑ nobɑdi] ‘But he wouldn’t drink (out of a bucket) after nobody (i.e., any other 
cow)’. The second meaning is position—following in position, status, rank, or order—as in the following 
Guyanese example: [an ɑftɑ da pɑt wɑ, de ɛn ɡɑt  wɑn nɛks  wɑn] ‘And after that patwa (fish), they [past] 
got (i.e., had) (a) another one (type of fish)’. The third meaning is motion/direction—in pursuit or search 
of—as in the following Guyanese example of a woman being chased by a man: [an ɑftɑ i bɪnɑ ɹʌn, i ɑ 
ɹʌn ɑftɑ ʃi] ‘And after she had (started) running, he (started) running after her’. The first use of after in 
this example is temporal. 
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There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition around included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—all around a specific area—as in the following Tobagonian example taken from the 
text about the stubborn bull: [i ɑ smɛl ɹɑuŋ di bʌkɛt, smɛl ɹɑuŋ di bʌkɛt] ‘He [habitual/iterative] smelled 
around the bucket, smelled around the bucket’. The second meaning is temporal—near to in time—as in 
the following Grenadian example: [an  wɛn i  wʌz ɑɹɑuŋ ilɛvɪn oklɑk] ‘and when it was around eleven 
o’clock’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition before included in this study. That meaning is 
temporal—prior to in time—as in the following Guyanese example: [tu wik bifo I dɛd I bɪn sɛn ɑ mɛsɛdʒ] 
‘Two weeks before he died he had sent a message’. The lexifier language includes a common locative use 
for this preposition, which is not found in any of the creoles examined in this study. The limitation of the 
preposition before to a temporal use also occurs in the English-lexifier creole of the Bahamas (Holbrook 
1998:4). In the English-lexifier creole of the Bahamas the locative (spatial) meaning of before was 
expressed by in front of. This is also true for Grenadian, Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition  behind included in this study. The 
first meaning is locative—positioned to the back of—as in the following Vincentian example: [an de ɡɑ ʌ 
bʌnanɑ tʃɹi bihɑin di bɹɛdfɹut tʃɹi] ‘And they had a banana tree behind the breadfruit tree’. The second 
meaning is motion/direction—motion in the back of something, as in the following Tobagonian example: 
[an i ɹʌn bihɑin ɑ wi] ‘And he ran behind us’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition  below included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—a position underneath something—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ wi dʒʌs hɑfu ɹʌn 
ɑutsɑid  bilo di mɑŋɡo tɹi] ‘We just had to run outside below (under) the mango tree’. 

There is one semantic meaning for the preposition  beside included in this study: locative—next to—
as in the following Guyanese example: [mi hiɹ mi pɑtnɑ sɑid mi] ‘I heard my partner (friend) beside me’. 
It is interesting to note that in all the recorded examples this is pronounced without the initial two 
phonemes found in the lexifier language pronunciation. 

There is one semantic meaning for the preposition besides included in this study: in addition to—as 
in the following Guyanese example: [bʌt bisɑid di luɡu,  wi juztu kɛtʃ sɑlipɛntɑ] ‘But besides the loogu (a 
type of lizard), we used to catch salipenta (another type of lizard)’. Because of this difference in form—
[sɑid] vs. [bisɑid]—these two prepositions are scored as different markers in this study, but further 
research would be needed to determine if these two are truly distinguished in this way. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition  between included in this study. The 
first meaning is locative—located in the space separating—as in the following Guyanese example: [bʌt 
bit win di ɹɑis, ɑ di sem tɑim] ‘but between the rice, at the same time’. The second meaning is 
association—action or participation in something by two or more parties—as in the following Guyanese 
example: [ wɑn ɑɹɡjumɛn kʌm ʌp bit win mi an hi] ‘An argument came up between me and him’. 

There are five different semantic meanings for the preposition  by included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—near to or close to—as in the following Tobagonian example: [i justu sɪddɑuŋ bɑi  
wi doɹ mɑut] ‘He used to sit down by our door mouth (i.e., threshold of the front door)’. The second 
meaning is locative—in the same location with someone or something—as in the following Grenadian 
example: [an hi  wʌz bɑi mɪs (person’s name)] ‘And he was by Miss (person’s name)’. The third meaning 
is temporal—a point in time or period immediately prior to an event or action—as in the following 
Vincentian example: [ju ɹitʃ ʌp pevmɛn bɑi nɑin oklɑk tunɑit] ‘You reach up (to) Pavement (the name of 
a water reservoir) by nine o’clock tonight’. The fourth meaning is agency/instrument—through the 
agency of—as in the following Grenadian example: [bot bɑi ɡɑd ɡɹes  wi sʌvɑiv] ‘But by God’s grace we 
survived’. And the fifth meaning is referential—referring to—as in the following Tobagonian example: 
[wʌ i min bɑi k wɑit bihɑin ɡɑd, ɡɑd ɡɛt bak an fɹʌnt?] ‘What (did) he mean by quite behind God’s back? 
(Does) God have (a) back and (a) front?’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition  down included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—located, or perceived as located, below the current or referenced position—as in 
the following Vincentian example: [ wɛl  wi ɛn ɡɛ kɹɪkɪt mɑtʃ dɑun  wɪkɛn sk weɹ] ‘Well, we had a cricket 
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match down (in) Wicken Square’. The second meaning is motion/direction—motion along or to a lower 
position—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ɪf ju si spid dɑuŋ di lɑin  wɪt di ɡot] ‘If you see speed 
down the line with the goat’. 

There are seven different semantic meanings for the preposition  for included in this study. The first 
meaning is benefactive—to or for the aid or benefit of—as in the following Guyanese example referring 
to a Hindu festival: [dɛm ɑ dʒuk  wɑn holikɑ fɑ di ɛntɑiʌ vɪlɪdʒ] ‘They [habitual] jook one Holika for the 
entire village’. The second meaning is purpose—to obtain or make contact—as in the following Guyanese 
example: [mɑ bɛɡ ɑ mɑn fi  wɑn] ‘I [habitual/iterative] begged a man for one’. The word [mɑ] in this 
example is actually a contraction of the first person singular pronoun [mi] and the habitual/iterative 
marker [ɑ]. The third meaning is purpose—for the purpose of, so that, expressing a wish]—as in the 
following Guyanese example: [hi stɑt pɛlt ɑ di alɪɡetɑ ju no, fi di alɪɡetɑ ɡo  we] ‘He started pelting (to 
throw sticks) at the alligator, you know, for (i.e., so that) the alligator would go away’. The fourth 
meaning is referential—regarding—as in the following Vincentian example: [ju hɑ tɑim fo ɛvɹitɪn] ‘You 
have time for everything’. The fifth meaning is temporal—for the duration of a specified period—as in 
the following Vincentian example: [nɑ kom bɑk fo i ɹɑd fo di ɹɛs ʌ i lɑif] ‘(He did) not come back for his 
(fishing) rod for the rest of his life’. (The first use of for in this example is the purpose—to obtain—
usage.) The sixth meaning is temporal—at a specific point in time—as in the following Tobagonian 
example: [ wɛl, hi ɡo kom fo tɛn oklɑk] ‘Well, he will come for (i.e., at) ten o’clock’. The seventh 
meaning is possession—possessed by or associated with—as in the following Guyanese example: [aftɑ mi 
tɑk  wɪt di hɛd mɑn fi di skul an  wɑn ɑ mi titʃɑ] ‘after I talked with the head man for the school and one 
of my teachers’. 

There are five different semantic meanings for the preposition  from included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—origin or source—as in the following Vincentian example: [mi nɑ bɑi nʌtɪn fɹɑm 
dɛm] ‘I (would) not buy anything from them’. The second meaning is position—separation—as in the 
following Grenadian example: [jɛs, de pʊl hɑ bɑɡ fɹʌm hɑ] ‘Yes, they pulled her bag from her’. The third 
meaning is position—starting point—as in the following Guyanese example: [ wɛl, fɹʌm hiɹ tu di ɹod dɛ] 
‘well, from here to the road there’. The fourth meaning is motion/direction—away from a place or 
position—as in the following Vincentian example: [dɛm kom dɑuŋ dɛ bikʌ de ɹon fɹɑm de hom] ‘They 
came down there because they ran from their homes (because of a volcano eruption)’. And the fifth 
meaning is temporal—originating at a specified time—as in the following Vincentian example: [an  wɑn 
stɑt fɹʌm t wɛlv tu fo] ‘And one started from twelve to four’. 

There are twelve different semantic meanings for the preposition  in included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—a certain place or position—as in the following Tobagonian proverb: [lɪkl snek hɑid 
ɪn buʃ, lɪkl snek ɡɹo bɪɡ] ‘Little snake hide in bush, little snake grow big’. The second meaning is 
locative—wearing, as in clothes—as in the following Vincentian example: [ʃi bɪn ɪn di bɛs fɹɑk] ‘She was 
in the best frock (dress)’. The third meaning is locative—origin or source—as in the following Grenadian 
example: [ɑ justu ɡɛt ɡʊd lɪtl mɛsɛdʒ ɪn dʒɹim] ‘I used to get good little messages in dreams’. The fourth 
meaning is inclusion—inclusion in something abstract or immaterial—as in the following Vincentian 
example: [de nɑ ɡɛ (person) ɪn ɡem] ‘They (did) not get (person) in (the) game (i.e., he didn’t play)’. The 
fifth meaning is motion/direction—motion into—as in the following Guyanese example: [ɛni we, mi stɑt 
tʃɹo ɑut dɛm tɪŋ fɹʌm di bot ɪn di  wɑtɑ] ‘Anyway, I started throwing out those things from the boat into 
the water’. The sixth meaning is temporal—during a specific time of day—as in the following Guyanese 
example: [dɛn da mɑn ɡo kɔt di ken ɪn di mʌnɪn] ‘Then that man will cut the cane in the morning’. The 
seventh meaning is temporal—during a specific period of time—as in the following Tobagonian example: 
[lɑif no izi ɪn dɛm dez] ‘Life (was) not easy in those days’. The eighth meaning is agency/instrument—
means of transportation—as in the following Guyanese example: [ wɑn de, mi an kʌpl ɑ kɹu mɛn dɛm 
bɪnɑ tɹavl ɪn  wɑn bot] ‘One day, me and a couple of crew men [plural] were travelling in a boat’. The 
ninth meaning is position—transformed or changed into—as in the following Grenadian example 
discussing the preparation of a type of cooking-banana: [ju tek ɪt ɑut an di  wɑif splɪt ɪt ɪn tu] ‘You take it 
out and the wife splits it in two’. The tenth meaning is position—grouped together—as in the following 
Guyanese example: [mi an hi bɪn ɪn di  wɑn klɑs] ‘Me and he were in the one class (together)’. The 
eleventh meaning is possession—possessed by or associated with—as in the following Grenadian 
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example: [di hɛd mɑn ɪn di skul] ‘the head man in the school’. And the twelfth meaning is referential—
composed of—as in the following Grenadian example: [nɑt ɪn sɪlvɑ lɑik nɑu,  wʌz ɪn kɑpɑz] ‘(Money 
was) not in silver, like now, (it) was in coppers’. 

There are eight different semantic meanings for the preposition  ina included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—indicating a certain place or position—as in the following Tobagonian example: [i 
dɛ ɪnɑ di hɑus] ‘He is in the house’. The second meaning is locative—wearing, as in clothes—as in the 
following Vincentian example: [ɑl mi fɹɛn ɑdɛm bɪn ɪnɑ ɡʊd kloz] ‘All of my friend [plural] were in good 
clothes’. The third meaning is locative—origin or source—as in the following Tobagonian example 
elicited when reviewing the data: [mɛsɛdʒ ɪnɑ dʒɹim] ‘messages in dreams’. The fourth meaning is 
motion/direction—motion into—as in the following Vincentian example: [flɑi ɡo kʌm ɪnɑ ju fes] ‘Flies 
will come into your face’. The fifth meaning is inclusion—inclusion in something abstract or 
immaterial—as in the following Tobagonian example: [mi  wɑn fu pɑti ɪnɑ tubeɡo fɛs] ‘I want to party in 
Tobago Fest’. The sixth meaning is temporal—during a specific period of time—as in the following 
Vincentian example: [ wi justu kɑl dɛm bodo, bikɑ dɛm kom ɪnɑ sofɹi tɑim] ‘We used to call those 
(things) bodow, because they came in Soufrière time’. The seventh meaning is temporal—during a 
specific time of day—as in the following Vincentian example: [an mi heŋ ʌp ɪnɑ munlɑit lɑs nɑit] ‘And I 
hung up (clothes) in moonlight (i.e., when the moon was shining) last night’. And the eighth meaning is 
position—transformed or changed into—as in the following Vincentian example elicited while reviewing 
the data: [splɪt ɪt ɪnɑ tu] ‘Split it in two’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition inside included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—located in an inner area—as in the following Guyanese example: [ju ɡɛ  wʊd an ju 
pʊt ju  wʊd ɪnsɑid di fɑiʌsɑid] ‘You get wood and you put your wood inside the fireside’. The second 
meaning is motion/direction—motion into or to the inside—as in the following Guyanese example: [an 
ju pʊʃ dɪs tɪŋ ɪnsɑid di mɑɹbl] ‘And you push this thing inside the marble’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition ‘laka’ included in this study. That meaning is 
comparison—similar or the same as—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ju no dɹɪŋk ti, ju  wik 
lɑkɑ tʒɹaʃ] ‘(If) you don’t drink tea, you (will be) weak like trash’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition like included in this study. That meaning is 
comparison—similar or the same as—as in the following Vincentian example: [i dʌz kɪk lɑik dʒɛt li ɡjɛl] 
‘He [habitual] kicks like Jet Lee girl’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition near included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—near to or close to—as in the following Grenadian example: [an ju hɪt ɪt ɑ hɑd laʃ 
niɹ i hɛd] ‘And you hit it a hard lash near its head’. The second meaning is temporal—near in time—as in 
the following Grenadian example: [ɡoɪn dɑun niɹ dʒanueɹi, mɑtʃ, epɹɪl dɛ,  wi dʌzn ɡɛt ɹen] ‘Going down 
near January, March, April there, we [habitual] don’t get rain’. 

There are three different semantic meanings for the preposition of included in this study. The first 
meaning is number—part or all of a whole—as in the following Tobagonian example: [i  wek ɛvɹi  wɑn ɑ 
ɑ wi] ‘She woke everyone of us’. The second meaning is possession—possessed by or associated with—as 
in the following Vincentian example: [haf pas di sɛnɑ ʌ bʌki pak] ‘Half past the centre of Buckey Park’. 
The third meaning is referential—indicating material composition—as in the following Guyanese 
example: [bikɑ mi si ʃi ɡɑ  wɑn ɡlas ɑ  wɑtɑ] ‘because I saw she had a glass of water’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition opposite included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—on the other side, across from—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ʃi lɪv ɹɑit ɑposɪt di 
skul] ‘She lived right opposite the school’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition out included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—located outside—as in the following Guyanese example: [di pɹɑimɛri skul ɑut dɛ] ‘the primary 
school out there’. 

There are six different semantic meanings for the preposition over included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—located in a specified direction away from—as in the following Vincentian 



  129 

 

example: [ɑ hu ɑ kɑl mi ovɑ dɛ?] ‘Is who calling me over there?’. This example is also a good illustration 
of fronting of the copula for focus in a question and should be translated something like ‘Who is it over 
there that is calling me?’ The second meaning is locative—resting on and covering completely—as in the 
following Grenadian example: [di bʌnanɑ  wɑ de ʃɪp, de dʌz pʊt ɑ plastɪk ovɑ ɪt] ‘The bananas that they 
ship (export), they [habitual] put a plastic over it’. The third meaning is locative—located above—as in 
the following Guyanese example: [mi  wɑtʃ an mi si, mi dɛ ɹɑit ovɑ  wɑn snek] ‘I watched and I saw, I was 
right over a snake’. The fourth meaning is motion/direction—motion above and to the other side—as in 
the following Vincentian example: [di fɔs mɑn dʒʌmp ovɑ ɪt] ‘The first man jumped over it’. The fifth 
meaning is number—in excess of—as in the following Tobagonian example: [bikʌ  wɛn ju mit ovɑ sɪksti] 
‘because when you meet over sixty (years old)’. The sixth meaning is position—above in authority, rank, 
or power—as in the following Guyanese example: [de had kɑin ɑ kʌntɹol ovɑ mi] ‘They had a kind of 
control over me’. 

There are nine different semantic meanings for the preposition on included in this study. There are 
only three occurrences of this preposition in all of the Vincentian data. When this was reviewed with 
Vincentian speakers, they did not recognise on as a preposition used in Vincentian Creole but said it was 
due to influence from the lexifier language. It is included in the inventory of prepositions for Vincentian 
in figure 4.77 (#24), but it is written in the strike-through font because it is not included in the scoring 
for Vincentian. 

The first meaning of the preposition on is locative—resting on—as in the following Tobagonian 
example: [ wɛn ju ɡɑ plɛnti kɪŋ ɑn di bod, ju kʊd  wɔk ɑkɹɔs izi] ‘When you have plenty kings on the 
board, you could walk across easy’. The second meaning is locative—attached or in contact with 
something—as in the following Guyanese example: [kʌɹɑili ɡɹo ɑn dʒamɹɑ] ‘Caraila grows on jamras’.14 
The third meaning is motion/direction—motion onto—as in the following Tobagonian example: [pʊt di 
pɑt ɑn di fɑiɑ] ‘Put the pot on the fire’. The fourth meaning is object of an action—with respect or 
regards to—as in the following Guyanese example: [so dɛm  wʊd kʌm an pʊt fɑiʌ ɑn di ken] ‘So they 
would come and put fire on the cane’. The fifth meaning is association—engaged or involved with—as in 
the following Tobagonian example: [ju ɑ kɑnsɪntɹet ɑn ɑ sɚtn ple] ‘You [habitual] concentrate on a 
certain play (in a game)’. The sixth meaning is temporal—indicating a specific date—as in the following 
Grenadian example: [so i hav tu ɡo tu koɹt ɑn di t wɛntisɛvn ɑ nɛks mʌnt] ‘So he has to go to court on 
the 27th of next month’. The seventh meaning is agency/instrument—means of transportation—as in the 
following Tobagonian example: [dadi ɑ kʌm ʌp ɑn di bot ɡjɛl] ‘Daddy [habitual] comes up on the boat 
girl’. The eighth meaning is agency/instrument—means of communication—as in the following 
Guyanese example recorded when reviewing the data: [mi si ɑm ɑn tivi] ‘I saw it on TV’. And the ninth 
meaning is inclusion—involvement in a group or event—as in the following Grenadian example: [di mɑn  
wʌz ɑn di tim] ‘The man was on the team’. 

There are eight different semantic meanings for the preposition pan included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—resting on—as in the following Vincentian example: [an pipl ɡɑ aʃɪz pɑn dɛm] ‘And 
people had ashes on them’. The second meaning is locative—attached to or in contact with something—
as in the following Tobagonian example: [bʌt dɪs nɑit, mɑmɑ bi ɡɛt  wɑ ʃit heŋ pɑn di lɑin] ‘But this 
night, Momma had a sheet hanging on the line’. The third meaning is agency/instrument—means of 
transportation—as in the following Tobagonian example: [de ɹɑid pɑn de bɑisɪkl] ‘They rode on their 
bicycles’. The fourth meaning is agency/instrument—means of communication—as in the following 
Tobagonian example: [mi si ɑm pɑn ti-vi] ‘I saw it on TV’. The fifth meaning is object of an action—with 
respect or regards to—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ja, mi ɛn ɡɛt bɪɡ dʒok pɑn mi dadi] 
‘Yeah, I [past] had a big joke on my Daddy’. The sixth meaning is motion/direction—motion onto—as in 
the following Guyanese example: [dɛm bɑi disɑid fu tʃɹo sʌm ɡasolin pɑn di tɪŋ fu si  wʌ ɡo hɑpn] ‘Those 
boys decided to throw some gasoline on the thing (a large anaconda) to see what would happen’. The 
seventh meaning is inclusion—involvement in a group or event—as in the following Vincentian example: 
[sʌm  wumɑn bɪn pɑn di tim] ‘Some woman was on the team’. The eighth meaning is temporal—during 

                                                  
14 Caraila is a fruit-bearing vine cultivated in Guyana and jamra is another name for a harbour, “[a] light, raised wooden frame of 
trellis-work, wire-netting, or dried coconut branches on wh[ich] a fruit-bearing vine is trained” (Allsopp 1996:283). 
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a specific period of time—as in the following Vincentian example: [pɑn ʃif tɑim] ‘on shift time’.15 There 
is one semantic meaning of the preposition through included in this study. That meaning is 
motion/direction—to pass in the midst of something or someplace—as in the following Guyanese 
example: [i ɑ kɛi mi tʃu dɛ] ‘He [habitual carried me through there’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition to included in this study. The first 
meaning is motion/direction—motion toward a place and reached—as in the following Grenadian 
example: [an  wɛn de ɡo tu di polis] ‘and when they went to the police’. The second meaning is 
number—expressing a specified distance—as in the following Vincentian example: [ɪf ju  wɔk fɹɑ hiɹ tu 
pevmɛnt] ‘if you walk from here to Pavement’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition under included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—a position underneath something—as in the following Guyanese example: [an ɑbi dɛ ɑndɑ di 
skul ɑ ple] ‘And we were under the school [progressive] playing’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition underneath included in this study. That meaning is 
locative—a position underneath something—as in the following Vincentian example: [di dɔŋki ɡlɪms dɪs 
dʒʌmbi ʌndɑnit di ston] ‘The donkey glimpsed this jumbie underneath the stone’. 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition until included in this study. The first 
meaning is temporal—up to a specific time or event, but not after—as in the following Tobagonian 
example: [an de de ɑ  wet an mɑ  wet ʌntil  wɑn oklɑk] ‘And they were there waiting and I was waiting 
until one o’clock’. (The word [mɑ] in this example is a contraction of the first person singular pronoun 
[mi] and the progressive TMA marker [ɑ].) The second meaning is locative—up to a certain point, but 
not beyond—as in the following Guyanese example: [dɛm dʌtʃ soldʒɑ kɪn kʌm tɪl dɛ an kɛtʃ ɡɑianiz] 
‘Those Dutch soldiers can come until there and catch Guyanese’. 16 

There are two different semantic meanings for the preposition ‘up’ included in this study. The first 
meaning is locative—located or perceived to be located in an elevated place—as in the following 
Vincentian example: [de nɑ ɡɑ ʃɛltɑ ʌp de] ‘They don’t have shelter up there’. The second meaning is 
motion/direction—motion in a perceived higher direction—as in the following Tobagonian example: [i 
kom ʌp hiɑ] ‘He came up here’. 

There are three different semantic meanings for the preposition with included in this study. The first 
meaning is association—accompanied by or in some particular relation to—as in the following 
Vincentian example: [bʌt mi nɑ  wok  wɪt tuɹɪs, mi ɑ  wɑn titʃɑ] ‘But I don’t work with tourists, I am a 
teacher’. The second meaning is agency/instrument—accomplished by the use of something—as in the 
following Tobagonian example: [ju nɑk ɑm  wɪt ju fɪŋɡɑ] ‘You knock it with your finger’. The third 
meaning is referential—with reference to or in connection with—as in the following Guyanese example: 
[nʌtɪn ɑ ɹɔŋ  wɪt di bɑi, i sɪdɑuŋ ɪn di mɪdl] ‘Nothing was wrong with the boy—he was sitting down in the 
middle (of the fire)’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the preposition without included in this study. That meaning is 
association—the absence of something—as in the following Tobagonian example: [ju dʒʌs tʃɹo di hʊk 
dɑuŋ ɪn di  wɑtɑ  witɑut no bet] ‘You just throw the hook down into the water without no bait’. 

Compound Prepositions Semantic Meanings 
There is one semantic meaning of the compound preposition in front of included in this study. That 

meaning is locative—located in a position in the front—as in the following Grenadian example: [di mɑn  
wʌz ɑn ɑ dɔŋki, ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ mi ɑn ɑ dɔŋki] ‘The man was on a donkey, in front of me on a donkey’. 

                                                  
15 This refers to an experience during the time when the children went to school in shifts. They held school in an old market 
building because the school building was damaged by a hurricane and there was a lack of space to accommodate all the classes. 
16 This example relates to fishing problems in the Corentyne River because of bad relations with Suriname. The Dutch soldiers 
mentioned are Surinamese. 
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There are two different semantic meanings for the compound preposition up to included in this 
study. The first meaning is temporal—up to a specific time or event, but not after—as in the following 
Tobagonian example: [ju no (person), ʌp tu nɑu mi tɪŋk mi ɡɛt fɹɑide sɪndɹom] ‘You know (person), up to 
now I think I have Friday Syndrome’.17 The second meaning is locative—up to a certain point, but not 
beyond—as in the following Grenadian example: [an di  wɑtɑ  wʊd kom ʌp tu hiʌ] ‘And the water would 
come up to here’. 

There is one semantic meaning of the group of compound prepositions on top, on top of, and pan top 
included in this study. That meaning is locative—located on the top of— the following Grenadian 
example: of on top:[de stɑnɪn ʌp ɑn tɑp ɪt] ‘They were standing up on top of it’; and the following 
Togabonian example of on top of: [ju  wɑn si ɑ mɑn ɑn tɑp ɑ ju] ‘You want to see a man on top of you’; 
and the following Vincentian example of pan top: [dʒʌs ɹɑit ju nem pɑn tɑp i pepɑ] ‘Just write your 
name on top of the paper’. 

Grouping of Prepositions Based on Semantic Meanings 
There are forty-one prepositions and eighty-four different semantic meanings for these prepositions. 

When a count of the combined number of semantic meanings for each preposition is done, however, the 
total is 119 (i.e., the nine meanings for a, plus the four meanings for about, plus the one meaning of 
above, etc.). This difference is due to the overlap in the markers that can be used for the different 
semantic meanings represented in this study. The following charts, figures 4.78 though 4.87, have been 
designed to show that overlap by listing the semantic meanings in the left hand column followed by the 
prepositions that can be used to mark those meanings for each creole. There are ten charts representing 
the nine major categories of semantic meaning relationships and one chart for the five miscellaneous 
categories. The nine major categories are arranged according to the number of semantic meanings in that 
category from largest to smallest, with the largest being the locative category (figure 4.78) and the 
smallest being the purpose category (figure 4.86). The five miscellaneous categories are represented in 
figure 4.87. 

 
 

Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
locative 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Located in 
a certain 
place or 
position 

[ɪn] [ɑ], [ɪn],  
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn],  
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn],  
[ɪnɑ] 

2. Resting on [ɑn] [ɑ], [pɑn],  
[ɑn] 

[ɑ], [pɑn],  
[ɑn] [ɑ], [pɑn] 

3. Origin or 
source  

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm],  

[ɪn] 

[ɑ], [fɹʌm], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [fɹɑm]  
~ [fɹʌm] ~ 
[fɹɑ ], [ɪn], 

[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [fɹɑm]  
~ [fɹʌm] ~ 
[fɹɑ ], [ɪnɑ] 

4. All around 
a general area 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbʌt] ~  
[bʌt] ~  
[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[bɑut] 

                                                  
17 “Friday syndrome” is a condition in which a person feels that he should stop work halfway through the day on Friday. This is 
most common among those who grew up in rural areas of Tobago where teachers travelled to town on Fridays to get their pay. 
This resulted in only having a half-day of school on Fridays because if they waited until the end of the regular school day they 
wouldn’t make it to town before the banks closed. 
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5. All around 
a specific area 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] ~  
[ɹɑun] 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹʌŋ] ~  
[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ʌɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] 

6. Perceived 
to be in a 
higher 
location or 
state 

[ɑbov] ~ 
[ɑbʌv] [ɑbʌv] [ʌbov] [ʌbʌv] 

7. Located 
above [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

8. Located 
transversely, 
from one side 
to another 

[ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] 

[ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] [ɑkɹɔs] [ɑkɹɑs] ~ 

[ʌkɹɑs] 

9. Positioned 
to the back of [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] 

10. Positioned 
underneath 
something 

[bilo], [ɑndɑ] [ɑndɑ], 
[ɑndɑnit] 

[bilo], [ɑndɑ], 
[ɑndɑnit] 

[bilo], [ɑndɑ], 
[ɑndɑnit] 

11. Next to [sɑid] [sɑid] [sɑid] [sɑid] 

12. Located in 
the space 
separating 

[bit win] [bit win] [bit win] [bit win] 

13. Nearor 
close to [bɑi], [niɹ] [bɑi], [niɹ] [bɑi], [niv] [bɑi], [niv] 

14. Located or 
perceived as 
located below 
a current or 
referenced 
position 

[dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] [dɑuŋ] [dɑuŋ] ~ 

[dɑun] 
[dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] 

15. Wearing, 
as in clothes [ɪn] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] 

16. Located in 
an inner area [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪn] 

17. Attached 
to or in 
contact with 
something 

[ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

18. On the 
other side, 
across from 

[ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] [ɑposɪt] 

19. Located 
outside [ɑut] [ɑut] [ɑut] [ɑut] 
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20. Located in 
a specified 
direction 
away from 

[ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

21. Resting on 
and covering 
completely 

[ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

22. Up to a 
certain point 
but not 
beyond 

[ʌp tu] 
[ʌp tu], [ɑntɪl] 
~ [ʌntɪl] ~ 
[tɪl] 

[ʌp tu] 
[ʌp tu], [ɑntɪl] 
~ [ʌntɪl] ~ 
[tɪl] 

23. Located or 
perceived to 
be located in 
an elevated 
place 

[ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] 

24. Located in 
a position in 
the front of 

[ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] [ɪn fɹɔnt ɑ] ~ 
[ɪn fɹʌnt ɑ] 

25. Resting on 
top of 
something 

[ɑn tɑp ɑ], [ɑn 
tɑp] 

[ɑn tɑp ɑ], 
[pɑn tɑp] 

[ɑn tɑp ɑ], 
[pɑn tɑp] [pɑn tɑp] 

26. In the 
same location 
with someone 
or something 

[bɑi], [ wɪt] [bɑi], [ wɪt] [bɑi], [ wɪt] [bɑi], [ wɪt] 

Figure 4.78. Locative semantic meanings of prepositions. 
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Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
motion/direction 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Motion toward a 
specific place and 
reached 

[tu] ~ [tɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

2. At an event or 
organised gathering [tu] ~ [tɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

3. Motion from one 
side to another 

[ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] 

[ɑkɹɑs] ~ 
[kɹɑs] [ɑkɹɔs] [ɑkɹɑs] ~ 

[ʌkɹɑs] 

4. In pursuit or 
search of [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] 

5. Motion in the 
back of something [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] [bihɑin] 

6. Motion along or 
to a lower place 

[dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] [dɑuŋ] [dɑuŋ] ~ 

[dɑun] 
[dɑuŋ] ~ 
[dɑun] 

7. Away from a 
place or position 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] [fɹʌm] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

8. Motion into [ɪn] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] 

9. Motion into or to 
the inside [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪn] 

10. Motion onto [ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

11. Motion above 
and to the other 
side 

[ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

12. Passing in the 
midst of something 
or someplace 

[tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] [tʃɹu] 

13. Motion in a 
perceived higher 
direction 

[ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] [ʌp] 

Figure 4.79. Motion/direction semantic meanings of prepositions. 
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Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
temporal 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. During a 
specific time of 
day 

[ɪn] [ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

2. During a 
specific period 
of time 

[ɪn] [ɪn], [pɑn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɪn], [pɑn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɪn], [pɑn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

3. At a specific 
point in time [fɑ] ~ [fo] [ɑ], [fi] ~ 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] 
[ɑ], [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [f] 

[ɑ],[fi] ~ 
[fɑ] ~ [fo] 

~ [fu] 

4. During a 
specific event [ɪn] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

5. Near in time 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut], 
[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] ~ 

[ɹɑun], [niɹ] 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbʌt] ~ 
[bʌt] ~ 
[bɑut], 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹʌŋ] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut], 
[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ], [niɹ] 

[bɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut], 

[ʌɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] 

6. Following 
later in time [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] 

7. Prior to in 
time [bifo] [bifo] [bifo] [bifo] 

8. A point in 
time or period 
immediately 
prior to an 
event or action 

[bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] 

9. For the 
duration of a 
specified 
period 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ] 
~ [fo] 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] 
~ [fɔ] 

[fi] ~ [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [fu] 

10. Originating 
at a specified 
time 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] [fɹʌm] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

11. On a 
specific date [ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

12. Up to a 
specific time or 
event, but not 
after 

[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ 

[tɪl], [ʌp  tu]

[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ 

[tɪl], [ʌp tu] 

[ʌntɪl] ~ 
[tɪl], [ʌp tu] 

[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ 

[tɪl], [ʌp tu] 

Figure 4.80. Temporal semantic meanings of prepositions 
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Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
position 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Following in 
position, status, 
rank, or order 

[ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] [ɑftɑ] 

2. Indicating 
separation 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] [fɹʌm] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

3. Starting point [fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] [fɹʌm] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

[fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm] ~ 

[fɹɑ ] 

4. Transformed 
or changed into [ɪn] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] [ɪn], [ɪnɑ] 

5. Grouped 
together [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] 

6. Above in 
authority, rank 
or power 

[ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

Figure 4.81. Position semantic meanings of prepositions. 

 
Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
referential 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. The subject 
of thought, 
knowledge, 
speech or 
writing 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbʌt] ~ 
[bʌt] ~ 
[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[bɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] 

2. Referring to [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] 

3. Regarding [fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ] 
~ [fo] 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] 
~ [fɔ] 

[fi] ~ [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [fu] 

4. Composed of [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] [ɪn] 

5. Indicating 
material 
composition 

[ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

6. With 
reference to or 
in connection 
with 

[wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] 

Figure 4.82. Referential semantic meanings of prepositions. 
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Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
number 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Near in 
number, size, 
or quantity 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbʌt] ~ 
[bʌt] ~ 
[bɑut] 

[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut] 

[bɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] 

2. In addition 
to [bisɑid], [bisɑid], [bisɑid], [bisɑid], 

3. Part or all of 
a whole [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

4. In excess of [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] [ovɑ] 

5. At a specified 
distance [tu] [tu] [tu] [tu] 

Figure 4.83. Number semantic meanings of prepositions. 

 
Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
association 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Action or 
participation in 
something by 
two or more 
parties 

[bit win] [bit win] [bit win] [bit win] 

2. Engaged or 
involved with [ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

3. Accompanied 
by or in some 
particular 
relation to 

[wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] [wɪt] 

4. The absence 
of something [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] [wɪtɑut] 

Figure 4.84. Association semantic meanings of prepositions. 
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Prepositions’ 
semantic meanings: 
agency/instrument 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Accomplished by 
the use of something [ wɪt] [ wɪt] [ wɪt] [ wɪt] 

2. Through the 
agency of [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] [bɑi] 

3. Means of 
transportation [ɪn], [ɑn] [ɪn], [ɑn], 

[pɑn] 
[ɪn], [ɑn], 

[pɑn] [ɪn], [pɑn] 

4. Means of 
communication [ɑn] [ɑn], 

[pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

Figure 4.85. Agency/instrument semantic meanings of prepositions. 

 
Prepositions’ 
semantic 
meanings: 
purpose 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. To obtain or 
make contact [fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ]  

~ [fo] 
[fɑ] ~ [fo] 

~ [fɔ] 
[fi] ~ [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [fu] 

2. For the 
purpose of, so 
that, expressing 
a wish 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ]  
~ [fo] 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] 
~ [fɔ] 

[fi] ~ [fɑ] ~  
[fo] ~ [fu] 

Figure 4.86. Purpose semantic meanings of prepositions. 
 

Prepositions’ semantic 
meanings:miscellaneous Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Benefactive – to or for 
the aid or benefit of [fɑ] ~ [fo] [fi] ~ [fɑ] 

~ [fo] 
[fɑ] ~ [fo] 

~ [fɔ] 

[fi] ~ [fɑ] 
~ [fo] ~ 

[fu] 

2. Object of an action – 
with respect or regard to [ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

3. Possession – possessed 
by or associated with [ɑ], [ɪn] [ɑ], [fi] ~ 

[fɑ] ~ [fo] 
[ɑ], [fɑ] ~ 
[fo] ~ [fɔ] 

[ɑ], [fi] ~ 
[fɑ] ~ [fo] 

~ [fu] 

4. Comparison – similar 
or the same as [lɑik] [lɑik], 

[lɑkɑ] 
[lɑik], 
[lɑkɑ] [lɑik] 

5. Inclusion 1 – inclusion 
in something abstract or 
immaterial 

[ɪn] [ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [ɪn], 
[ɪnɑ] 

6. Inclusion 2 – 
involvement in a group or 
event 

[ɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [ɑn], [pɑn] [pɑn] 

Figure 4.87. Miscellaneous semantic meanings of prepositions. 
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Preposition PIA scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.88 to show the potential similarity or difference 

for preposition inventory markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. There are forty-one items to score making the highest possible total score 164. Figure 4.88 
represents the preposition inventory only. It does not include the scoring of the different semantic 
meanings represented by these prepositions. The scores for the comparison of the different semantic 
meanings are found in figures 4.90 and 4.91. 

Preposition inventory  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 164 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 128 78% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 128 78% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 132 80% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 132 80% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 136 83% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 136 83% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 144 88% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 144 88% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 148 90% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 148 90% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 160 98% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 160 98% 

Figure 4.88. Creoles paired as SC and TC for preposition inventory. 

The percentages in figure 4.88 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 164. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA for preposition inventory markers are 
Guyanese and Tobagonian. They also scored high in the verbal marker comparisons, but not as high in 
the nominal marker comparisons, where the Tobagonian and Vincentian pair scored better. As in figure 
88, Grenadian and Vincentian also were the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA in the overall verbal 
marker comparison and almost in the nominal marker comparison, where Grenadian and Tobagonian 
ranked slightly lower by one point out of 256. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the preposition 
inventory markers is provided in figure 4.89. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from 
figure 4.88. 
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Preposition 
inventory Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  128 out of 164 
78% 

132 out of 164 
80% 

136 out of 164 
83% 

Vincentian 128 out of 164 
78%  144 out of 164 

88% 
148 out of 164 

90% 

Guyanese 132 out of 164 
80% 

144 out of 164 
88%  160 out of 164 

98% 

Tobagonian 136 out of 164 
83% 

148 out of 164 
90% 

160 out of 164 
98%  

Figure 4.89. Percentage of preposition inventory markers’ PIA. 

Guyanese and Tobagonian have the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written 
materials with each other and with Vincentian based on the preposition inventory markers. The 
Vincentian scores in this chart also indicate that it would potentially be a good candidate to be a SC for 
Tobagonian and Guyanese. Grenadian does not have as high a potential as a SC for sharing or adapting 
written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.89, but the 
difference is much smaller and not as well defined as in the comparison of most of the previous markers. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.90 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for the markers used with each prepositional semantic meaning when one is used as the SC and the other 
as the TC and then vice versa. There are eighty-four items to score (representing the 84 semantic 
meanings), making the highest possible total score 84 x 4 = 336. Figures 4.90 and 4.91 represent only 
the scores for the comparison of the markers of the individual prepositional semantic meanings. The 
scores for the preposition inventory combined with these scores are found in figures 4.92 and 4.93.  

Preposition semantic meanings  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 336 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 276 82% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 268 80% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 322 96% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 284 85% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 316 94% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 292 87% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 326 97% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 304 90% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 306 91% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 326 97% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 334 99% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 332 99% 

Figure 4.90. Creoles paired as SC and TC for prepositional semantic meanings. 
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The percentages in figure 4.90 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 336. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of prepositional semantic meaning 
markers are Guyanese and Tobagonian. Grenadian-Vincentian is the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA 
in this chart.  

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for prepositional 
semantic meaning markers is provided in figure 4.91. The numbers and percentages in this chart are 
taken from figure 4.90. 

Preposition 
semantic 
meanings 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Tobagonian Guyanese 

Grenadian  276 out of 336 
82% 

322 out of 336 
96% 

316 out of 336 
94% 

Vincentian 268 out of 336 
80%  326 out of 336 

97% 
334 out of 336 

97% 

Tobagonian 284 out of 336 
85% 

304 out of 336 
90%  332 out of 336 

99% 

Guyanese 292 out of 336 
87% 

306 out of 336 
91% 

334 out of 336 
99%  

Figure 4.91. Percentage of prepositional semantic meanings’ PIA. 

The surprising outcome of the scoring for prepositional semantic meanings is how well Grenadian 
does as a potential SC for Tobagonian and Guyanese. It does not score poorly as a SC for Vincentian 
either. Vincentian, Tobagonian, and Guyanese all score well as SCs to one another, but Grenadian scores 
better for Tobagonian and Guyanese than Tobagonian and Guyanese score as SCs for Vincentian. 
Grenadian, however, scores the lowest as a potential TC. 

The difficulty mentioned earlier—of coming up with a method of describing prepositions so that they 
can be compared from creole to creole—led to the scoring of not only the inventory of the most 
frequently occurring prepositions in the corpus of data used in this study but also the most frequently 
occurring semantic meanings connected with those prepositions. The total score for prepositions, 
therefore, is a combination of both the scoring of the preposition inventory and the scoring of the 
prepositions that can be used to mark each individual semantic meaning. The creoles are grouped 
together in pairs in figure 4.92 to show the potential similarity or difference for the scores of the 
preposition inventory (from figure 4.88) and prepositional semantic meanings (from figure 4.90) 
combined when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are thirty-six 
individual prepositions, five compound prepositions, and eighty-four different items related to the 
semantic meanings to score, making the total number of items to score 125 and the highest possible total 
score 4 x 125 = 500. 
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Combined preposition scores  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 500 

Percentag
e scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 404 81% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 396 79% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 448 90% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 424 85% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 458 92% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 420 84% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 450 90% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 470 94% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 474 95% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 452 90% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 494 99% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 492 98% 

Figure 4.92. Creoles paired as SC and TC for combined preposition inventory  
and prepositional semantic meanings. 

The percentages in figure 4.92 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of five 
hundred. Based on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of the combined 
preposition inventory and prepositional semantic meanings markers are Guyanese and Tobagonian. 
Grenadian and Vincentian are the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA in this chart. The separation of 
Grenadian from Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian, again, is not as evident as it has been in similar 
charts. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the combined 
preposition inventory and semantic meanings markers is provided in figure 4.93. The numbers and 
percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.92. 

Combined 
preposition 
scores  

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  404 out of 500 
81% 

448 out of 500 
90% 

458 out of 500 
92% 

Vincentian 396 out of 500 
79%  470 out of 500 

94% 
474 out of 500 

95% 

Tobagonian 420 out of 500 
84% 

452 out of 500 
90% 

492 out of 500 
98%  

Guyanese 424 out of 500 
85% 

450 out of 500 
90%  494 out of 500 

99% 

Figure 4.93. Percentage of combined prepositions and semantic meanings PIA. 

Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting 
written materials with each other based on the combined preposition scores. Grenadian does not have as 
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high a potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Vincentian but scores well with 
Tobagonian and Guyanese based on the scores in figure 4.93. Grenadian does not score as well as a TC 
when any of the other three are used as SCs. Still, it does not score as poorly as in the similar charts for 
verbal markers and nominal markers (see figures 4.46 and 4.76). 

All Markers PIA Scores 
The final combined scores for all the verbal markers, all the nominal markers, and the prepositions 

should provide the information needed to determine how these creole languages might group in terms of 
linguistic similarity and thus which creoles might be good candidates for sharing or adapting written 
materials, if those materials became available. The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.94 to 
show the potential similarity or difference for all markers when one is used as the SC and the other as 
the TC and then vice versa. There are sixty-four nominal scoring items (see figure 4.45), forty verbal 
scoring items (see figure 4.75), and 125 prepositional scoring items (see figures 4.88 and 4.90), for a 
total of 229 scoring items, which makes the highest possible total score 229 x 4 = 916. 

All markers  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 916 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 629 69% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 641 70% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 697 76% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 664 72% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 700 76% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 686 75% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 789 86% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 863 94% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 882 96% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 816 89% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 856 94% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 857 94% 

Figure 4.94. Creoles paired as SC and TC for all markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.94 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 916. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all markers are Guyanese and 
Tobagonian. Although Vincentian scores high when used as a SC for both Guyanese and Tobagonian, 
Guyanese and Tobagonian do not score as high as SCs with Vincentian. In contrast, Tobagonian and 
Guyanese score high when either is used as the SC for the other, thus making the Guyanese–Tobagonian 
pair the highest scoring pair. Grenadian and Vincentian are the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA in this 
chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all markers is 
provided in figure 4.95. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.94. 
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All markers Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  629 out of 916 
69% 

700 out of 916 
76% 

697 out of 916 
76% 

Guyanese 686 out of 916 
75% 

789 out of 916 
86%  856 out of 916 

93% 

Tobagonian 664 out of 916 
72% 

816 out of 916 
89% 

857 out of 916 
94%  

Vincentian 641 out of 916 
70%  863 out of 916 

94% 
882 out of 916 

96% 

Figure 4.95. Percentage of all markers’ PIA. 

Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese 
and Tobagonian based on all the items scored. The Tobagonian and Guyanese scores in this chart also 
indicate they would potentially be good candidates to be SCs for each other and for Vincentian, but not 
quite as good for Vincentian as for each other. Grenadian does not have as high a potential as a SC for 
sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in 
figure 4.95. Only one of the three other creoles (Guyanese) scores well as a SC for Grenadian. The 
division between Grenadian and the other three creoles is evident in this chart, but it is not as clear as in 
the same chart for nominal markers (figure 4.46) or the same chart for verbal markers (figure 4.76). The 
reason for this is that the scores for the prepositions (figures 4.89 and 4.91) did not show as clear a 
difference between Grenadian and the other three as the nominal and verbal markers did. The fact that 
there were more items scored for prepositional markers than for nominal markers and verbal markers 
combined (125 items for prepositional markers vs. 104 items for verbal and nominal markers combined) 
weighted the prepositional scores more heavily than any other scores and may have skewed the results. 

A more sophisticated statistical analysis supports the usefulness of this scoring system as a tool for 
clustering or separating these languages. A factor analysis was applied to the data from figure 4.94 using 
the Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS) computer programme. A factor analysis is 

a family of procedures for removing the redundancy from a set of correlated variables 
and representing the variables with a smaller set of “derived” variables, or factors. 
Alternatively, the factor analysis procedure can be thought of as removing the 
duplicated information from among a set of variables, or, we may think of it loosely as 
the grouping of similar variables (Kachigan 1991:237). 

This loose grouping is based on the percentage of variance that corresponds to each of the identified 
factors. There are twelve data points, which are represented by the twelve rows in figure 4.94. Four 
factors were identified in this analysis, which correspond to the four languages under consideration. 
According to the factor analysis, 92.442 percent of the variation accounted for in the data can be 
attributed to the presence of Grenadian Creole. Smaller percentages of approximately 5 percent or less 
are attributed to the other factors. Figure 4.96 shows a rotated component matrix for the factor analysis 
conducted on this data. The rotation conducted on this data is a varimax rotation using the SPSS 
program. Factor rotation is a statistical technique used to “redefine the factors in order to make sharper 
distinctions in the meanings of the factors” (Kachigan 1991:248). The highest possible score in this type 
of matrix is either 1.0 or –1.0, with a score of zero being the lowest possible. 
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Figure 4.96. Rotated component matrix for all markers’ scores. 

In order to glean information from this matrix it is important to know what each of the three 
component columns represents. The first column represents an examination of the variance of all four 
factors. It is evident in the first column that Grenadian Creole, with a fairly high negative value, is the 
most divergent of the four. This is the only component to score a negative value, which is indicative of 
the separation of Grenadian from the other three creoles. The second column represents an examination 
of the variance when the dominant factor (Grenadian) from the first column is not in focus. Guyanese 
Creole is the factor with the greatest variance of the remaining three creoles. The third column 
represents an examination of the variance when the first two components are not in focus. Tobagonian 
Creole is the factor with the greatest variance of the remaining two creoles. 

The information from a factor analysis can be plotted as a scree curve. A scree plot allows for the 
display of the information in a chart to show which factor, or cluster of factors, accounts for the greatest 
or most significant variance and which accounts for the least or insignificant variance. Those 
components of figure 4.97 (the scree plot for the scores of all the markers) that are the most vertical 
account for the greatest variance and the point where the curve turns horizontal is the point where the 
remaining components represent insignificant variance (Kachigan 1991:246). The components in figure 
97 are numbered. They represent the factors as they are displayed in figure 4.96. Thus component 1 is 
Grenadian, component 2 is Vincentian, component 3 is Tobagonian, and component 4 is Guyanese. It is 
apparent from this scree plot that the only component that shows significant variance is Grenadian. The 
other three do not show significant variance. This supports the grouping of these three creoles and the 
separation of Grenadian from that group. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

-.633 -.539 -.556
.849 .381 .367
.489 .501 .714
.399 .832 .385

GRENADA 
VINCENT
TOBAGO
GUYANA 

1 2 3
Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 4 iterations.a. 
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Figure 4.97. Scree plot for all markers. 

A second factor analysis was conducted on the data, but instead of using the total scores for the 
twelve possible data points from figure 4.94, the raw data from the individual scoring charts found in the 
appendix was used. This accounted for a total of 229 different scores that were compared for each of the 
twelve data points.  

For this factor analysis it was necessary to use a different computer programme called Minitab. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.98. Minitab clustering of all data.19 

                                                  
19 In this and the following Minitab graphs, SVG stands for St Vincent and Grenadines (i.e., Vincentian). 
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For this factor analysis it was necessary to use a different computer programme 

The Minitab programme displays the data in a graph showing the degree of variance from a neutral 
point. In figure 4.98, that neutral point corresponds to the zero point on each axis. The twelve data 
points are then mapped onto the graph depending on the direction of variance from the neutral point 
that each point has with reference to each of the other points. In figure 4.98, the data points are 
represented with abbreviations. The SVG2Tob abbreviation represents the situation where Vincentian 
(SVG) is the SC and Tobagonian (Tob) is the TC and the Guy2Grn abbreviation represents the situation 
where Guyanese is the SC and Grenadian is the TC. The four data points that are difficult to make out in 
the upper right are the Grenadian and Guyanese pairs and the Grenadian and Tobagonian pairs. It is 
significant to note that in figure 4.98, all the data points with Grenadian as a factor graph toward the 
right hand side and near the top of the graph, while all those without Grenadian graph to the left hand 
side. The other division that is evident on the left side is the one where all those where Vincentian is a 
factor graph lower than the two where Vincentian is not a factor. This is not as significant but does 
indicate that there is some difference in this non-Grenadian cluster as well. A slight difference is also 
noted in the Grenadian cluster, where the Grenadian and Vincentian pair graphs slightly lower than the 
other four pairs. 

In all, both methods of statistical analysis, SPSS and Minitab, indicate that there is a significant 
difference between all the data points where Grenadian is a factor and those where Grenadian is not a 
factor. In addition, both methods also indicate that there is not a significant difference between the data 
points where Grenadian is not a factor. This supports the clustering of Guyanese, Tobagonian, and 
Vincentian and the separation of Grenadian from this cluster. 

Alternative scoring: all markers without prepositional semantic 
meanings 

Upon examination of the results of the preposition inventory scoring (figures 4.88 and 4.89) and the 
prepositional semantic meanings scoring (figures 4.90 and 4.91), it is evident that when these scores are 
compared there is not much difference in the grouping of these four creoles. In addition, it was evident 
during the scoring process that the majority of places where the scores for semantic meanings were 
lower were due to the differences in the preposition inventories and not to different prepositional 
markers being used by different creoles. Because of this, one way to avoid the weighting of prepositions 
over all the other markers would be to include only the scores for the preposition inventory in the 
combined scores for all three major categories, i.e., the verbal markers, nominal markers, and 
prepositional markers. An examination of the prepositional semantic meanings markers would be 
beneficial to any attempt to share or adapt written materials but perhaps should not be included in the 
scoring. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.99 to show the potential similarity or difference 
for all markers except prepositional semantic meanings when one is used as the SC and the other as the 
TC and then vice versa. There are sixty-four nominal marker scoring items, forty verbal marker scoring 
items, and forty-one preposition inventory scoring items for a total of 145 items to score, which makes 
the highest possible total score 4 x 145 = 580. This still seems to weight prepositions heavily. They are 
not nearly as high frequency as the verbal markers, which occur in every clause. This scoring does, 
however, help maintain the separation that is evident in the more frequently occurring markers. 
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All markers except prepositional 
semantic meanings  
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 580 

Percentage scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 353 61% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 373 64% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 375 65% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 380 66% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 384 66% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 394 68% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 483 83% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 537 93% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 522 90% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 525 91% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 556 96% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 512 88% 

Figure 4.99. Creoles paired as SC and TC for all markers except prepositional semantic meanings. 

The percentages in figure 4.99 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 580. Based 
on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all markers except prepositional 
semantic meanings are Vincentian and Tobagonian. Grenadian and Vincentian are the lowest scoring 
pair for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all markers except 
prepositional semantic meanings is provided in figure 4.100. The numbers and percentages in this chart 
are taken from figure 4.99. 

All markers 
except 
prepositional 
semantic 
meanings 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  353 out of 580 
61% 

384 out of 580 
66% 

375 out of 580 
65% 

Guyanese 394 out of 580 
68% 

483 out of 580 
83%  522 out of 580 

90% 

Tobagonian 380 out of 580 
66% 

512 out of 580 
88% 

525 out of 580 
91%  

Vincentian 373 out of 580 
64%  537 out of 580 

93% 
556 out of 580 

96% 

Figure 4.100. Percentage of all markers’ PIA (except prepositional semantic meanings). 

This chart once again shows the clear grouping of Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian and the 
clear separation of Grenadian from this group. Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or 
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adapting written materials with Guyanese and Tobagonian based on all the markers except prepositional 
semantic meanings. The Guyanese and Tobagonian scores in this chart also indicate that they would 
potentially be good candidates to be SCs for each other, but not quite as good for Vincentian. Grenadian 
does not have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, 
Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.100. And none of the three other creoles 
scores well as a SC for Grenadian either. 

A factor analysis was also applied to the data from figure 4.99 using the SPSS programme. A factor 
analysis using the Minitab programme was also applied to the 145 scoring items included in the scores 
for figure 4.99, which are found in the appendix. The two methods of displaying the results for the SPSS 
analysis and the one method for the Minitab programme do not show any significant difference from the 
same tables and graphs in the first scoring method. Those tables and graphs are found in figures 4.101–
4.103. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.101. Rotated component matrix for all markers except prepositional semantic meanings. 

The results in this table are similar to those in figure 4.96, but there are some slight differences. 
Grenadian again shows the greatest variance in this table, which is accounted for in component 1. 
Component 2, however, indicates that Vincentian shows the greatest variance of the three remaining, 
whereas in figure 4.96 Guyanese showed the greatest variance for this component. Although it is 
important to note that Tobagonian shows the greatest variance of the two factors remaining in 
component 3, nothing can be learned by comparing it with figure 4.96. This is because the remaining 
two factors in component 3 in this figure are different from those in figure 4.96. 

Figure 4.102 shows the scree plot for the data from this factor analysis. This again shows that 
Grenadian accounts for most of the variance in the data and that the variance in the data for the other 
three factors is not significant. In this factor analysis, Grenadian accounts for 93.527 percent of the 
variance in the data. The other three factors each account for 4 percent or less of the variance. 

Rotated Component Matrixa

-.599 -.546 -.586
.433 .785 .443
.463 .501 .731
.840 .387 .380

GRENADA 
VINCENT 
TOBAGO
GUYANA 

1 2 3
Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 5 iterations.a. 
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Figure 4.102. Scree plot for all markers except prepositional semantic meanings. 

The Minitab graph is found in figure 4.103. The results of this factor analysis are not much different 
than those found in figure 4.98. Those data points where Grenadian is a factor group on the right side 
toward the top and those where Grenadian is not a factor group on the left side, with the majority 
toward the bottom. Again, there is a difference between those on the left side where Vincentian is a 
factor and those where Vincentian is not a factor. There is also a slight difference in the cluster on the 
right side. Those where Vincentian is a factor graph slightly lower than those where Vincentian is not a 
factor. This is similar to what was found in figure 4.98. 

Figure 4.103. Minitab clustering of all data except prepositional semantic meanings. 
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Prepositions: another look 
The scoring above, which excludes the semantic meanings, was provided because it was felt that the 

large number of items scored for prepositions when compared to the other items scored emphasised 
prepositions too heavily. This may still be the case, even when excluding the prepositional semantic 
meanings and only scoring the preposition inventory. 

There are two other options that were considered. One was not to include prepositions at all. This 
was not an acceptable solution because there are definite differences not only in the preposition 
inventories but in the semantic meaning usages as well. The other option was to include in comparison 
only those prepositions in the preposition inventory and the prepositional semantic meanings where 
there were differences. In the alternative preposition inventory (figure 4.104), the prepositions that are 
included are the ones that were used by one or more creoles but not by another. The prepositional 
semantic meanings that are included (figure 4.105) are only those where there were differences in the 
use of the prepositional markers that were not represented in the preposition inventory. For example, the 
differences in the semantic meaning markers where on and pan occur are not included in the scoring for 
the alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers because both are represented in the alternative 
preposition inventory). One of the goals of the scoring system developed for this study was to try to 
emphasise the differences between the creoles. Instead of including all the prepositions and prepositional 
semantic meanings, only including those where there are differences would come closer to meeting that 
goal. It would also bring the preposition markers closer to the criteria of selection of data by not 
including items that are the same from creole to creole. This could reduce the number of preposition 
items scored to a more reasonable level. In addition, some prepositions could be excluded because they 
were not high frequency. For example, for the preposition opposite, there is only one occurrence in each 
of the four creoles, one of which had been elicited during the review of the data. It was included because 
there was evidence of its existence in all four creoles but could be excluded because of a lack of high 
frequency usage. Those prepositions that differ from the lexifier language would need to be included—
even if they are found in all four creoles. Figure 4.104 provides a list of the prepositions that differ from 
creole to creole, are higher frequency, and/or differ from the lexifier language. Figure 4.105 provides a 
list of those prepositional semantic meaning markers that differed from creole to creole and were not 
represented in the alternative preposition inventory. 

Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1.  a  [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

2.  below  [bilo]  [bilo] [bilo] 
3.  ina   [ɪnɑ] [ɪnɑ] [ɪnɑ] 
4.  inside  [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid] [ɪnsɑid]  

5.  laka   [lɑkɑ] [lɑkɑ]  

6.  on  [ɑn] [ɑn] [ɑn] [ɑn] 

7.  on top  [ɑn tɑp]    

8.  on top of  [ɑn tɑp ɑ] [ɑn tɑp ɑ] [ɑn tɑp ɑ]  

9.  pan top   [pɑn tɑp] [pɑn tɑp] [pɑn tɑp] 

10.  pan   [pɑn] [pɑn] [pɑn] 

11.  underneath   [ɑndɑnit] [ɑndɑnit] [ɑndɑnit] 

Figure 4.104. Alternative preposition inventory. 
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This alternative preposition inventory and alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers 
scoring reduces the number of prepositional items scored from 125 (forty-one for the preposition 
inventory and eighty-four for the prepositional semantic meanings) to sixteen (eleven prepositions and 
five semantic meaning differences). This seems like a more reasonable number to score considering that 
there are only forty verbal and sixty-four nominal scoring items.  

Prepositional 
semantic 
meanings:  
locative 

Grenadian Guyanese Tobagonian Vincentian 

1. Origin or source  [fɹɑm] ~ 
[fɹʌm], [ɪn] 

[ɑ], [fɹʌm], 
[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [fɹɑm] 
~ [fɹʌm] ~ 
[fɹɑ ], [ɪn], 

[ɪnɑ] 

[ɑ], [fɹɑm] 
~ [fɹʌm] ~ 
[fvɑ ], [ɪnɑ] 

2. Up to a certain 
point, but not 
beyond 

[ʌptu] 

[ʌp tu], 
[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ 

[tɪl] 

[ʌp tu] 

[ʌp tu], 
[ɑntɪl] ~ 
[ʌntɪl] ~ 

[tɪl] 

 motion/direction     

3. Motion toward a 
specific place and 
reached 

[tu] ~ [tɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

4. Indicating 
attendance at an 
event or organised 
gathering 

[tu] ~ [tɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] [ɑ] 

 temporal     

5. Near in time 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut], 
[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɹɑun],  
[niɹ] 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 
[ɑbʌt] ~ 
[bʌt] ~ 
[bɑut], 

[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹʌŋ] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ] 

[ɑbɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut] ~ 

[bɑut], 
[ɑɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɑɹɑun] ~ 

[ɹɑuŋ],  
[niɹ] 

[bɑut] ~ 
[ʌbɑut], 

[ʌɹɑuŋ] ~ 
[ɹɑuŋ] 

Figure 4.105. Alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers. 

It may seem that it was a waste of time to look at all the prepositions and prepositional semantic 
meanings, as was done earlier in this chapter. Not only do the prepositional semantic meaning 
comparisons weight prepositions too heavily but using only the preposition inventory seems to do so as 
well. Why not just look at the alternative preposition inventory and alternative prepositional semantic 
meaning markers? To answer that, it needs to be noted that the whole process of comparison of 
prepositions and prepositional semantic meanings was needed in order to identify which prepositions 
and which prepositional semantic meaning markers were different from creole to creole. The inventory 
needed to be gathered to determine what prepositions occurred. They needed to be compared to 
determine if some that were used in one creole were not used in another. And the semantic meanings 
needed to be examined to determine if the same markers were used in each creole to mark the same 
semantic meanings. This analysis was necessary to discover such differences as the consideration by 
Vincentian speakers that the preposition on was not creole (they prefer pan), the use of the preposition in 
to mark the semantic meanings of ‘inside’ in Vincentian, the use of the preposition near to mark the 
temporal semantic meaning ‘near in time’ in Grenadian and Tobagonian but not in Guyanese and 
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Vincentian, the use of the preposition laka only in Tobagonian and Guyanese, and the lack of occurrence 
of the prepositions a, ina, pan, pan top, and underneath in Grenadian. Without the detailed analysis of 
prepositions and semantic meanings it would not have been possible to identify the prepositions and 
semantic meanings to include in the alternative preposition inventory and alternative prepositional 
semantic meaning markers charts (figures 4.104 and 4.105). 

PIA scoring for alternative preposition markers and semantic 
meanings 

The scoring for the alternative preposition inventory and alternative prepositional markers are 
carried out in the same way as with the other markers. These scores are then combined and added to the 
nominal and verbal marker scores to obtain the total score for all the markers. The creoles are grouped 
together in pairs in figure 4.106 to show the potential similarity or difference for the alternative 
preposition inventory markers when one is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. 
There are eleven items to score making the highest possible total score forty-four.  

Alternative preposition inventory 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 44 

Percentage scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 8 18% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 12 27% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 12 27% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 12 27% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 16 36% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 16 36% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 24 55% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 24 55% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 28 64% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 28 64% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 40 91% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 40 91% 

Figure 4.106. Creoles paired as SC and TC for alternative preposition inventory. 

The percentages in figure 4.106 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of forty-four. 
Based on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of the alternative preposition 
inventory markers are Guyanese and Tobagonian. In fact, Guyanese-Tobagonian is the only pair that 
scores well. Grenadian- Vincentian is the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the alternative 
preposition inventory markers is provided in figure 4.107. The numbers and percentages in this chart are 
taken from figure 4.106. 
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Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  8 out of 44 
18% 

12 out of 44 
27% 

16 out of 44 
36% 

Vincentian 12 out of 44 
27%  24 out of 44 

55% 
28 out of 44 

64% 

Tobagonian 16 out of 44 
36% 

28 out of 44 
64% 

40 out of 44 
91%  

Guyanese 12 out of 44 
27% 

24 out of 44 
55%  40 out of 44 

91% 

Figure 4.107. Percentage of alternative preposition inventory PIA. 

Tobagonian and Guyanese have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written materials 
with each other based on the alternative preposition inventory. The Vincentian scores in this chart are 
much better than the Grenadian scores but do not show the clear grouping with the other two as with 
the nominal and verbal markers (c.f. figures 4.46 and 4.76). The Grenadian scores in figure 4.107, 
however, show a clear division from the other three. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.108 to show the potential similarity or 
difference for the alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers when one is used as the SC and 
the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are five items to score making the highest possible total 
score 4 x 5 = 20.  

Alternative prepositional semantic 
meaning markers 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 20 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 8 40% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 8 40% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 8 40% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 8 40% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 12 60% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 10 50% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 18 90% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 16 80% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 18 90% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 16 80% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 20 100% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 20 100% 

Figure 4.108. Creoles paired as SC and TC for alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers. 

The percentages in figure 4.108 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of twenty. 
Based on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of the alternative prepositional 
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semantic meaning markers are Guyanese and Vincentian. The Grenadian-Vincentian and Grenadian-
Guyanese pairs are the lowest scoring pairs for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the alternative 
preposition inventory markers is provided in figure 4.109. The numbers and percentages in this chart are 
taken from figure 4.108. 

Alternative 
prepositional 
semantic 
meaning 
markers 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Tobagonian Vincentian Guyanese 

Grenadian  12 out of 20 
60% 

8 out of 20 
40% 

8 out of 20 
40% 

Tobagonian 10 out of 20 
50%  16 out of 20 

80% 
16 out of 20 

80% 

Guyanese 8 out of 20 
40% 

18 out of 20 
90% 

20 out of 20 
100%  

Vincentian 8 out of 20 
40% 

18 out of 20 
90%  20 out of 20 

100% 

Figure 4.109. Percentage of the alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers’ PIA. 

Vincentian and Guyanese have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written materials 
with each other and with Tobagonian based on the alternative preposition inventory. Tobagonian also 
scores well in this chart and shows the clear grouping with the other two, unlike figure 4.107. The 
Grenadian scores in figure 4.109 show a clear division from the other three creoles. 

The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.110 to show the potential similarity or 
difference when the alternative preposition inventory and the alternative prepositional semantic 
meanings scores are combined and one creole is used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice 
versa. There are a total of sixteen items to score, making the highest possible total score 4 x 16 = 64. 
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Alternative prepositions combined 
 source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 64 

Percentage scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 16 25% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 20 31% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 20 31% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 20 31% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 28 44% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 26 41% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 44 69% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 44 69% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 46 72% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 44 69% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 58 91% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 56 88% 

Figure 4.110. Creoles paired as SC and TC for alternative preposition inventory  
and alternative prepositional semantic meanings combined. 

The percentages in figure 4.110 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of sixty-four. 
Based on these scores, the two creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of the alternative preposition 
inventory and alternative prepositional semantic meaning markers are Guyanese and Tobagonian. 
Grenadian and Vincentian are the lowest scoring pair for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for the alternative 
preposition inventory and alternative prepositional semantic meanings combined is provided in figure 
4.111. The numbers and percentages in this chart are taken from figure 4.110. 

Alternative 
prepositions 
combined 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  16 out of 64 
25% 

20 out of 64 
31% 

28 out of 64 
44% 

Vincentian 20 out of 64 
31%  44 out of 64 

69% 
46 out of 64 

72% 

Tobagonian 26 out of 64 
41% 

44 out of 64 
69% 

56 out of 64 
88%  

Guyanese 20 out of 64 
31% 

44 out of 64 
69%  58 out of 64 

91% 

Figure 4.111. Percentage of alternative preposition inventory and alternative  
prepositional semantic meanings combined PIA. 

Guyanese and Tobagonian have the highest potential as SCs for sharing or adapting written materials 
with each other and Vincentian based on the alternative preposition inventory and alternative 
prepositional semantic meanings scores combined. The Vincentian scores in this chart also indicate a 
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good potential as a candidate to be a SC for Tobagonian and Guyanese. Grenadian once more does not 
have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or 
Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.111. None of the three other creoles scores well to be a SC for 
Grenadian either, showing again the division between Grenadian and the other three creoles. 

PIA scoring: all markers with alternative preposition scores 
The creoles are grouped together in pairs in figure 4.112 to show the potential similarity or 

difference when all the marker scores with the alternative preposition scores are combined and one is 
used as the SC and the other as the TC and then vice versa. There are sixty-four nominal marker scoring 
items, forty verbal marker scoring items, and sixteen alternative preposition scoring items, for a total of 
120 items to score making the highest possible total score 4 x 120 = 480. 

All markers with alternative 
prepositions 
source creoles to target creoles 

Totals 
out of 480 

Percentage 
scores 

Grenadian to Vincentian 241 50% 

Vincentian to Grenadian 265 55% 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 267 56% 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 270 56% 

Grenadian to Guyanese 272 57% 

Guyanese to Grenadian 284 59% 

Guyanese to Vincentian 383 80% 

Vincentian to Guyanese 437 91% 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 422 88% 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 421 88% 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 454 95% 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 408 85% 

Figure 4.112. Creoles paired as SC and TC for verbal, nominal,  
and alternative preposition scores combined. 

The percentages in figure 4.112 are based on the total out of the highest possible score of 480. Based 
on these scores, the creoles with the best score for mutual PIA of all markers with the alternative 
preposition scores are the Vincentian- Tobagonian pair. Grenadian- Vincentian is the lowest scoring pair 
for mutual PIA in this chart. 

A breakdown of the grouping of creoles based on unidirectional PIA scores for all markers with the 
alternative preposition scores is provided in figure 4.113. The numbers and percentages in this chart are 
taken from figure 4.112. 
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All markers 
with 
alternative 
repositions 

Target creole 

Source  
creole  ↓ Grenadian Vincentian Guyanese Tobagonian 

Grenadian  241 out of 480 
50% 

272 out of 480 
57% 

267 out of 480 
56% 

Guyanese 284 out of 480 
59% 

383 out of 480 
80%  422 out of 480 

88% 

Tobagonian 270 out of 480 
56% 

408 out of 480 
85% 

421 out of 480 
88%  

Vincentian 265 out of 480 
55%  437 out of 480 

91% 
454 out of 480 

95% 

Figure 4.113. Percentage of combined verbal, nominal, and alternative preposition  
scores’ PIA. 

Vincentian has the highest potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written materials with Guyanese 
and Tobagonian based on all markers with the alternative preposition inventory. The Tobagonian and 
Guyanese scores in this chart also indicate a good potential as candidates to be SCs for Vincentian and 
each other. Grenadian once more does not have a high potential as a SC for sharing or adapting written 
materials with Guyanese, Tobagonian, or Vincentian based on the scores in figure 4.113. None of the 
three other creoles scores well to be a SC for Grenadian either, showing again the division between 
Grenadian and the other three creoles. 

A factor analysis was also applied to the data from figure 4.112 using the SPSS programme. A factor 
analysis using the Minitab programme was also applied to the 120 scoring items included in the scores 
for figure 112, which are found in the appendix. The two methods of displaying the results for the SPSS 
analysis and the one method for the Minitab programme do not show any significant difference from the 
same tables and graphs in the first scoring method. Those tables and graphs are found in figures 4.114 to 
4.116. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.114. Rotated component matrix for verbal, nominal, and alternative preposition scores 

combined. 

The results of the rotated component matrix for this scoring method are similar to those of the other 
two rotated component matrices. The first component indicates that Grenadian shows the greatest 
variance. Grenadian accounted for 93.848 percent of the variance in the data. The second component, 
however, indicates that Tobagonian shows the greatest variance of the remaining three factors. This is 

Rotated Component Matrixa

-.598 -.604 -.526
.442 .460 .770
.462 .740 .490
.833 .392 .390

GRENADA 
VINCENT 
TOBAGO
GUYANA 

1 2 3
Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 5 iterations.a. 
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different from both of the other two rotated component matrices (see figures 4.96 and 4.101). Again, 
nothing can be learned from comparing the third component because the remaining two factors are 
different from the factors of the third components of the other two rotated component matrices. 

The scree plot for this scoring method does not differ significantly from the scree plots for the 
previous two scoring methods. This scree plot again shows that Grenadian accounts for most of the 
variance in the data and that the other three factors do not show any significant variance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 4.115. Scree plot for verbal, nominal, and alternative preposition scores combined. 

The Minitab graph for this scoring method is similar to the Minitab graphs for the other two scoring 
methods. Those data points where Grenadian is a factor group on the right near the top while those 
where Grenadian is not a factor group on the left toward the bottom. This graph, however, does not 
show as clear a separation of the two data points on the left where Vincentian is not a factor as the other 
two Minitab graphs did (see figures 4.97 and 4.102). 
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Figure 4.116. Minitab clustering of verbal, nominal, and alternative preposition  
scores combined. 

Three ways of scoring prepositions in combination with the nominal and verbal markers have been 
illustrated here along with the results from the two methods of factor analysis. All three show clearly 
that Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian group together well and that Grenadian clearly does not fit 
with this grouping. The last scoring method seems preferable, but any of the three methods will provide 
similar results. The divisions and groupings, however, may not be as clearly defined as in this final 
scoring method. 
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Conclusion 
The introduction (chapter 1) of this study posed several questions that formed the basis for a type of 

comparison of languages where the sharing or adapting of literary materials was in focus. Five questions 
were listed. The last two questions were beyond the scope of this study. This is because they involve the 
actual implementation of a project to adapt literary materials based on the tool to compare and group 
these creoles that was developed in this study. The first three questions, however, were the ones that this 
study sought to answer. 

The first question is: How similar are the grammars and grammatical markers of these languages? 
Based on my own research and the research of other linguists (discussed in chapter 2), it is apparent that 
the grammars of these four English-lexifier creoles are very similar. The differences in the grammatical 
features identified in this study were noted in the scoring of the grammatical markers of these features. 
In addition, it is apparent from the information in chapter 4 that the markers of key grammatical 
features for at least three of these creoles are very similar. The nominal, verbal, and prepositional 
grammatical markers of Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian show a great deal of similarity with one 
another. Grenadian, on the other hand, although it does show some noticeable similarity in the 
preposition markers, is clearly different for the nominal and verbal markers. This was evidenced in the 
statistical analysis of the scores for the unidirectional comparison of these languages as well. The 
statistical analysis indicated that Grenadian was responsible for the greatest amount of variation in the 
scores. This corresponds to the lower scores evident in the comparisons where Grenadian is one of the 
languages in the scoring comparison. The statistical analysis also showed that the three creoles 
Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian formed a group because the amount of variation attributed to 
these creoles was not significant. 

This leads to the second and third questions: Can these languages be grouped based on their 
similarities? And conversely, can or should they be separated based on their differences? Based on the 
scores in figures 4.95, 4.100, and 4.113 it is apparent that Guyanese, Tobagonian, and Vincentian form a 
fairly tight group. All scores for this group are 80 percent or higher. There is only a 10 percent difference 
between the lowest score—when Guyanese is the SC and Vincentian the TC—and the highest score—
when Vincentian is the SC and Tobagonian the TC—when the prepositional semantic meanings are 
included (see figure 4.95). There is only a 13 percent difference between the lowest score—when 
Guyanese is the SC and Vincentian the TC—and the highest score—when Vincentian is the SC and 
Tobagonian the TC—when the prepositional semantic meanings are excluded (see figure 4.100). And 
there is only a 15 percent difference between the lowest score—when Guyanese is the SC and Vincentian 
the TC—and the highest score—when Vincentian is the SC and Tobagonian the TC—when the alternative 
preposition scoring is used (see figure 4.113). Thus provides evidence that these creoles can be grouped 
using this tool. 

Creoles can also be shown to be disconnected from a group using this tool. Grenadian illustrates this 
well. When all the markers are combined, the highest score Grenadian receives is either as a SC or as a 
TC with Guyanese: (as a SC) 700 out of 916 or 76 percent including the prepositional semantic meanings 
(see figure 4.95), (as a TC) 394 out of 580 or 68 percent excluding the prepositional semantic meanings 
(see figure 4.100), and (as a TC) 284 out of 480 or 59 percent with the alternative preposition scores 
(see figure 4.113). The lowest score for the other three creoles (not including the scores with Grenadian) 
is the Guyanese-Vincentian pair. It scored 789 out of 916 or 86 percent including the prepositional 
semantic meanings (see figure 4.95), 483 out of 580 or 83 percent excluding the prepositional semantic 
meanings (see figure 4.100), and 383 out of 480 or 80 percent with the alternative preposition scores 
(see figure 4.113). Thus, between the highest score for Grenadian and the lowest score for the other 
three creoles there is a 10 percent difference including prepositional semantic meanings, a 15 percent 
difference excluding prepositional semantic meanings, and a 21 percent difference with the alternative 
preposition scores. Grenadian does not score higher than 76 percent on all three charts. This evidence 
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illustrates that a separation between Grenadian and the other three creoles can and should be made. 
Again, the statistical analysis conducted on the data also indicates that the variance for Grenadian is the 
greatest while the variance for the other three creoles is insignificant—which again shows that 
Grenadian should be viewed as distinct from the other three creoles. 

Other obtainable information 
Not only does this tool provide information about how these languages group based on linguistic 

similarity, but also one can infer other information from the scores that are illustrated in two different 
types of charts. Figures 4.95, 4.100, and 4.113 show that Vincentian is very likely the best candidate to 
be a SC for both Tobagonian and Guyanese. Ideally then, any attempts at literary development among 
these three creoles should be started with Vincentian and then shared or adapted to Tobagonian and 
Guyanese. 

Unfortunately, we do not live in an ideal world, and many factors influence the timetables for the 
introduction of a literary development project. Language attitudes of speakers of a creole may make it 
impossible to begin a literary development project, and an adaptation may only be possible after 
evidence is provided to speakers of that creole of how literary development is progressing for other 
creoles. Other factors such as available resources, availability of personnel to work on a literary 
development project, governmental support, local ownership, etc. can all affect when and how literary 
development might take place, if at all. 

An examination of the results of a comparison like the one done in this study might be of help in 
these less-than-ideal situations. Figures 4.94, 4.99, and 4.112 show that the Guyanese–Tobagonian pair 
and the Vincentian–Tobagonian pair are the best candidates to share or adapt materials with each other, 
with the Vincentian–Tobagonian pair scoring the highest on two of the three charts. The Guyanese–
Vincentian pair also scores well but not as well as these other two. An examination of the scores for 
creoles when they are paired as SC and TC and then vice versa, as in these three figures, might be helpful 
if resources were available to begin only two literary development projects (one as a SC and the other as 
a TC). If a choice had to be made for only one pair, the pair that has the highest mutual PIA scores 
would be the logical choice. An examination of the scores of the corresponding figures 4.95, 4.100, and 
4.113 might be helpful if resources were available for only one literary development project or for 
projects for all creoles involved, because the best candidate to be a SC can be inferred from these charts. 
Also, if two projects were underway, and a third language became interested in literary development, the 
choice of which of the two active projects to use as a SC for adapting materials to the third could 
possibly be made based on the scores of this type of comparison. 

It might also be possible to decide what order adaptations should be made in if the SC was not the 
ideal choice for a given group. An example would be if a literary development project was started in 
Tobagonian with the intention of adapting materials to Guyanese and Vincentian. It would be a better 
option to adapt from Tobagonian to Vincentian and then from Vincentian to Guyanese, rather than from 
Tobagonian to both Vincentian and Guyanese. The reason is that Vincentian scores better than 
Tobagonian as a SC for Guyanese, and because Vincentian scores better as a SC for Guyanese than 
Guyanese does for Vincentian. If an adaptation were made to Vincentian, those materials might be easier 
to adapt to Guyanese than the Tobagonian materials, making Vincentian both a TC and a SC in this 
situation. Along those lines, other information that might be inferred from these scores would indicate 
that if a literary development project were begun with Guyanese, it might be easiest to adapt materials 
to Vincentian and then to Tobagonian. 

The scores for a creole as a TC may be equally important when considering where to begin a literary 
development project. Determining which creole has the best score as a TC would be valuable information 
to know. If possible, project planners would want to take advantage of that information and begin 
literary development for a different creole with the intention of initiating an adaptation project in the 
best scoring TC later. The determination of which creole is the best TC can be made by using information 
from figures 4.95, 4.100, and 4.113. 
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Figure 5.1 provides a combination of the scores for the three creoles that group well—Guyanese, 
Tobagonian, and Vincentian—when compared to each of the other creoles as a TC. The TC scores for 
figure 4.117 are obtained from figures 4.95, 4.100, and 4.113 by adding the total scores in the Target 
creole column for each creole with the other two in this group. (Grenadian is not included in figure 5.1 
because it does not group well with the other creoles.) Thus, the score for Vincentian from figure 4.95 is 
789 (as a TC for Guyanese) plus 816 (as a TC for Tobagonian), making a total of 1605 out of 1832, or 87 
percent.  

Target 
creole 
ranking 

Totals out of 
1832 

including 
prepositional 

semantic 
meanings 

Target 
creole 
ranking 

Totals out of 
1160 

excluding 
prepositional 

semantic 
meanings 

Target 
creole 
ranking 

Totals out of 
960 with 

alternative 
preposition 

scoring 

 Totals %  Totals %  Totals % 

Guyanese 1720 94% Guyanese 1062 92% Guyanese 858 89% 

Tobagonian 1738 95% Tobagonian 1078 93% Tobagonian 876 91% 

Vincentian 1605 88% Vincentian 995 86% Vincentian 791 82% 

Figure 5.1. Creoles ranked as target creoles. 

Of the three creoles in this group, Tobagonian scores the best as a TC. It is also interesting to note 
that, although Vincentian scores the best as a SC, it scores the poorest as a TC in this group. This 
information would provide an extra impetus to attempt to begin literary development in Vincentian with 
adaptation to the other two creoles. If Vincentian scored equally well as a SC and a TC, then this extra 
impetus would not exist, but Vincentian would still be the best choice for an initial SC. 

This also clearly illustrates the problems discussed in the “Intelligibility” section of chapter 1 with 
using the term “mutual intelligibility.” The Vincentian scores indicate that it would be highly intelligible 
to both Guyanese and Tobagonian but the Tobagonian and Guyanese scores indicate that they would not 
be as intelligible to Vincentian. Thus, although intelligibility between these creoles might be high, it is 
definitely not mutual. This is because the term mutual implies sameness. A better way of stating the 
degree of intelligibility between languages would be to indicate the directionality of intelligibility 
between the languages. Thus, Vincentian and Tobagonian could be said to be highly intelligible with a 
greater intelligibility from a Vincentian to Tobagonian perspective. Or if generalisations are being stated, 
one might simply say that they are highly intelligible and avoid the use of the term mutual altogether. 

Total number of markers 
One thing that became evident during the scoring of these creoles was that there is a correlation 

between the total number of markers used by a creole and the potential that particular creole has as a SC 
or a TC. Figure 5.2 shows that within the grouping of three creoles, the creole with the smallest number 
of markers in figures 4.95, 4.100, and 4.113, i.e., Vincentian, scored the best as a SC. This is illustrated 
in figure 4.108. Also, the creole with the greatest number of markers, i.e., Tobagonian, scored the best as 
a TC. This is because in the groupings provided by this scoring system, the fewer the number of markers 
that are used by a creole, the greater the likelihood that it uses markers that are found in the other 
creoles, and thus the greater its potential as a SC. The converse is also true: the greater the number of 
markers used by a creole, the greater the chance that the markers of the other creoles are included in its 
inventory, and thus the greater its potential as a TC.  



  164 

 

Total 
number of 
markers 

Total number of 
markers including 

prepositional 
semantic meanings

Total number of 
markers excluding 

prepositional 
semantic meanings

Total number of 
markers with 
alternative 

preposition scores 
Guyanese 337 220 205 
Tobagonian 365 245 223 
Vincentian 299 191 165 

Figure 5.2. Total number of markers scored in the three-creole group.20 

It is interesting to note the difference in scores for the Vincentian–Guyanese pair and the Vincentian–
Tobagonian pair. They follow the pattern mentioned above in the correlation between the total number 
of markers and the potential as a SC and a TC. 

Future research 
There are three major and four minor items of future research that could be carried out related to 

the results of this study that are mentioned here. Other areas of research could also be carried out but 
the major items appear to be the most significant and the minor items became evident during the 
research and are included for that reason. It was not the intention of this study to actually test the 
effectiveness of this tool. The first major item, therefore, would be the need to test the effectiveness of 
the use of this tool in a pilot project in coordination with the computer programme for adapting literary 
material called Adapt It. As mentioned in the “Translation” section of chapter 2, SIL is currently 
exploring the potential for adapting literary materials produced in Belizean Creole to Jamaican and from 
Jamaican to Belizean, with the potential of including two other creoles. This could be an ideal situation 
to test the usefulness and effectiveness of this tool for identifying the key grammatical markers, grouping 
these creoles, and determining which has the best potential as a SC for the others. 

The second major item for future research would be a comparison of all the Caribbean English-
lexifier creoles using this tool. This would provide valuable information concerning the grouping of these 
creoles based on the linguistic similarity of their grammatical structures and markers. Furthermore, using 
this tool on all the Caribbean French-lexifier creoles would not only potentially provide information of 
interest but would also be another way to test the usefulness and validity of this tool. Perhaps other 
features or markers would need to be included for the French-lexifier creoles, such as agglutination 
mentioned in Baker and Corne 1986. If the French-lexifier creoles can be grouped using this tool, it will 
lend further support for its usefulness and effectiveness. 

The third major item or area for future research that needs to be mentioned relates to the 
identification and comparison of the key grammatical features “characteristic” of these English-lexifier 
creole languages and their markers as a tool for linguistic classification. The inclusion of more items in 
the comparison—ones that are perhaps not high frequency or that are the same from creole to creole or 
the same as Standard English—would provide even more accuracy in the measure of linguistic similarity 
and difference. By grouping creoles using this tool, those features that differ from group to group could 
be identified as “distinguishing features.” The spread of those features could be an indication of some of 
the historical and sociohistorical events mentioned in Hancock 1986b. It could also provide insight into 
the order of adoption of Standard English features and markers by creole speakers due to decreolisation. 

At least four minor items for future research became apparent at different points while writing up 
this research. These items do not pose as broad a scope of research as the three major items. The label 
“minor” is not intended to diminish the importance of the minor items for research but is rather intended 
to indicate the scope and quantity of research needed. The minor items relate much more to specific 
areas of research. The first minor item relates to the discussion of the types of discourse examined in this 
study. It was noted in the “Types of discourse and data elicited” section of chapter 3 that if the discourse 
was plus contingent temporal succession, then agent orientation did not affect whether creole speech 

                                                  
20 This figure is based on the actual words listed in the different charts identifying grammatical markers. 
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was produced or not. When the discourse was minus contingent temporal succession, however, agent 
orientation did affect whether creole speech was produced or not. Basically the potential production of 
creole speech in a minus contingent temporal succession context was limited to those situations that 
were plus agent orientation. Thus, if a discourse context is minus contingent temporal succession and 
minus agent orientation, then creole speech is not typically produced. This may be because stigmatised 
languages, or languages that are the recipients of negative language attitudes, are not used in this 
discourse context. This is an area of discourse studies where more research would need to be conducted 
to determine if this is in fact the case and why. The area of discourse studies in creole languages is one 
that has seen little research in comparison with the bulk of creole language studies available. 

The second minor item for future research relates to the use of phonology in the scoring system 
developed for this study. Phonology is a feature that has been used to help in identifying a person’s 
speech on the creole continuum. Certain phonological alternations, such as acrolectal [] and [] 
alternating with basilectal [t] and [d] respectively, can indicate whether a person’s speech is more 
acrolectal or more basilectal (i.e., “more creole” or “more English”). A phonological analysis of each 
creole and its relationship to, or differences from, the phonology of the local variety of English spoken in 
that territory may be helpful in identifying a person’s speech as creole or English, thus helping with the 
identification of the markers of grammatical features. As mentioned in the “The creole continuum—
problems for data selection” section of chapter 3, phonology was not ignored in the identification of 
grammatical markers in this study but neither was it the focus. More of a focus on phonology may be 
helpful, but how that might fit into the scoring system is something that would need to be determined 
based on the results of a detailed phonological analysis of each creole. 

The third minor item for future research is related to negation. The scoring of negation markers 
showed little difference from creole to creole. It was mentioned in the “Negation markers’ PIA scores” 
section of chapter 4 that this might be a result of shared historical connections between these four 
territories. If such historical connections exist, then this may be an indication of the resistance to change 
of negation markers. This would need to be validated by further research into both the historical 
connections between these territories and the resistance to change of negation markers in other language 
contact situations. 

The fourth and final minor item for future research concerns the markers for the preposition ‘beside’. 
There were two different markers used for ‘beside’, [sɑid] and [bisɑid], depending on the semantic 
meaning intended. Because of this, these two were scored as different markers in this study. The 
determination of whether this is a coincidence and both markers can be used for both meanings, such as 
the variation in the preposition ‘until’, [ʌntɪl] with [tɪl], or whether the two markers are really used 
separately was one item that was not reviewed with speakers of each creole.21 This would need to be 
done to make a final decision on this issue. 

                                                  
21 The different use of these markers was not discovered until after the final review of data with speakers of each creole was 
conducted in March and April of 2003. 
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Appendix 
COMPARISON OF GRAMMATICAL MARKERS SCORING CHARTS 

(Note: the cross-references are to the figures in chapter 4) 

Personal Pronouns 
The following charts correspond to Figure 4.12.22 

Personal 
pronouns 

1
n
s 

1
n
s 
- 

1
a
s 

1
n
p

1
a
p

2
n
s

2
a
s

2
n
p

2
a
p

3
m
n
s

3
m
a
s

3
f
n
s

3
f
a
s

3
n
n
s

3
n
a
s

3
n
p 

3
a
p 

Total 
out of 

68 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 54 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 52 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 0 0 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 4 50 

Figure A.1. Personal pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Personal 
pronouns 

1
n
s 

1
n
s 
- 

1
a
s 

1
n
p

1
a
p

2
n
s

2
a
s

2
n
p

2
a
p

3
m
n
s

3
m
a
s

3
f
n
s

3
f
a
s

3
n
n
s

3
n
a
s

3
n
p 

3
a
p 

Total 
out of 

68 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 2 2 4 2 48 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 4 4 4 56 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 2 2 4 4 56 

Figure A.2. Personal pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Personal 
pronouns 

1
n
s 

1
n
s 
- 

1
a
s 

1
n
p

1
a
p

2
n
s

2
a
s

2
n
p

2
a
p

3
m
n
s

3
m
a
s

3
f
n
s

3
f
a
s

3
n
n
s

3
n
a
s

3
n
p 

3
a
p 

Total 
out of 

68 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 50 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 68 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 66 

Figure A.3. Personal pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 

                                                  
22 1=1st person, 2=2nd person, 3=3rd person, 1st n=nominative, a=accusative, s=singular, p=plural, m=masculine, 
f=feminine, the 2nd n= neuter gender. E.g., 3fas=3rd person feminine accusative singular pronominal category. In the second 
column, the mathematical minus sign [-]indicates ‘when the pronoun occurs before the negation marker.’ 
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Personal 
pronouns 

1
n
s 

1
n
s 
- 

1
a
s 

1
n
p

1
a
p

2
n
s

2
a
s

2
n
p

2
a
p

3
m
n
s

3
m
a
s

3
f
n
s

3
f
a
s

3
n
n
s

3
n
a
s

3
n
p 

3
a
p 

Total 
out of 

68 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 2 50 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 68 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 66 

Figure A.4. Personal pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Possessive Pronoun  – First Category 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.22. 

First category 
possessive  
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 2 2 2 2 4 2 0 2 16 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 2 2 2 2 4 2 0 2 16 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 2 2 2 2 4 2 0 2 16 

Figure A.5. First category possessive pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
First category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 2 0 2 22 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 28 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 28 

Figure A.6. First category possessive pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
First category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 
32 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 2 0 2 24 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Figure A.7. First category possessive pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 
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First category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 2 0 2 22 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 30 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 30 

Figure A.8. First category possessive pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Possessive Pronoun – Second Category 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.24. 

Second category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 2 2 2 2 4 2 0 2 16 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 1 1 1 1 3 0 0 0 7 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 1 1 1 1 3 1 0 0 8 

Figure A.9. Second category possessive pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Second category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 2 0 2 22 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 3 3 3 1 3 1 1 1 16 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 3 3 3 3 3 1 1 1 18 

Figure A.10. Second category possessive pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Second category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 15 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 24 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 30 

Figure A.11. Second category possessive pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Second category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out 
of 32 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 3 3 3 1 3 1 0 0 14 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 21 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 3 2 3 1 3 1 2 2 17 

Figure A.12. Second category possessive pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Possessive Pronoun  – Third Category 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.26. 

Third category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 0 2 2 4 2 0 0 10 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 0 2 2 4 2 0 0 10 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 0 2 2 4 2 0 0 10 

Figure A.13. Third category possessive pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Third category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 2 0 0 14 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 2 2 2 2 4 2 2 2 18 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 30 

Figure A.14. Third category possessive pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Third category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 2 0 0 14 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Figure A.15. Third category possessive pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Third category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 0 3 3 4 3 0 0 13 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 

Figure A.16. Third category possessive pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Possessive Pronouns – Fourth Category 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.28. 

Fourth category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 0 2 2 4 2 0 0 10 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 7 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 7 

Figure A.17. Fourth category possessive pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Fourth category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 2 4 0 18 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 3 3 3 3 4 1 3 3 23 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 3 3 3 3 4 1 3 3 23 

Figure A.18. Fourth category possessive pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Fourth category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 
32 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 0 3 3 4 1 0 0 11 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Figure A.19. Fourth category possessive pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Fourth category 
possessive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 
32 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 0 1 1 4 1 0 0 7 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 25 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 28 

Figure A.20. Fourth category possessive pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Reflexive Pronouns 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.36. 

Reflexive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 
32 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 2 4 4 0 4 0 4 22 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 0 4 0 4 22 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 2 4 4 0 4 0 4 22 

Figure A.21. Reflexive pronouns with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Reflexive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 
32 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 2 0 2 0 4 20 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 28 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 30 

Figure A.22. Reflexive pronouns with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Reflexive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 0 2 0 4 22 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Figure A.23. Reflexive pronouns with Vincentian as source creole. 



  172 

 

Reflexive 
pronouns 

1st 
sing 

2nd 
sing 

3rd 
masc 
sing 

3rd 
fem. 
sing 

3rd 
neut 
sing 

1st 
plur 

2nd 
plur 

3rd 
plur 

Total 
out of 

32 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 2 0 2 0 4 20 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 32 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 30 

Figure A.24. Reflexive pronouns with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Determiners (Articles and Demonstrative Pronouns) 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.41. 

Determiners 
indef 
article 

def 
article 

dem 
pron 

near sg

dem. 
pron 
far sg 

dem. 
pron 

near pl

dem 
pron 
far pl 

Total 
out of 

24 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 3 3 0 1 15 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 3 3 3 3 20 

Figure A.25. Determiners with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Determiners 
indef 
article 

def 
article 

dem 
pron 

near sg

dem. 
pron 
far sg 

dem. 
pron 

near pl

dem 
pron 
far pl 

Total 
out of 

24 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 4 3 3 1 3 16 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 2 4 22 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 2 4 4 4 3 4 21 

Figure A.26. Determiners with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Determiners 
indef 
article 

def 
article 

dem 
pron 

near sg

dem. 
pron 
far sg 

dem. 
pron 

near pl

dem 
pron 
far pl 

Total 
out of 

24 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 2 3 3 0 3 13 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 2 4 4 4 4 22 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 2 4 4 4 4 4 22 

Figure A.27. Determiners with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Determiners 
indef 
article 

def 
article 

dem 
pron 

near sg

dem. 
pron 
far sg 

dem. 
pron 

near pl

dem 
pron 
far pl 

Total 
out of 

24 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 2 3 3 1 3 14 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 2 4 4 4 4 22 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 2 4 22 

Figure A.28. Determiners with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Plural Markers on Nouns 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.44 

Plural marking Plural marker  
Total 

out of 4 

Grenadian to Guyanese 0 0 

Grenadian to Vincentian 0 0 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 2 2 

Figure A.29. Plural marking with Grenadian as source creole 
 

Plural marking Plural marker  
Total 

out of 4 

Guyanese to Grenadian 0 0 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 

Figure A.30. Plural marking with Guyanese as source creole. 
 

Plural marking Plural marker  
Total 

out of 4 

Vincentian to Grenadian 0 0 

Vincentian to Guyanese 2 2 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 2 2 

Figure A.31. Plural marking with Vincentian as source creole. 
 

Plural marking Plural marker  
Total 

out of 4 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 2 2 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 2 2 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 2 2 

Figure A.32. Plural marking with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Non-Stative Verb Markers 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.49. The numbers across the top correspond to the 

numbers for each marker in figure 4.47. 

Non-Stative 
verb markers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Total 
out of 

40 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 20 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 0 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 16 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 20 

Figure A.33. Non-stative verb markers with Grenadian as source creole. 
 

Non-Stative 
verb markers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Total 
out of 

40 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 2 0 0 2 2 2 4 0 0 16 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 0 30 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 0 32 

Figure A.34. Non-stative verb markers with Guyanese as source creole. 
 

Non-Stative 
verb markers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Total 
out of 

40 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 0 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 16 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 36 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40 

Figure A.35. Non-stative verb markers with Vincentian as source creole. 
 

Non-Stative 
verb markers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Total 
out of 

40 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 2 0 0 2 2 4 4 0 0 18 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 4 2 0 28 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 2 4 2 4 4 2 4 32 

Figure A.36. Non-stative verb markers with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Stative Verb Markers 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.58. The numbers across the top refer to the following: 1) 

equational copula, 2) equational past, 3) equational future, 4) adjctival predicate, 5) adjectival past, 6) 
adjectival future, 7) locative copula, 8) locative past, 9) locative future, 10) existential & possessive, 11) 
existential past, 12) existential future, 13) focus fronting, 14) focus fronting question, 15) focus structure 
question. 

Stative verbs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4 

1
5 

Total 
out of 

60 
Grenadian to  
Guyanese 0 2 4 4 2 4 4 0 4 2 2 4 2 0 0 34 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 2 2 4 2 0 0 30 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 2 4 4 2 4 4 0 4 2 2 4 2 0 0 34 

Figure A.37. Stative verbal markers with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Stative verbs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4 

1
5 

Total 
out of 

60 
Guyanese to  
Grenadian 0 2 4 4 2 4 4 0 4 2 2 4 2 0 0 34 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 54 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 60 

Figure A.38. Stative verbal markers with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Stative verbs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4 

1
5 

Total 
out of 

60 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 0 4 4 0 4 2 0 4 2 0 0 28 

Vincentian to  
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 60 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 60 

Figure A.39. Stative verbal markers with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Stative verbs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0

1
1

1
2

1
3

1
4 

1
5 

Total 
out of 
60 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 2 4 4 2 4 4 0 4 2 2 4 0 0 0 32 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 52 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 52 

Figure A.40. Stative verbal markers with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Serial Verbs give and say 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.61. 

Serial verbs 
Serial verb 

give – 
transfer 

Serial verb 
give –

performance 

Serial 
verb say 

Total 
out of 

12 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 0 4 8 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 0 4 8 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 0 4 8 

Figure A.41. Serial verbs with Grenadian as source creole. 
 

Serial verbs 
Serial verb 

give – 
transfer 

Serial verb 
give –

performance 

Serial 
verb say 

Total 
out of 

12 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 8 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.42. Serial verbs with Guyanese as source creole. 
 

Serial verbs 
Serial verb 

give – 
transfer 

Serial verb 
give –

performance 

Serial 
verb say 

Total 
out of 

12 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 8 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.43. Serial verbs with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Serial verbs 
Serial verb 

give – 
transfer 

Serial verb 
give –

performance 

Serial 
verb say 

Total 
out of 

12 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 8 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.44. Serial verbs with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Negation Markers 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.65. 

Negation non-
stative can’t suffix absolute negator 

as verb 

Total 
out of 

20 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.45. Negation with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Negation non-
stative can’t suffix absolute negator 

as verb  

Total 
out of 
20 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.46. Negation with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Negation non-
stative can’t suffix absolute negator 

as verb  

Total 
out of 

20 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.47. Negation with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Negation non-
stative can’t suffix absolute negator 

as verb  

Total 
out of 

20 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 4 4 16 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.48. Negation with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Modals 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.68. 

Modals 
Modal 

should & 
aux. –a 

Modal could 
& aux. –a 

Modal 
would & 
aux. –a 

Total 
out of 

12 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.49. Modals with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Modals 
Modal 

should & 
aux. –a 

Modal could 
& aux. –a 

Modal 
would & 
aux. –a 

Total 
out of 

12 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.50. Modals with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Modals 
Modal 

should & 
aux. –a 

Modal could 
& aux. –a 

Modal 
would & 
aux. –a 

Total 
out of 

12 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.51. Modals with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Modals 
Modal 

should & 
aux. –a 

Modal could 
& aux. –a 

Modal 
would & 
aux. –a 

Total 
out of 

12 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.52. Modals with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Relative Clause Markers 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.71. 

Relative clause  
markers 

general 
marker 

locative 
marker 

temporal 
marker 

Total 
out of 

12 

Grenadian to Guyanese 2 4 4 10 

Grenadian to Vincentian 2 4 4 10 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 2 4 4 10 

Figure A.53. Relative clause markers with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Relative clause  
markers 

general 
marker 

locative 
marker 

temporal 
marker 

Total 
out of 

12 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.54. Relative clause markers with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Relative clause  
markers 

general 
marker 

locative 
marker 

temporal 
marker 

Total 
out of 

12 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.55. Relative clause markers with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Relative clause  
markers 

general 
marker 

locative 
marker 

temporal 
marker 

Total 
out of 

12 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 4 12 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 12 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 4 12 

Figure A.56. Relative clause markers with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Quotation Formulas 
The following charts correspond to figure 4.74. 

Quotation formulas score Total 
out of 4 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 

Figure A.57. Quotation formulas with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Quotation formulas score Total 
out of 4 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 

Figure A.58. Quotation formulas with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Quotation formulas score Total 
out of 4 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 

Figure A.59. Quotation formulas with Vincentian as source creole. 

 

Quotation formulas score Total 
out of 4 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 

Figure A.60. Quotation formulas with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Preposition Inventory 

The following charts correspond to figure 4.89. The numbers across the top correspond to the numbers for 
each preposition in figure 4.77. There is one column for each of the forty-one different prepositions or 
compound prepositions. 
Preposition 
inventory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 Sub-Total 
 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 36  

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 36  

 1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 Sub-Total  

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 36  

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 4 32  

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 36  

 2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

2
7 

2
8 

2
9 

3
0 Sub-Total  

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 0 28  

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

 3
1 

3
2 

3
3 

3
4 

3
5 

3
6 

3
7 

3
8 

3
9 

4
0 41 Sub-Total Total out 

of 164 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 132 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 128 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 136 

Figure A.61. Preposition inventory with Grenadian as source creole. 
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Preposition 
inventory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 Sub-Total  

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

 1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 Sub-Total  

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 36  

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

 2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

2
7 

2
8 

2
9 

3
0 Sub-Total  

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 0 28  

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

 3
1 

3
2 

3
3 

3
4 

3
5 

3
6 

3
7 

3
8 

3
9 

4
0 41 Sub-Total Total out 

of 164 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 132 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 144 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 160 

Figure A.62. Preposition inventory with Guyanese as source creole. 
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Preposition 
inventory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 Sub-Total  

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 36  

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

 1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 Sub-Total  

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 4 32  

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

 2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

2
7 

2
8 

2
9 

3
0 Sub-Total  

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 0 28  

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 0 28  

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 0 28  

 3
1 

3
2 

3
3 

3
4 

3
5 

3
6 

3
7 

3
8 

3
9 

4
0 41 Sub-Total Total out 

of 164 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 128 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 144 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 148 

Figure A.63. Preposition inventory with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Preposition 
inventory 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1

0 Sub-Total  

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 36  

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

 1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 Sub-Total  

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 36  

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 36  

 2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

2
7 

2
8 

2
9 

3
0 Sub-Total  

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 32  

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40  

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 0 28  

 3
1 

3
2 

3
3 

3
4 

3
5 

3
6 

3
7 

3
8 

3
9 

4
0 41 Sub-Total Total out 

of 164 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 32 136 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 160 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 148 

Figure A.64. Preposition inventory with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Locative Semantic Meanings of Prepositions  
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.78. 

Locative 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Sub-
Total 

 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 48  

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 0 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 46  

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52  

 1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 

2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

Sub-
Total 

Total 
out of 
104 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 50 98 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 40 86 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 50 102 

Figure A.65. Locative semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Locative 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Sub-
Total 

 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 46  

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 50  

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52  

 1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 

2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

Sub-
Total 

Total 
out of 
104 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 2 4 2 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 2 4 44 90 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 44 94 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 50 102 

Figure A.66. Locative semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 
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Locative 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Sub-
Total 

 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 44  

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 50  

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52  

 1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 

2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

Sub-
Total 

Total 
out of 
104 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 2 0 0 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 0 4 36 80 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 48 98 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 46 98 

Figure A.67. Locative semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Locative 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Sub-
Total 

 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 46  

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 50  

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 50  

 1
4 

1
5 

1
6 

1
7 

1
8 

1
9 

2
0 

2
1 

2
2 

2
3 

2
4 

2
5 

2
6 

Sub-
Total 

Total 
out of 
104 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 2 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 46 92 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52 102 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 44 94 

Figure A.68. Locative semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 



  187 

 

 

Motion/Direction Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.79. 

Motion/Direction 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Total 
out of 

52 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 0 4 4 4 36 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 

Figure A.69. Motion/direction semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Motion/Direction 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Total 
out of 

52 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 4 40 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 46 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52 

Figure A.70. Motion/direction semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Motion/Direction 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Total 
out of 

52 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 2 0 0 4 4 4 34 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 48 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 48 

Figure A.71. Motion/direction semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Motion/Direction 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

1
3 

Total 
out of 

52 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 0 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 4 4 4 40 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 52 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 46 

Figure A.72. Motion/direction semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Temporal Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.80. 

Temporal 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

Total out 
of 48 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 42 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 0 2 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 38 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 44 

Figure A.73. Temporal semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole 
 

Temporal 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

Total out 
of 48 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 2 2 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 36 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 46 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 48 

Figure A.74. Temporal semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole 
 

Temporal 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

Total out 
of 48 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 2 2 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 0 4 34 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 48 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 48 

Figure A.75. Temporal semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole 
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Temporal 
semantic 
meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

1
2 

Total out of 
48 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 2 2 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 36 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 46 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 2 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 44 

Figure A.76. Temporal semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole 

Position Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.81. 

Position semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.77. Position semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 

Position semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 4 22 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.78. Position semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 

Position semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 4 22 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.79. Position semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 
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Position semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 4 2 4 4 22 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.80. Position semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 

Referential Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.82. 

Referential semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.81. Referential semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole 

 

Referential semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.82. Referential semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole 

 

Referential semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.83. Referential semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole 
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Referential semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.84. Referential semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole 

Number Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.83. 

Number semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
out of 20 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.85. Number semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Number semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
out of 20 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.86. Number semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Number semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
out of 20 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.87. Number semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Number semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4 5 

Total 
out of 20 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Figure A.88. Number semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Association Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.84. 

Associaton semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 0 4 4 12 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.89. Association semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Association semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 2 4 4 14 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 2 4 4 14 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.90. Association semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Association semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 0 4 4 12 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.91. Association semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Association semantic 
meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 2 4 4 14 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 2 4 4 14 

Figure A.92. Association semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Agency/Instrument Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.85. 

Agency/instrument 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 4 0 12 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.93. Agency/instrument semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Agency/instrument 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 2 2 12 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 2 2 12 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.94. Agency/instrument semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Agency/instrument 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 2 0 10 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 16 

Figure A.95. Agency/instrument semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Agency/instrument 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4

Total 
out of 16 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 2 2 12 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 4 4 16 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 2 2 12 

Figure A.96. Agency/instrument semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Purpose Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.86.  

Purpose semantic 
meanings 1 2

Total 
out of 8 

Grenadian to Guyanese 4 4 8 

Grenadian to Vincentian 4 4 8 

Grenadian to Tobagonian 4 4 8 

Figure A.97. Purpose semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Purpose semantic 
meanings 1 2

Total 
out of 8 

Guyanese to Grenadian 4 4 8 

Guyanese to Vincentian 4 4 8 

Guyanese to Tobagonian 4 4 8 

Figure A.98. Purpose semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Purpose semantic 
meanings 1 2

Total 
out of 8 

Vincentian to Grenadian 4 4 8 

Vincentian to Guyanese 4 4 8 

Vincentian to Tobagonian 4 4 8 

Figure A.99. Purpose semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Purpose semantic 
meanings 1 2

Total 
out of 8 

Tobagonian to Grenadian 4 4 8 

Tobagonian to Guyanese 4 4 8 

Tobagonian to Vincentian 4 4 8 

Figure A.100. Purpose semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Miscellaneous Semantic Meanings of Prepositions 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.87.  

Miscellaneous 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 4 0 4 4 4 0 16 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.101. Miscellaneous semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 

 
Miscellaneous 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 4 2 4 2 2 2 16 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 2 4 2 18 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.102. Miscellaneous semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 

 
Miscellaneous 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 4 0 4 4 2 0 14 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Figure A.103. Miscellaneous semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 

 
Miscellaneous 
semantic meanings 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Total 
out of 24 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 4 2 4 2 2 2 16 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 4 24 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 2 4 2 4 2 18 

Figure A.104. Miscellaneous semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Alternative Preposition Inventory 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each preposition 

in figure 4.104. 

Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

Total 
out of 44 

Grenadian to 
Guyanese 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 12 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 16 

Figure A.105. Alternative preposition inventory with Grenadian as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

Total 
out of 44 

Guyanese to 
Grenadian 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 12 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 4 24 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40 

Figure A.106. Alternative preposition inventory with Guyanese as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

Total 
out of 44 

Vincentian to 
Grenadian 0 4 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 12 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 4 24 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 4 28 

Figure A.107. Alternative preposition inventory with Vincentian as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
inventory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1
0 

1
1 

Total 
out of 44 

Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 16 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 4 0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 40 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 0 0 0 4 0 4 4 4 28 

Figure A.108. Alternative preposition inventory with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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Alternative Prepositional Semantic Meanings 
The numbers across the top in the following charts correspond to the numbers for each semantic 

meaning in figure 4.105.  

Alternative 
preposition 
semantic meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
out of 

20 
Grenadian to 
Guyanese 2 4 0 0 2 8 

Grenadian to 
Vincentian 2 4 0 0 2 8 

Grenadian to 
Tobagonian 4 4 0 0 4 12 

Figure A.109. Alternative prepositional semantic meanings with Grenadian as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
semantic meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
out of 

20 
Guyanese to 
Grenadian 2 2 0 0 4 8 

Guyanese to 
Vincentian 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Guyanese to 
Tobagonian 4 2 4 4 4 18 

Figure A.110. Alternative prepositional semantic meanings with Guyanese as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
semantic meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
out of 

20 
Vincentian to 
Grenadian 2 2 0 0 4 8 

Vincentian to 
Guyanese 4 4 4 4 4 20 

Vincentian to 
Tobagonian 4 2 4 4 4 18 

Figure A.111. Alternative prepositional semantic meanings with Vincentian as source creole. 
 

Alternative 
preposition 
semantic meanings 

1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
out of 

20 
Tobagonian to 
Grenadian 2 4 0 0 4 10 

Tobagonian to 
Guyanese 2 4 4 4 2 16 

Tobagonian to 
Vincentian 2 4 4 4 2 16 

Figure A.112. Alternative prepositional semantic meanings with Tobagonian as source creole. 
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