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A Preliminary Report on a Study of the Acoustic Effects
of Variants of /1/ on Preceding Vowels

Marian Atkinson

Memorial University of Newfoundland

ABSTRACT

This paper reports on the preliminary findings of the effects
of variants of /1/ on the formant structure of preceding vowels.
A description of the results of an auditory study is followed by
an acoustic analysis of the formant frequencies of preceding
vowels [i:, 1, u:, v, =, a]. A sample of speakers from three
dialect areas of Newfoundland was chosen. These speakers reflect
the British, Irish, or mixed British/Irish heritage of their
communities and the clear or dark variant of /1/ associated with
that heritage

In acoustic investigations of "l1"-like sounds, a considerable
variety has been observed. This is accounted for by the fact that
these sounds, when produced with various vowels, reveal different
places of articulation (Tarndczy 1948:75).

In particular dialect areas of Newfoundland, we find two
variants of /1/ predominating. These are the '"clear" /1/ and the
"dark" /1/, each of which is associated with the Irish or English
heritage of that specific community. '"Clear" /1/ is associated
with Irish and "dark" /1/ with English (Paddock 1977:94).

Immigrants of Newfoundland stemmed from southwest England,
the Channel Islands and southeastern Ireland (Mannion 1977:24).
The tendency for Irish immigrants was to settle in the southern
Avalon Peninsula and there was almost exclusive Irish immigration
to Placentia Bay (Mannion 1977:45). Conception Bay was dominated
by the English,but some Irish settlements did emerge in that area
and Notre Dame Bay, on the northeast coast, was populated mainly by
the English.

Subjects for this study were selected from Placentia Bay,
Notre Dame Bay and Conception Bay. These communities reflect the
predominant Irish, English and mixed Irish/English dialect
sources. Six subjects were interviewed in each dialect area;
three from what would be considered a rural community and three
from an urban community. Efforts were made to elicit word-final



/1/ after each of the vowels and to obtain, where possible, the

same answers in each dialect area for phonological/phonetic com-
parison. Where 'same' answers were not obtained, minimal pairs

are used in the analysis. All subjects are male, ranging in age
from 54 - 84 years.

Auditory Analysis

Placentia Bay

Tapes were completed for five subjects from Placentia Bay.
0f these five subjects, four are of Irish ancestry. The two sub-
jects from the rural community of Placentia Bay are of Irish
ancestry. Both subjects exhibit '"clear" /1/ following the front
vowels [i:, 1, 2] in the words wheel, keel, quilt, hill, still,
mallet, tally.

There is an even distribution of "clear" and "dark" /1/ after
the back vowels. One subject exhibits all "clear" /1/'s while the
second subject exhibits "dark" /1/ in all but one word, and in
this word we find a 'backed' variant of the "clear" /1/, e.g.
[1>]. However this same subject fronts the high back vowel /u/
before the "dark" /1/ and produces the variant [u] in the word

pool, [pui].

In the urban community of Placentia Bay, two of the subjects
interviewed are of Irish origin while the third is of English
origin. Those of Irish origin exhibit "clear" /1/ following all
front vowels and back vowels. Once again we find a fronted
variant of /u/ but this time preceding the "clear" /1/, e.g. pool
[pul]; and we find a fronted variant of /a/ in such words as
trawls and squalls, [tralz], [skwalz]. Where "dark" /1/ follows
/u/ we find a lowered variant [u ] in pull, [pu~2].

The third subject, of English origin exhibits "clear" /1/
after front vowels and 'dark'" /1/ after back vowels. Words used
in the analysis are: seal, wheel, still, hill, mallet, tally,
pool, pull, trawl, hall, squall.

Notre Dame Bay

All subjects interviewed in this area are of English
ancestry. In the rural community, "dark" /1/ was found after all
vowels except [=] but in the case of the high and mid-front vowels
[i:] and [1], we find schwa-insertion between the vowel and "dark"
/1/ in 10 out of 12 words. Only one subject failed to insert [a]



between the mid-front vowel [:] and "dark" /1/ while all speakers
inserted [s] between the high-front vowel [i:] and "dark" /1/.
Only one sample of the high-back vowel [u:] was elicited but all
subjects raised [u] as in pull to [u:] as in pool.

No samples of word-final /1/ were elicited following the low-
front vowel [=]. However, medial /1/ was elicited but in each
case it was followed by a front vowel, for example in the words
scallops (pronounced [skzlips]) and tally. Each subject exhibited
"clear" /1/ in these words.

Subjects interviewed in the urban community of Notre Dame Bay
also exhibit "dark" /1/ after all vowels except [=] where /1/
occurs medially between two front vowels. Here we find a "clear"
/1/ [1] or a fronted variant of "dark" /1/ [}]. Schwa-insertion
is found only between the high-front vowel [i:] and "dark" /1/.
As in the rural community, the mid-back vowel [u] is raised to
[u:] so that there is no phonetic distinction between pool and
pull in five out of six samples.

Conception Bay

The six subjects interviewed in Conception Bay are of English
origin. In both the rural community and the urban community,
"clear" /1/ occurred after front vowels and "dark" /1/ after back
vowels. In the one sample where "dark" /1/ occurred after the
high-front vowel, schwa-insertion occurred. In the urban commu-
nity, a fronted variant of "dark" /1/ followed the high- and mid-
back vowels.

This auditory analysis does confirm the /1/ allophony ome

would 'expect' to find in these communities based on their popula-
tion sources and the /l/-variants associated with those sources.

Acoustic Analysis

In the acoustic analysis of words elicited from these
speakers, and for the purpose of this presentation, I have com-
pleted spectrograms on the speech of two subjects. These subjects
are representative of the two most diverse communities of the
three areas being studied. The rural community in Placentia Bay
is of almost exclusively Irish origin and in Notre Dame Bay it is
of almost exclusive English origin.

Three types of spectrograms were made for each of the
following words on the K-somograph, model 6061B.



DZ—MSRl- Placentia Bay D1-MSR - Notre Dame Bay
wheel  [wi:l] peel [pi:ai]
hill [hrl] gills [graiz]
tally [te}i] tally [tz]li]
pool [pui] - :
bull [bui] pull [pu+i]
squalls [skwaiz] trawl [tra<i]

(1) wide-band, expanded scale, three-dimensional spectrogram from
which frequency and time dimensions are measurable.

(2) a section of the vowel in each word from which frequency and
intensity can be measured.

(3) an amplitude display from which overall intensity and time can
be measured.

From the three-dimensional spectrogram (A), the different
spectral shape of the formants for "clear" and "dark" /1/ can be
seen. These spectrograms confirmed the auditory analysis where
"clear" or "dark" /1/ was perceived.

From the amplitude display, we can see the energy peaks (B).
This display draws a continuous curve which specifies the rise and
fall in total intensity as the various sounds succeed each other.
Here we can verify the schwa-insertion from the 'extra' peak of
intensity when comparing amplitude displays for the words wheel
[wi:l] and peel [pi:ai].

Sections were made of each vowel and the formant frequencies
measured. These were compared to see if significant differences
occurred in the formant frequencies of the 'same' vowel before
the '"clear" and "dark" /1/ (see sample spectrograms).

(a) With the high~front vowel [i:], Fl, F2, & F3 were much lower
before "dark" /1/.

(b) The opposite occurred with the mid-front vowel [1], but these
differences are relatively minimal.

(c) Sections of the mid-back vowel /u/ also verify the variant
pronunciations found between the two speakers, for example,
[u] vs. [us]. Both variants occur before "dark" /1/. How-
ever, when the formant frequencies of each variant are
compared to the average formant frequencies of vowels as
compiled by Peterson and Barney (1952:183), the Notre Dame Bay



dialect does indeed fall more in line with the norm for /u/
rather than /u/. This confirms the 'raised' variant perceived
in the auditory analysis.

Peterson & Barney Notre Dame Bay, Nfld.
[u:] [v] [u~]

Fl1 - 300 hz. F1 - 440 hz. F1 - 350 hz.

F2 - 370 hz. F2 - 1020 hz. F2 - 800 hz.

F3 - 2240 hz. F3 - 2240 hz. F3 - 1600 hz.

The Placentia Bay sample of /u/ is realized as [u]. A section

of this vowel gives the formant frequencies as: Fl - 400 hz.;

F2 - 1500 hz.; F3 - 2000 hz. When compared to the formant
frequencies of [u] in Swedish vowels, as compiled by Fant, it

seems safe to propose that the [u] of Placentia Bay is a variant
more similar to the Swedish [u] than to the English /u/ in pool.
According to Fant, Swedish [u] has the formant frequency pattern

Fl1 - 285 hz., F2 - 1640 hz., F3 - 2250 hz. (Fant 1973:96).

"Clear" /1/ had no significant effect on the formant pattern
of the low-front vowel /=/, and "dark" /1/ had no significant
effect on the formant pattern of the low-back vowel /a/. This is
not surprising since "clear" /1/ has formant frequencies
appropriate to front vowels and '"dark" /1/ has formant frequencies
appropriate to back vowels (Fry 1979:120-121). We would therefore
expect notable changes in the formant patterns of vowels when
"dark" /1/ follows front vowels and "clear" /1/ follows back vowels.

In this study, so far, however, where "dark" /1/ follows a
front vowel the main effect seems to be the schwa-insertion which
would allow a gradual transition from front to back. Further
spectrographic analysis of subjects in Placentia Bay, in
particular, should yield some interesting data on the effects of
"elear" /1/ on back vowels. This is the only dialect area of the
three presently under investigation which exhibits this phenomenon.
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A Sociolinguistic Study of Long Island,
Notre Dame Bay, Newfoundland

B. Wade Colbourne

Memorial University of Newfoundland

ABSTRACT

The study reported on in this paper attempted to apply the
standard methods of sociolinguistic investigation to a rural New-
foundland community (Long Island, Notre Dame Bay) in which there
were no obvious socio-economic classes. Eleven linguistic
variables (seven phonological plus four grammatical) were investi-
gated in five different contextual styles. Purely linguistic
conditioning was also investigated. The 24 speakers (informants)
were divided into eight cells based on three binary divisions by
sex, age, and education. A difference of means test was used to
determine the statistical significance of observed differences in
frequencies of variants.

Several interesting conclusions emerged which not only
revealed Long Island's sociolinguistic structure but also yielded
insights into the study of language variability in general.

1. Introduction

In recent years we have witnessed the emergence of many new
procedures and principles in language study. One of these is
the elaboration of what has become the standard methods of socio-
linguistics which was spearheaded by William Labov and has been
practised by numerous other researchers in the study of urban
speech. As stated in the abstract, the general aim of this
study was to show that these methods used in urban studies could
be applied to rural dialectology.

The community selected for this study was Long Island in
Notre Dame Bay, Newfoundland with a population of 470 people,
descendants of immigrants from Southwest England, who arrived on
the Island approximately 150 years ago (Handcock 1972:35-42).
Therefore, 1 am contending that one of the major accomplishments
of this study was to show that the methods of sociolinguistics
could be successfully applied to such a rural area despite the
lack of very distinct socio-economic classes.
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The data for the study was obtained using a questionnaire
constructed along the lines of such proven formats as Labov (1966)
and Wolfram and Fasold (1974). As with the construction of any
questionnaire for a dialect survey concentration was placed on
linguistic variables that I felt would be most productive for
revealing Long Island's variabilities. Choice of these variables
was determined by my own intimate knowledge of the local language
and by following the criteria for selecting productive linguistic
variables outlined by Labov (1972:8): that features occur
frequently, that each be a structural unit capable of being inte-
grated with other structural units, and that there be orderly
distribution of the variable for different strata of society.
With this in mind, eleven linguistic variables (seven phonological
plus four grammatical% were investigated. These are briefly
described in Table 1.

In designing the questionnaire, care was also taken to
control non-linguistic factors which affect wvariability. Thus,
the twenty-four informants chosen to elicit data from were
selected so that the linguistic data could be correlated with
the "true social variables''--sex, age, and education--as they
interacted with the five stylistic variables elicited by the
various sections of the questionnaire. The groups chosen
balanced twelve males against twelve females, twelve older and
twelve younger speakers, twelve who had graduated from high school
and twelve who had not reached that level.

To correlate the linguistic variables being investigated with
the sociological variables I counted the number of times the
standard (S) and the non-standard (NS) forms of each variable
occurred. And to determine the statistical significance of
differences found between the various groupings, I applied a
difference of means test that gave a confidence interval which
expressed how sure I could be that a "real" difference existed.

2. Results

While there were a number of different results revealed by
the study this paper restricts itself to the sociolinguistic
patterns of Long Island speakers that were revealed.

These sociolinguistic patterns are all summarized in Table 2.
Table 2 presents the average NS usage for all eight cells of my
sample when all eleven linguistiec variables are considered. There
is a significant difference of 30.8 percent between the most NS
cell, -EOM, and the least NS cell, +EYF (997 confidence). The
largest jump from one cell to a neighbouring cell occurred between
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the educated older males and the uneducated younger males; a
significant difference of 12.0 percent (80% confidence) which con-
firms that the most significant grouping is conditioned by age

and sex variables combined~-the older males, as a group, are much
more NS than all other groups combined; in fact there is a
significant difference of 19.6 percent between these two groupings
(997 confidence). So one might say that the older males are the
preservers of the local dialect. When one looks at the sex
variable it can be seen that the four male cells are overall more
NS than the four female cells, showing that sex is the only
variable that separates the sample into two equal groups of more
NS and more S. There is a significant 16.8 percent difference
between males and females (99% confidence). Sex is thus the most
consistent in its influence of all the social variables. As for
education, we can see quite clearly that it is more important for
females than males since both educated female cells are the most
S.

To see the overall influence of each of the social variables
and to rank them according to how much influence each had on all
the linguistic features investigated it is necessary to summarize
the influence of each social variable separately. These summary
tables indicate the general influence of these social variables
throughout the dialect.

Tables 3, 4, and 5 give the percentage of NS usage for sex,
age, and education respectively for all eleven linguistic var-
iables. We can see that sex differences exhibit the strongest
influence; that age differences are also important but not as
important as sex differences; and that education differences are
the least important. The findings for sex and age parallel that
found by Reid (1981) in another Newfoundland community, Bay de
Verde. Paddock also found these two variables to have important
influences on the speech behaviour of residents of Carbonear, also
in Newfoundland. However, Paddock's community of Carbomear was a
larger one with well-established social classes and in this
respect is unlike the more rural communities of Bay de Verde and
Long Island. This would account for the fact that Paddock (1966,
1975:117) found that socioeconomic class, age, and sex ranked
first, second, and third respectively whereas Reid and I found
that sex and age ranked first and second respectively. In
addition, Paddock's methodology and data are not strictly com-
parable to Reid's and mine. TFor example, Paddock included
numerous lexical variants, whereas Reid and I dealt with systematic
or structural features.

The effects of contextual style on the linguistic usage was
also investigated. Table 6 shows these effects. As can be seen
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the five contextual styles investigated are arranged in the
following continuum: minimal pairs, word lists, structural
elicitation, reading passage, and casual speech.2 This is the
same as Labov found in New York City (Wolfram and Fasold 1974:83-
94), although he did not include the structural elicitation frame.
However, this order differs from Reid's (1981) who found that in
Bay de Verde speakers were more formal in the reading passage
section than in the structural elicitation section.

Several interesting points arise when we consider style as it
interacts with the other social wvariables. Table 7 presents the
overall stylistic pattern for each of the social variables.

In all cases except for casual speech we can see that the
differences conditioned by age are much larger than those condi-
tioned by sex, suggesting that. age is the most important social
variable to interact with style. And again we see that education
is the least influential social variable; the difference in NS
usage between less educated and more educated groups are less than
those attributed to either sex or age.

However, it is interesting to note that the less educated
have a wider range between the most NS and the most S than do the
more educated speakers--30.8 percent as opposed to 22.0 percent.
This is probably because the educated speakers enjoy greater social
stability than do the uneducated speakers; educated speakers tend
to talk the same in all situations whereas the uneducated speakers
will more 1likely shift styles depending on the situation. The
uneducated are the people who quite often have to travel off the
Island to obtain employment in cities such as Toronto, therefore,
when they return home on holidays or socialize with fellow New-
foundlanders in these cities they naturally speak more NS than
when talking to employers, department store workers, or any of the
more S speakers they come into contact with. And in the interview
situation with the taperecorder, the questionnaire, and the
interviewer it seems quite reasonable that style switching would
be more evident for these less educated speakers.

It must be noted, as well, that one must not forget the
influence of the interviewer on style switching of informants.
Style is very much different from the other social variables since
the informant can easily switch from one style to another whereas
the informant has no control over his sex, age or education at the
particular time of the interview. Thus the status of the inter-
viewer is very much a part of the study being carried out on
style. The fact that I was a young, educated, local male who for
the most part knew the younger informants more personally than the
older ones surely must have contributed to the differences in style



switching between the older and younger groups. I am quite confi-
dent that if anyone else carried out a similar study with these
same people the results would be different depending upon the
perceived status of that interviewer. Thus we see the '"observer's
paradox" as outlined by Labov being extremely crucial when
studying style; there appears to be no way around this particular
problem, yet it cannot be ignored.

The linguistic context of each variable was also investigated.
And it was shown that language usage was also conditioned by this
factor. However, because of the limitations of time and space of
this paper this cannot be reported on here.

3. Conclusions

This study revealed that there is extensive variation in the
speech of Long Islanders, both between various groups of people
and within the same group or individual. This variation is
conditioned by five factors: the true social variables sex, age,
and education (of which sex is the most important and education
the least); the stylistic context that the speech occurs in; and
finally, the linguistic context of each feature.

The results suggest that the speakers on the Island can be
divided into two main groups: the older males (who in all cases
were the most NS for each feature investigated) and all other
groups——-the younger males and females plus older females. This
division, it appears, has been brought about mainly through the
effects of the three social variables. Older females, who use
their speech patterns as signs of social status (largely because
they have no other way to raise their social status on the
Island), are very much more S than their male counterparts. This
aligns them with younger males and females, who are much more
alike than older males and females in their language usage because
of the effects of formal education and the alterations occurring
in the traditional male and female roles in today's society. At
least there is a much less sharp division than between the older
males and females, although overall the younger males are more NS
than any other group except older males, and overall the younger
females are the most S of all the groups (see Table 2). The
latter situation, it appears, is conditioned largely by education
and, again, the social framework of the Island. The young educated
males can afford to be more NS than their uneducated counterparts
because, with education, they are assured employment in the
immediate area of the Island whereas many of the uneducated must
move off the Island to find employment. In a similar way younger
females, now that education has given them a chance, must move off
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the Island where standardization is more widespread, if they want
employment that will allow them to move ''up the ladder'. Because
of this, the two latter groups—--less-educated younger males (-EYM)
and more educated younger females (+EYF)--have had to standardize
for very practical reasons.

It therefore appears that time will see the Long Island
dialect become even more standardized. Once the "keepers of the
dialect", the older males, die off, the only way that the dialect
will survive is if what I consider the current trend towards bi-
dialectalism continues. When looking at Table 6 one cannot help
noticing the huge differences between casual speech style and the
other styles—-there is a mean difference of 22.3 percent between
casual speech and the next most informal style, the reading
passage. One can be assured that without the taperecorder, and
the questionnaire, and the interviewer, the percentages of NS var-
iants would be even higher. As it is, casual speech has a
narrower range between the most NS group and its most S group than
does any other style-—-15.2 percent as compared to 20.2, 36.0,
16.0, and 25.5 percent for the minimal pairs section, the word
list, the structural elicitation section, and the reading passage,
respectively. This suggests that in normal conversation there is
a greater tendency for all Long Islanders to talk alike than in
any other style.

This leads me to believe that Long Islanders, except perhaps
the older males, are to a large extent becoming bidialectal. The
NS dialect and the S dialect are becoming two different codes.
The local dialect is used when talking to members of the
community, friends, and so on. In fact, just about all of the
more standardized informants admitted that they would use the
more stigmatized features only when they were angry, or joking,
and so on. This local dialect is used to express the most intense
emotional experiences; [grest] for great is much more emphatic
than [grert]. This suggests that the S dialect is still too
remote from the people to express the more personal things in
their lives.

On the other hand, many informants mentioned that they did
not speak ''proper English" and expressed a negative towards the
way they talked. This attitude is similar to what Thelander (1976)
found in Sweden; i.e., the dialect is looked down upon as a sub-
standard form of speech by its own speakers. It is seen as a sign
of ignorance, low class, low education, poverty, and so on. There-
fore, it is little wonder that these people switch to the more
standardized speech when in the presence of individuals who appear
to occupy higher social positions than themselves.
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These two attitudes exist side by side. Anyone who uses
language features too far removed from the local dialect is
immediately labelled as conceited (or "stuck-up' to use their own
term). And, similarly, anyone who uses features of the local
dialect that are too far removed from the S dialect is often
ridiculed.

This suggests that the local dialect is still to some extent
a sign of membership in the community while the move towards the
S dialect is in response to the fact that these people must live
in the modern world. Long Islanders are keeping a foothold in
both worlds, it seems.

If people become more sophisticated at code-switching, then
the younger residents might continue to speak a distinctively
local dialect in casual speech on the Island and might shift
quite easily to a more standardized dialect when off the Island
or when using more formal styles on the Island. This conclusion
is based on the huge difference of 31.2 percent more NS usage in
the elicited casual speech than in the other four more formal
styles, which showed a much smoother continuum from more formal
to less formal than the sudden "quantum jump" conditioned by the
casual style.

These findings tend to support many of the claims made by
Labov (1972) in his classical island study of Martha's Vineyard.
Although there are differences between Martha's Vineyard and Long
Island, these differences are not nearly as significant as the
similarities. Most importantly, both are islands connected to
the mainland by ferry whose geographical isolation makes them
ideal for maintaining a way of living and speaking distinct from
the nearby mainland areas. Despite the fact that Martha's Vine-
yard has a relatively much longer history than Long Island there
are many social and economic similarities. To put it quite
briefly, people who chose to live on these islands struggle to
maintain a traditional lifestyle in light of the steady encroach-
ment of the modern North American society.

Overall, this study strongly supported Labov's (1972:3) claim
that "one cannot understand the development of a language change
apart from the social life of a community in which it occurs.”
Furthermore, many of Labov's specific claims are paralleled in
this study. I found, as he did, that language features are used
to identify speakers as members of the community (Labov 1972:36).
In fact, when Long Islanders meet one another they usually
exchange a few words of '"broad" dialect as a kind of identification
ritual. For example, one often hears some of the standard Long
Island speakers greeting one another with a very NS phrase such as
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"'Ow biss dee gettin' on?", etc. However, at this point in the
history of Long Island one cannot say that Long Islanders pride
themselves on these differences from mainland Newfoundland as

Labov (1972:29) claimed Vineyarders did on their differences from
the mainland of Massachusetts. But this will not at all be
unlikely on Long Island if the present trend towards bidialectalism
continues.

Despite the fact that Labov's findings on Martha's Vineyard
were different from mine on Long Island in that his rural speakers
were mainly "single-style speakers' as opposed to the multi-styled
speakers found in larger urban centers (Labov 1972:21), many of
his observations concerning stylistic usage are very similar to my
findings. He found that fishermen between the ages of thirty and
sixty years old were more NS than "any other social group on the
island" (Labov 1972:30) while I found the same for male speakers
above the age of fifty on Long Island. He also claims that the
people who made a deliberate choice to stay on the Island were
the ones who were the more NS (Labov 1972:30). This is the same
as I found for the younger educated males who, because they were
able to find steady employment on Long Island, deliberately chose
to settle there. Furthermore, he found that younger speakers who
intended to leave Martha's Vineyard showed "little or no" destan-
dardization (i.e., centralizing of the diphthongs) of the linguistic
variables he investigated which is very similar to my findings for
the younger uneducated males who were forced to leave Long Island
to obtain employment.

Very importantly, Labov (1972:31-37) found on Martha's
Vineyard, as I did on Long Island, that the older males were the
most NS. 1In fact, he even identifies the older males ("the old-
timers”) as the most important group for maintaining the dialect
of Martha's Vineyard, as I did for Long Island.

On a more general note, it can be said that the frequency
rate at which the NS variants of variables occurred depended
mainly upon the degree of stigmatization (and hence standardiza-
tion) of variables. However, the pattern of co-variation that
occurred was very different from that described by Wolfram and
Fasold (1974:127). They claim that grammatical variables obey a
different socio-linguistic pattern than phonological variables do.
They claim that grammatical features have either high or low
frequencies of occurrences of the NS variants with few speakers
near the fifty percent frequency range while phonological variables
have most speakers near the middle of the frequency range with few
speakers having extremely high or low frequencies. The variables
investigated in this study did not follow this pattern.
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The reason for this discrepancy between my results and Wolfram

and Fasold's observations is probably due to the fact that the

most significant social division in my sample was between the

older males and all other groups combined. The ''quantum jump"

the frequencies of NS variants occurred between these two grouplngs.
Therefore, naturally one would find that there would be only

small differences in the NS frequency distribution of all the
speakers of the second grouping which includes eighteen of my
twenty-four informants. Thus there was little opportunity for
sharp stratification of the various cells in my sample. In fact,
the second claim made by Wolfram and Fasold (1974:127) about the
difference between the sociolinguistic patterns exhibited by
grammatical and phonological variables does not apply at all to
my data, no doubt because the communities on Long Island lack any
distinct socio-economic classes. Therefore, their claim that NS
variants have lower frequencies for the middle and upper classes
for phonological variables while the upper classes have no NS
grammatical variants at all occurring in their speech does not
apply to this study.

Thus while my data do not support Wolfram and Fasold's (1974:
81) claim that grammatical variables are more "socially diagnostic”,
they do suggest that at least in some cases they are just as
socially diagnostic as phonological variables are. This may seem
to be in disagreement with Lavandera's (1978:171) claim that non-
phonological variables "may in many cases be unrevealing'. How-
ever, a closer investigation may reveal that Lavandera's caution
about non-phonological variables is well founded. It must be
noted that the one grammatical variable (PP), which involves
change in meaning rather than in sound shows an exceptional
pattern of distribution. This was the only variable in my data
to have a NS frequency distribution ranging from extremely high
to extremely low.* For example, the words did and done of the
local dialect are not replaced by new words or pronunciations but
are merely assigned (partially) new meanings (i.e., partially new
grammatical functions). On the other hand, the other grammatical
variables that behaved much more like the phonological variables
in all cases involved the simple substitution of a new word or
sound from the S dialect to replace the local dialect form. Thus
since there was no change in meaning, the variables (an) (GG), and
(-ing) behaved more like the true phonological variables than (PP)
does.

It is also interesting to compare the influence of stylistic
variation with the influence.of social variation. By far the
greatest discrepency between the influence of stylistic variation
and the influence of social variation was is the NS usage of the
four grammatical variables (i.e., (-ing), (GG), (an), and (PP)).
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This can be seen in Table 8.

The first thing to note here is the big difference in the
behaviour of the variables (-ing) and (GG) and the behaviour of
the variables (an) and (PP). We can see that the latter two be-
have more like the phonological variables. This is quite under-
standable for the morphophonological variable (an). Thus we see
that the variable (PP) is the variable with the exceptional be-
haviour which is further proof that Lavandera's (1978) caution
concerning non-phonological variables cannot be ignored.

However, overall we see that all twenty-four informants are
more likely to use NS variants of the grammatical variables in
casual speech than are the three most NS speakers (the most NS
cell) in all five contextual styles. This suggests that speakers
have a much greater tendency to produce the NS variants of
grammatical variables in the less formal style. They produce the
S forms of the grammatical variables when they are more conscious
of their speech. What we may be seeing here is the "quantum jump"
in NS usage of grammatical variables associated with class in the
larger urban centres is associated with style rather than class
on Long Island which as I claimed earlier has no real class
structure.

Table 8 also shows that for the phonological variables there
is not much difference between the NS usage of the twenty-four
informants in casual speech and the NS usage of the three speakers
in the most NS cell. The fact that there is a wider discrepancy
in Table 8 for the grammatical variables than for the phonological
variables is quite understandable in light of Paddock's (1981:621)
claim that the structure of a language (the grammar) is more
resistant to change than any other level of language. The
relatively low occurrences of the NS variants of the grammatical
variables for the most NS cell compared to the high occurrence in
the casual speech proves that speakers can only produce the S
variant (i.e., change the structure of their dialect) when they
are really conscious of their speech.

As pointed out above, the greatest influence caused by social
variation overall was to set the older males, as a group, off from
the other cells in the sample. There was a 19.6 percent difference
in the NS usage of the older males (the most NS group) and all
other groups combined. On the other hand, the greatest discrepancy
in NS usage caused by shifting contextual style was between casual
speech, the most NS style, and all other styles combined. In fact,
there was a 31.2 percent difference in the NS usage found between
casual speech and all other styles combined. Thus there is little
doubt that the influences of stylistic variation are much greater



than the influences of social variation.

Another point worth considering is the interaction of stylistic
variation and social variation. When we consider this, we find
out that different social groups have different stylistic ranges.
The group with the narrowest stylistic range is the older speakers.
They have a stylistic range of 21.4 percent (see Table 7). On the
other hand, the group with the widest stylistic range is the
younger speakers with a range of 31.6 percent (see Table 7). This
is further proof to support my contention that there is a trend
toward bidialectalism emerging on Long Island.

It is very interesting to note that this extra 10.2 percent
is on the upper end or the more formal end of the stylistic range.
This very neatly parallels Trudgill's (1974:56) reinterpretation
of Basil Bernstein's findings. He guesses that working class
children (the more NS group) may have "a narrower range of
stylistic options open to them" than do middle class children
(the more S group). In this study we see that the older speakers
(the more NS group) have a narrower range of stylistic options
than do the younger speakers (the more S group) (see Table 7).
Again we see that the influences that class structure has on
language usage in those centres where there is a clearly defined
class structure is associated with other social variables such as
style and age on Long Island, which is lacking a clearly defined
class structure.

And finally, this study also established that the linguistic
variability on Long Island is conditioned by linguistic factors
as well as social and stylistic factors. It appears that the
influences of social and stylistic variation operate within the
framework laid down by the language itself, i.e., the language
conditions variability. By this I mean that certain linguistic
factors often either increase or decrease variability. This
means that to state the influences of social and stylistic vari-
ation explicitly one must give the frequency of NS occurrences of
the linguistic variables in all the linguistic environments in
which the variables can occur. And in determining the linguistic
environments in which variability can occur one must not forget
that different types of linguistic conditioning exist, such as
phonological, grammatical, and historical.
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FOOTNOTES

1A more detailed synchronic and, to some extent, diachronic
description is given in Colbourne (1982).

2A description of the questionnaire used to elicit these
styles is found in Colbourme (1982:24).

3The reader is referred to Chapter 4 of Colbourne (1982) for
a complete description of the linguistic conditioning of the
variables in this study.

4Except for the variable (L) which exhibited little social
variation because it was the least stigmatized of all the linguis-
tic variables, the other linguistic variables divided into two
groups. First of all were those variables that were not highly
stigmatized. This group includes (E), (©), and (8). These
variables all have NS frequency distributions in the upper half
of the frequency range, i.e., from very high to the fifty percent
level at the middle of the frequency range. In all cases most
speakers lie somewhere between these two extremes causing a
gradual decline from the highest NS frequency rate to the lowest.
The second group includes the variables that had NS frequency
distributions in the lower half of the frequency range, i.e.,
from the middle of the frequency range to the extreme low end.
This group includes the variables of (I), (ei), (Or), (-ing), and
(GG). And again there was a gradual decline from the highest NS
frequency rate to the lowest (sometimes the NS variants had dis-
appeared altogether from the speech of the most standardized
groups). Again most speakers lay somewhere between these two
extremes.
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VARIABLE SAMPLE DATA NS REALIZATION S REALIZATION
1. (8 pin; pen [pIn] [pen]
2. (D pin [pin] [pIn]
3. (ei) made; maid [mead]; [meId] [meId]
4. (Ox) storm [starm] [storm]
5. (8 thigh [tal] [6al]
6. (3) thy [da1] [dal]
7. (@ fall [fav] [faz]
8. (pPP) done "I done it" "I did it"
9. (GG) him; 'in [En] [Em]
10. (amn) an/a [2'bhzpy] [on=p%]
11. (-ing) working [warkIn] [warkIn]
TABLE 1: The linguistic variables chosen for the study
0% %4 of NS 1007
-EOM 66.5 - 866/1303
+EOM 58.6 - 765/1305
+EYM 46.6 - 726/1557
-EYM 46.6 - 613/1316
-EYF 44.0 - 628/1426
- —EOF 43.9 - 646/1472
+EOF 41.2 - 606/1472
+EYF 35.7 - 520/1455
Overall 47.5 - 5,370/11,306
TABLE 2: Summary of usage on all eleven linguistic variables
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Linguistic variable

M (% of NS usage) F

(E) 69.7 > 60.0
(D) 37.6 > 27 .4
(ei) 37.8 > 19.1
(0r) 17.3 > 2.8
®) 75.4 > 46.9
3) 77.9 > 66.7
(L) 94.3 > 91.6
(PP) . 57.3 > 20.6
(GG) 30.6 > 8.7
(an) 51.1 > 29.3
(~ing) 30.4 > 22.0
Mean 52.7 > 35.9
Diff. 16.8

TABLE 3: Sex differences and

linguistic variatiom

Linguistic variable

0 (% of NS usage) Y

(E) 63.8 < 65.8%
(1) 40.2 > 24.2
(ei) 37.8 > 18.1
(0r) 16.5 > 4.0
®) 70.1 > 50.7
3) 76.5 > 68.1
9 93.8 > 92.1
(PP) 43.9 > 29.9
(GG) 23.6 > 16.8
(an) 41.3 > 36.8
(-ing) 28.4 > 23.5
Mean 48.7 39.1
Diff. 9.6

TABLE 4: Age differences and linguistic variation
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Linguistic variable

-E (% of NS usage) +E

(E) 66.4 > 63.3
(1) 37.6 > 27.7
(ei) 32.9 > 24.1
(0r) 11.1 > 8.3
(e) 60.4 > 59.1
(3) 73.0 > 70.9
(L) 93.6 > 92.3
(PP) 48.8 > 24.6
(GG) 20.4 > 19.6
(an) 44.9 > 33.3
(-ing) 28.6 > 23.9
Mean 47.1 > 40.7
Diff. 6.4

TABLE 5: Education Differences and linguistic wvariation

Five Contextual Styles

Linguistic
Variables Minimal Word Structural Reading Casual
Pairs Lists Elicitation Passage Speech
(E) 61.0% 58.9% 58.0% 65.87% 73.5%
() 21.0 26.4 60.0 31.5 46.2
(ei) 7.8 9.9 25.5 21.9 55.8
(Or) 3.3 5.6 9.7 3.8 35.1
®) 41.0 45.5 57.1 74.2 86.8
(8) 22.4 37.2 41.3 80.6 96.4
(L 97.0 94.3 90.6 90.5 92.9
(PP) 17.0 88.4
(GG) 4.8 49.2
(an) - 34.4 69.2
(-ing) 1.2 1.8 4.7 14,1 64.7
Mean 31.8 35.0 37.5 46.6 68.9
TABLE 6: Linguistic variation caused by contextual style
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Social Minimal  Word Struc. Read. Casual R
Variables Pairs List Elict. Pass. Speech ange
M 33.6% 40.87% 43.0% 45.77% 62.6% 29.0%
F 30.0 31.9 36.5 37.3 53.9 23.9
Sex Diff. 3.6 8.9 6.5 8.4 8.7 5.1
0 37.2 42.0 43.8 6.6 58.6 21.4
Y 26.4 30.8 35.7 36.3 38.0 31.6
Age Diff. 10.8 11.2 8.1 -10.3 0.6 -10.2%
~E 30.5 34.1 41.1 44.3 61.3 30.8
+E 33.2 37.4 38.4 38.6 55.2 22.0
Ed. Diff. -2.7% -3.3% 2.7 5.7 6.1 8.8
TABLE 7: Interaction of the "true social variables'" and style
% of NS usage
Linguistic
Variables Casual speech of All speech of the
all 24 informants most NS cell, i.e.,
of 3 informants
(3) 96.4 85.2
(L 92.9 98.6
(8 86.8 90.1
(E) 73.5 72.8
(ei) 55.8 6l.4
(1) 46.2 45.8
(Or) 35.1 45.9
(-ing) . 64.7 39.1
(GG) 88.4 YA
(an) 69.2 63.6
(PP) 88.4 83.3

TABLE 8: The influence of stylistic and social wvariables on the

linguistic variables
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ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR INDEFINITE ONE

Lilian Falk
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ABSTRACT

The analysis of the indefinite pronoun one in the example one
should look out for oneself poses certain problems. There is a 51m11arity
with I and we, as well as with anyone, but there are also important
differences. On the basis of examples taken mainly from George Eliot
and from Mrs. Gaskell, the paper examines the patterns of solidarity
between speaker and addressee which allow the use of one, and also the
patterns of group identity which are created when one is used. This
element of creating a group identity is found to be the most important
distinguishing factor in a description of indefinite ome.

To open this paper I would propose the riddle: which pronoun
always refers to the speaker, but always takes the verb in the third
person? The pronoun one, in its middle position between the personal
and subjective I and the seemingly impersonal and objective anyone
poses certain problems of analysis, some of which I propose to explore
here.

A relative newcomer to the language, its earliest date in the OED
is 1477. 1t supersedes the medieval man, mon, (as the OED notes under
man, indefinite pronoun) but does not correspond to it closely. For
example the frequent uses of mon could not be translated by one. The
OED cites c. 1000 Ags. Gosp. Matt XIV 1l1: "And man brohte ba his
heafod on anum disc." This, in the AV reads "And his head was brought
in a charger, and given to the damsel."

When one arrives, it comes with its own system of grammatical
structures and semantic connotations.

Following Partee and Wolfe (Stockwell 1968, p. 251) I see the
following possible analysis for ome in their example (241)

(1) One should look out for oneself.

One

S +Hum
11 tr1
+111 1iDef

This analysis resembles the one given for we. In the absence of context
such analysis is supported by the OED for inclusion of +I, and by speakers'
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intuition for the remaining positions. But once seen in a context,
whether literary or in current speech, this analysis will seem
incomplete, and other factors will have to be considered.

In Mrs. Gaskell's Cranford the first use of one occurs in
Chapter 1 (Penguin, p. 42).

(2) 'Elegant economy!' How naturally one falls back into the
phraseology of Cranford!

Here one refers to the narrator, as yet unidentified as to name,

age, and circumstances. It excludes II and III (II would presumably
be the reader -- and the reader is emphatically excluded; III does
not enter into consideration). It is +Hum, this goes without saying,
and is +Def only in the sense that it clearly refers to the speaker
herself.

. The exclusion of the reader is notably marked in the same chapter
by such rhetorical questions as

(3) Have you any red umbrellas in London? (p. 40)
(4) Do you ever see cows dressed in grey flannel in London? (p.43)

Thus the fashionable reader is firmly set apart from the unfashionable
Cranfordian. But, if the present analysis applies correctly to ome
in (2) then how does it differ from analysis of I? There must be

a distinguishing factor, for (2) is decidedly not interchangeable
with

(5) *How naturally I fall back into the phraseology of Cranford.

Which would have introduced an element of self deprecation, an

element absent in (2). The distinguishing factor between (2) and

(5) is that (2) allows the action to be natural, and likely to apply
to the speaker herself and others in similar conditions and situations.

The distinction between components for one and I may lie in the
addition and Group Membership, a species of identification with a
group, real or imaginary, which preserves the individual identity of
the speaker, but also identifies her with a group of like-minded persons.

Identity with a group brings to mind the classic distinction
of Power and Solidarity proposed by Brown and Gilman (Sebeok 1960).
While their discussion applies to Tu/Vous distinction in languages
which have that distinction (notably French, German, Italian), it may
be worth considering whether a similar analysis may not also apply to
the use of one in English. In their paper Brown and Gilman concentrate
on these points (p. 243) (with references, naturally, to pronouns of
address):
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a. Semantics: the covariation between the pronoun used and the
relationship between speaker and addressee.
i. a general description of the semantic evolution of pronouns
of address.
2. semantic differences existing today among the pronouns of
French, German and Italian.
3. proposing a connection between social structure, group
ideology, and the semantics of the pronoun.

b. Expressive Style: the covariation between the pronoun used
and characteristics of the person speaking.
1. Showing that a man's consistent pronoun style gives away
his class status and his political views.
2. Describing the ways in which a man may vary his pronoun
style from time to time so as to express transient moods
and attitudes. Proposing, finally, that the major expressive
meanings are derived from the major semantic rules.

While one is not a pronoun of address, it is nevertheless subject to
some of the distinctions suggested by Brown and Gilman. Its use depends
a good deal on the relationship between speaker and addressee on one
hand, and it reveals much about the attitudes of the speaker. With
caution, it is possible to draw some parallels with the Brown-Gilman
proposal, though the description cannot have the fine symmetric pattern
which obtains with regard to T/V analysis.

Patterns of solidarity between speaker and addressee

To a great extent one is used in conditions of solidarity between speaker
and addressee. Thus in (2) above there is equality of social status

and education (though not of circumstances)between Cranford's narrator
and the reader,

Two of the seventeen occurrences of one in George Eliot's Middlemarch
(first two books, 258 pages, Penguin) take place in conversation
between the two sisters, Dorothea and Celia.

(6) 'Of course people need not always be talking well. Only
one tells the quality of their minds when they try to talk
well.' (Dorothea to Celia, Penguin, p. 58).

(7) 'How very beautiful these gems are!' ... "It is strange
how deeply colours seem to penetrate one, like scent.’

... (Dorothea to Celia, p. 35).

Another one occurs in a conversation between Mary Garth and Rosamond
Vincy, whose present condition is unequal, but whose close bond and
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common education has just been emphasized by the author.

(8) 1If one is not to get into a rage sometimes, what is the
good of being friends? (Mary to Rosamond, p. 143).

(6) (7) and (8) occur between young women equal in age and background.
In (9) and (10) we see a young woman speaking to a young man:

(9) And then all this immense expense of art, that seems
somehow to lie outside and make it no better for the
world, pains one. (Dorothea to Will, p. 251).

(10) T am seeing so much all at once, and not understanding
half of it. That always makes one feel stupid. (Dorothea
to Will, p. 238).

This is Dorothea speaking to Will Ladislaw. They, too, are equal in
age and background, and are begining to share a bond of sympathy
which they do not yet fully understand.

For one more example of woman to man, we take the imperious
Mrs. Cadwallader speaking to the much younger Sir James Chettam:

(11) What can one do with a husband who attends so little to
the decencies? I hide it as well as I can by abusing every-
one myself (Mrs. Cadwallader to Sir James, p. 82).

There are three uses by man to woman: Will to Dorothea, in the same
sequence of spirited confersations as in (9) and (10). Here Will is
speaking about the sensibilities required for becoming a poet:

(12) One may have that condition by fits only (Will to Dorothea,
p. 256).

Lydgate to Rosamond on his first visit to the Vincy household:

(13) But I have noticed that one always believes one's own town
to be more stupid than any other. I have made up my mind to
take Middlemarch as it comes ... (p. 192).

And Mr. Brooke to Dorothea about marrying Sir James:

(14) "That is it, you see. One never knows. I should have
thought Chettam was just the sort of man a woman would like
now (p. 63).

In (12) and (13) the man is equal to the woman in age and status, to
the extent that permits possibility of romance. In (14) Mr. Brooke
is much older -- he is Dorothea's uncle and legal guardian.



- 30 -

The use of one between men occurs twice:

(15) In the country, people have less pretension of knowledge,
and are less of companions, but for that reason they affect
one's amour-propre less: one makes less bad blood, and one
can follow one's own course more quietly (Lydgate to
Farebrother, p. 204).

(16) Yes; -- with our present medical rules and education, one
must be satisfied now and then to meet with a fair practitioner
(Mr. Bulstrode to Lydgate, p. 153).

In these two instances there is equality between the men: in (L5)

Lydgate speaks frankly to Mr. Farebrother whose integrity and intelligence
he values to the point of wishing himself Farebrother's friend, and

in (16) Mr. Bulstrode speaks from his usual vantage point of assumed
superiority.

Brown and Gilman suggest that talking to oneself is an instance
of the highest solidarity. Thus Lydgate to himself; reflecting on
the relative virtues of Mr. Farebrother:

(17) 'What is his religious doctrine to me, if he carries some
good notions along with it? One must use such brains as
are to be found.' (Lydgate to himself, p. 192).

Similar to this, but removed from Lydgate's direct speech, is ome
instance of Lydgate's thoughts as reported by author-narrator.

(18) One would know much better what to do if men's characters
were more consistent and especially if one's friends were
invariably fit for the function they desired to undertake!
(Lydgate to himself, as reported by the author, p. 209).

(19) No man, one sees, can understand and estimate the entire
structure or its parts -- what are its frailties and what
its repairs, without lknowing the nature of the materials
(Author speaking for Lydgate, p. 177).

Finally, we have two occurences of one in the author's direct
address to the reader:

(20) One must be poor to know the luxury of giving (p. 199).

(21) For my own part I have some fellow-feeling with Dr. Sprague:
one's self satisfaction is an untaxed kind of property which
it is very unpleasant to find depreciated (p. 186). ’

These two instances are rather unsimilar. (20) is an expression
of sincere sympathy with the modest acts of charity of the poor elderly
Miss Noble (the ummarried, dependent, sister of old Mrs. Farebrother);
(21) is more clearly an expression of the male persona George Eliot
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took on for the writing of her novels. This male persona has only
some fellow-feeling with Dr. Sprague, who has just received an un-
flattering description.

As for solidarity between author-narrator and reader, they are
on terms of equality, but (21) differs from (2) of Mrs. Gaskell's in
that George Eliot must create a persona far removed from her own
personality, while Mrs. Gaskell creates the more readily identifiable
Mary Smith.

To sum up, one can occur in conversation between equals, such
as sisters (6) and (7); female friends (8), can be used by young woman
to young man (9) (10), older woman to younger man (l1) young man to
young woman (12) (13) older man to his niece (1l4) man to man in friend-
ship (15) in business (16) a man to himself (17) and author to public
(2) (20) (21). 1Im all of these there is either an established equality
as between author and reader, where the equality is both assumed and -
created by the very act of choosing certain stylistic forms over others.
In any event one is not used by younger person to older, thus Dorothea,
who uses it more than others, uses it to her younger sister, but does
not use it to her uncle or to Mr. Casaubon. Celia, the younger sister,
does not use it to Dorothea.

Patterns of Group ldentity

The element of Group Identity was mentioned in connection with
(2). 1If Group Identity can be identified as a positive element, then
it may be seen as the distinctive component distinguishing the analysis
of I and one.

Group Identity is much less clear than relationship between speak-
ing partners. As pointed above this identity is not always an objective
fact. It may be actually created, or merely wished for, during the
act of speaking.

In (6) Dorothea identifies with a group of like minded young people,
perhaps especially clever young women, who would be as critical of
Sir James as she is now. Such group does not exist, but in saying
one rather than I, Dorothea creates the suggestion that such a group
might exist. In the verbal play between her and Celia, it is important
for her to stress the general impersonal element, while Celia keeps
bringing her back to the case at hand.

Since (7) is a matter of esthetic susceptibility, not of haughty
opinion, the case for group identity is less clear, except that Dorothea,
apparently does not wish to be alone in her strong feelings and evokes
a group of 'others' who would share her feelings.
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In both (6) and (7) the Group Identity excludes the person spoken
to, as Celia does not partake of Dorothea's opinions, or feelings.

(9) and (10) show Dorothea expressing diffidence and self-doubt;
a far cry from her superiority as expressed to Celia. Her listener,
Will, is excluded from her feelings. The 'Group' now created consists
of 'others' similarly lacking in artistic discrimination, though well
endowed with other sensibilities.

The 'Group' surrounding Dorothea's use of one seems to me to be
female, Mrs. Cadwallader's is necessarily female (l1), whereas Mary
Garth's Group in (8) may be of either sex and is wider in scope, in
accordance with the topic of being friends.

In (12) Will identifies himself with men who have a poetic bent.

Further, in the speech of the several men, the Group Identity
has warious implications. Mr. Brooke (l4) identifies himself with the
group of elderly men who cannot hope to understand the vagaries of
the female mind. In such identification there is comfort, as Mr.
Brooke need not think that he is alone in his perplexed state.

In (16) Mr. Bulstrode identifies himself both with the actual
elder townspeople, and with the ideal group of people of his mind and
persuasion.

(13) is anomalous in that Lydgate does not belong to a wider
group of people who deprecate their own towns, in fact, he is about to
make a statement to the contrary. The deprecating statement was made
by Rosamond, not by him. Does he say one in a transfer from himself to
Rosamond, in order to create a Group for her, so that she would not be
alone in her foolish statement?

In Lydgate's free and friendly communication with the Vicar (15)
there is not so much a Group Identity as an objectivization -- a desire
to rid himself of his self in his estimation of his future prospect in
the community. The 'Group' if any, is only an extension of himself.

Again, in his soliloquy (17). Lydgate casts himself in an objective
mold -- one, that is he, Lydgate, or anyone in like situation must
make the best of what is found, and the author-narrator does it for him
in (18).

In that direct address of author-narrator to reader, we can see
again that it is not the addressed party who makes the 'Group'. In
(2) the reader was excluded from the feelings and experiences of the
Cranfordians. In (20) the reader, presumably not poor, is also ex-
cluded. As the author-narrator is also not poor, this excludes the
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speaker, in a sense. Therefore (20) is closer to a true impersonal.
On the other hand, the author, reader, and others, are potentially
members of the group, if they could become poor.

In (19) the parenthetic one sees reminds the readers of the
consciousness of the author-narrator. The implied 'Group' is perhaps
that of all serious thinkers.

The most intricate use of cone occurs in (21) where the author-
narrator creates the masculine persona, evokes a solidarity-group with
all other adult educated males who value their own self-satisfaction,
among them notably Dr. Sprague, and maintains an ironic stance. The
transition from 'I have some fellow feeling', to 'one's self-satisfaction
illustrates well the process of objectivization and group-identity I
have outlined above.

In the light of the above examples, the analysis of one may now
be given as:

one
*1 +Hum
s o O *P1

+III (Group Identity) Def

This analysis would be meaningful if we bear.in mind that it
frequently reads -II and +pl apples to III, where III pl. includes
the 'Group' with which one is to be identified.

It is also worth noting that in the 258 pages of Books 1 and 2
of Middlemarch one is used only sixteen times, or once in sixteen
pages. It sparseuse is all the more noticeable, as the novel was
originally (in 1871) subtitled A Study of Provincial Life and is truly
devoted to an analysis of society in such a way that many chapters
are replete with statements and reflections about people as they
represent various age-sex-and-status groups, as they represent Middle-
march society, and even humanity in general. In the more reflective
analytical chapters (as opposed to the narrative or dramatic ones)
George Eliot uses a vast repertory of devices for general statements
such as the passive-impersonal constructions, a man, men, as represent-
ing male adults, a woman, women, representing female adults, they as
representing portions of Middlemarch society, and transfers like 'the
subject of chaplaincy came up at Mr. Vincey's table' (p. 185) or
'In general appointments are apt to be made too much a question of
personal liking'- (p. 185), or 'This was one of the difficulties of
moving in good Middlemarch society: it was dangerous to insist on
knowledge as a qualification for a salaried office.' With the need
for general statements, the light use of one suggests that it was
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either sparingly used in the nineteenth century, or that its light
use was a stylistic preference of the author herself.

In Mrs. Gaskell's Cranford (218 pages) (1850-1863) one occurs
seven times, or once every 31 pages, that is, it is used even more
lightly than in Middlemarch. As the title testifies, Cranford is
also a study of a town's society. 1In all comments and analysis similar
variety of devices is used as in Middlemarch.

Light as is the use of one in these two novels, it is possible
to see the patterns of solidarity and group identity governing this
use.
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ABSTRACT

The general criteria determining the choice of thou

or you as the mode of direct address in polite sixteenth- and
seventeenth-century usage are adequately appreciated. However, in
this period of transition from bimodal to monomodal usage, a cer-
tain amount of flexibility, ambiguity, and uncertainty as to the
social and emotional implication of the choice of one or the other
is apparent. Illustrations are drawn from a number of Elizabethan
and Jacobean writers, with particular emphasis on Shakespeare.

The symmetry of second person pronouns in English was
modified by the introduction of the deferential plural form for
singular address in the course of the thirteenth century. The
source was undoubtedly French usage emanating from an Anglo-Norman
court. So, for a while, English gained the option of addressing a
single individual as thou or you, depending on various social,
psychological or emotional criteria.

In standard English, the bimodal system for singular
address was levelled under the polite you form in the course of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The effective loss in
English, but not in other European languages, of ''this useless
distinction" (Jespersen 1938: 223) is often ascribed to the great-
er fluidity of English society and the greater vitality of the
democratic process in England. Partridge's remark that ''the
levelling of you is one of language's tributes to democracy"
(Partridge 1969: 28) echoes Jespersen's eulogising of English as
having "attained the only manner of address worthy of a nation
that respects the elementary rights of each individual”
(Jespersen 1938: 223-4).
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Whatever the reason for its subsequent disappearance,
the two-term pronominal system for singular address was still
operational in English around 1600, though it is evident that a
general preference for you was emerging amongst speakers and
writers. Barron Brainerd's computer-assisted statistical study of
pronoun incidence in Shakespeare's plays reveals a decline in the
incidence of thou and a corresponding increase in the incidence of
you over the course of Shakespeare's writing career, reflecting a
general linguistic drift from thou to you (Brainerd 1979). This
evidence points in the same direction as the fact that Ben Jonson
uses thou "more sparingly" than Shakespeare (Partridge 1969: 25).
Jonson's comedies are more realistic in action and more vernacular
in expression than Shakespeare's, probably exemplifying more ad-
vanced linguistic usage in a less artifical context.

Broadly speaking, the topography of the bimodal sys-
tem around 1600 is as follows. You is the deferential form used
by social, situational, or familial subordinates to superiors. It
is also the '"meutral, unemotional form of address between social
equals” with any claim to social standing (Barber 1976: 208).

Thou is the term expressing intimacy and affection or
anger and contempt. It may be the form of address between equals
with no pretensions to social standing. It is likely to be used
preferentially by social misfits or outcasts -- Clowns, Fools,
Rustics, Boors, Cynics, Satirists, Savages —- Caliban in The
Tempest, Joan in 1 Henry VI, Feste in Twelfth Night, Apemantus in
Timon of Athens, Malevole in Marston's The Malcontent, and so on.

Under most conditions, you is the polite, conversa-
tional, unmarked term, while thou is the marked term expressing
familiarity, positive or negative emotions, or social inequality.
Shakespeare's Venus and Adonis illustrates the polarity consis-
tently. The infatuated goddess addresses Adonis as thou while
she seduces him; the virginal young Adonis responds primly with

you.

Thou has functions that are sometimes mistaken by
commentators. The 'rhetorical" rather than the conversatiomal
pronoun (Abbott 1877: 157), it is almost invariably the term for
invocation. The invocation may be to oneself, to an abstraction,
to an inanimate object, to a supernatural entity, to a dead per-
son, to an absent living person of whatever social standing. A
rare exception to this rule is provided by the garrulous Parolles
of All's Well That Ends Well, who apostrophises his tongue as you,
"treating it with considerable courtesy" (Byrne 1936: 93). Evi-
dently, this is a deliberate comic aberration.
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Several commentators confuse this invocational thou
with the familiar or the contemptuous thou. Charles Williams
observes that Olivia in Twelfth Night directly addresses the
disguised Viola as you, but expresses ''the warmth and strength"
of her feelings by addressing her as thou in her absence
(Williams 1953: 127). Similarly, Jonson's Sejanus is referred
to as wisely addressing the Emperor Tiberius as you in his pre-
sence but expressing contempt in his absence by selection of thou
as the mode of address (Brown & Gilman 1960: 275). These obser-
vations overlook the fact that you is not normally available as
the invocational pronoun.

Presumably by extension of the custom of addressing
the deity in prayer as thou, the singular pronoun is available --
usually in rather formal circumstances -- as a reverential form
of address to a distant superior: a king, a revered father, an
unattainable mistress. There is thus an elevated thou of cere-
mony and poetry, as well as the vernacular thou of intimacy or
contempt. Ben Jonson oscillates between the polite you and the
reverential thou in poems addressed to King Charles in the 1620s.
"An Epigram: To K. Charles for a 100 Pounds He Sent Me in My Sick-
ness, 1629" and "To My Lord the King, on the Christening His
Second Son, James'" use thou, while you is the preferred form in
"An Epigram: To Our Great and Good K. Charles on His Anniversary
Day, 1629" and "The Humble Petition of Poor Ben Jomson to
King Charles'". It is this elevated thou that is the preferred
second person form in Elizabethan sonnet sequences, though
Spenser's Amoretti consistently uses the courtly you, and
Shakespeare inverts the normal assumptions by using the familiar
rather than the reverential thou in the sonnets to the Dark
Mistress (Jones 1981).

However, within the framework of this polarised system,
there are a number of areas of overlap or ambiguity, areas in
which thou or you may be appropriate depending on various social
or emotional factors. Between spouses thou or you may be the
preferred form, or a mixture of the two. Similarly with discourse
between adult siblings, or address of parents to adult progeny,
depending on social status and degree of general intimacy or
transient affection. There is also some variation in the degree
of intimacy to which servants and companions are admitted, re-
flected in the use of the familiar or distant pronons of address.
Kings and Princes, as might be expected, have wider latitude than
ordinary mortals in their choice of pronoun as the mode of add-
ress to subjects, depending on rank, and on the royal mood. In
Thomas Heywood's 1 Edward IV (1600), King Edward makes nice social
distinctions by addressing the Mayor, Alderman and Recorder of
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London with you, while addressing the goldsmith, Matthew Shore,
as thou (although later in the play Shore also receives you).

At the other end of the social scale, pronominal
jockeying seems to have been fairly common. In the Induction to
Marston's The Malcontent (1604), William Sly in the role of
gentleman play-goer addresses the Blackfriars' Tire-man as thou
in his first speech, but shifts to the more casual and conver-
sational you once the social positions have been established.
Conversely, in Antonio and Mellida (1602) Catzo and Dildo, two
pages, commence by addressing each other as you before shifting
after a dozen lines or so to the familiar thou (2.1). Two of
Marlowe's dramatic servants, Spencer and Baldock, also range
between you and thou in their dialogue (Edward II, 2.1).

Much of this will be familar not only to readers of
Elizabethan and Jacobean literature, but to those conversant
with other European languages that maintain two-term (or three-
term) systems for singular address. The major difference between
English and other European languages featuring a bimodal system
is the very comnsiderable degree of localised expressive and atti-
tudinal variability that is possible in English of 1600: 'the
pronoun selected by a given speaker could in many circumstances
vary from one moment to the next, even where that speaker is all
the time addressing one and the same person' (McIntosh 1963:
68). The commonest cases are friends, lovers, members of a fam-
ily, kings to subjects, masters to servants, shifting between
thou and you in expression of fluctuating degrees of emotional or
social distance.

In 1 Henry VI, Salisbury warmly greets the heroic
Talbot with thou before reverting to you for the discussion of
military affairs (1.4). The courtier-friends in Love's Labour's
Lost slip readily between the polite you and the amicable thou.
In 1 Henry IV (3.1), the King uses thou in reproaching and in re-
conciling himself with Prince Hal, shifting at the end of the
scene to you when issuing business-like directions about the con-
duct of the war in the presence of other auditors. In a lengthy
speech in 3 Henry VI (1.3.70-108), Queen Margaret taunts the cap-
tured Duke of York about his soaring ambition and has him parodi-
cally crowned with a paper crown, addressing him, as her scorn
and indignation mount, first as you, then as thou, then as he,
followed by a return to you as she regains control of herself.
The whole of Timon of Athens shows the protagonist's progression
from a courteous and affectionate you-thou pronominal framework
to the churlish, undifferentiating, anti-social thou of the cynic,
satirist and social outcast.
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Examples of servants being reproached by their masters'
temporarily substituting the distant you for the normal thou of
trusting discourse are too numerous to be contemplated. However,
an intriguing variation on this pattern is provided by The Tempest.
Initally Ariel addresses Prospero (and everyone else) as thou.

This is the normal mode for spirits, who give and receive thou
(Byrne 1936)-- the Ghost in Julius Caesar, the Spirit raised in

2 Henry VI, the Ghosts of Richard III, Macbeth's Witches (except
that they address Hecate respectfully with you), the Ghost in
Hamlet (except that Hamlet filially addresses him as you in the
Closet Scene -- a nice distinction). But in the course of Act IV
of The Tempest, Ariel starts using you consistently to Prospero,
as if recognising the master-servant relationship, or as if
Shakespeare were beginning to conceive of him in more human and
socialised terms by the end of the play.

With the exception of the contemptuous use of the
singular pronmoun, such attitudinal expressiveness in choice of
pronoun is rare in other European languages. Thou once extended
to an acquaintance "'is almost never taken back for the reason that
it would mean the complete withdrawal of esteem'" (Brown & Gilman
1960: 276). Apart from deliberate insult, therefore, it is not
possible to signal through the pronoun choice occasional or situa-
tional variations in distance or esteem in most European languages.
Brown and Gilman cite only two rather specialised counter-examples.
French mountain climbers are reported to shift from vous to tu
above a certain critical height (Brown & Gilman 1960:261). Pre-
sumably they revert to vous as they return to less vertiginous
locations. The second example is that of prostitute and client
in Germany of 1940, who reportedly exchanged du during prelimina-
ries, dalliance and consummation, reverting to Sie when the
"libidinal tie . . . had been dissolved" (Brown & Gilman 1960:276).

: In English of 1600 and thereabouts there is -- at least
in the literature -- a great deal of purposive shifting between the
two pronouns of address in order to express transient attitudes and
emotions.

To the casual reader of Elizabethan and Jacobean drama
it often seems that thou and you are used haphazardly

. « « Closer examination, however, shows that most of
such switches are motivated: there is a change of tone
or attitude in the speaker. (Barber 1976:210)

There are innumerable examples to support the validity of this
generalisation in the vast majority of cases.
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However, commentators who have been sensitive to pro-
nominal shifting have sometimes become oversensitised to the phe-
nomenon, justifying its subtle purposiveness wherever it appears,
and failing to remark cases where choice of pronoun may be marginal.

There is no question but that overall distributions of
you and thou, as between different sets of circumstances, or as
between different speakers may be expressively significant. For
example, the proportion of thou forms to you forms for singular
reference in King Lear - roughly 1:1 - is much higher than in
Twelfth Night roughly 1:2 - or Much Ado About Nothing - roughly
2:5 (Williams 1953: Mulholland 1967). This feature of pronominal
distribution correlates with the fact that King Lear is more heav-
ily marked emotionally, more heavily rhetorical in its language,
and more formal in its action than the other two plays cited.

Within a single play, Angus McIntosh demonstrates that
the distribution of thou and you modes of address between Celia
and Rosalind (As You Like It) is an index to their personalities,
their attitudes to one another, and the fluctuating degree of
intimacy in their relationship (McIntosh 1963).

These generalities may be taken as proven. What is
much more difficult to demonstrate is that each particular shift
has a specific function beyond its cumulative effect, as most of
the commentators would claim.

In almost all cases where thou and you appear at first
sight indiscriminately used, further considerations
show some change of thought, or some influence of
euphony sufficient to account for the change of pronoun.
(Abbott 1877: 158)

Here is a remarkably treacherous area, since in marginal cases it
may be very difficult for the investigator to avoid subjectivity
or to resist the lure of post facto argumentation. For example,
Angus McIntosh speculates about a passage in As You Like It in
which Celia does not use any thou or you forms:

I suspect . . . that if Celia had had occasion to use
any second person pronouns . . . they would have been
plurals, to reinforce the impression of her exasperation
(McIntosh 1963: 78).

If latter day commentators can avoid the pitfalls of
post facto argument, it may emerge that there are many situations
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where the choice of pronoun is marginal and only incremental in
force, so that it may have implications for broader texturing of
the utterance but may have little localised effect.

Thomas Nashe's Lenten Stuff (1599) is prefaced by a
dedicatory letter addressed, in a familiar chaffing style, to the
writer Humphrey King. The letter shifts between you and thou.

The mixture of forms may well represent the nature of the relation-
ship between the two writers; or the variation between the more
conversational and the more rhetorical pronoun may be stylisti-
cally expressive. But one would be hard put to justify particular
shifts between you and thou in this letter. '

Give me good words I beseech thee, though thou givest

me nothing else, and thy words shall stand for thy deeds;
which I will take as well in worth, as if they were the
deeds and evidences of all the land thou hast. Here I
bring you a red herring; if you will find to drink it,
there an end, no other detriments will I put you to

In Robert Greene's Disputation Between a He Cony-

Catcher and a She Cony-Catcher (1592), the two rogues discourse
mainly with you, with occasional excursions into the more fami-
liar thou. If the shifts are locally expressive, it is difficult
to recapture their precise shading. The occasional thou may con-
ceivably represent good-humoured familiarity within the more col-
loquial you format. If so, the precise placing of the occasional
thou forms may be a matter of indifference.

Certainly in the tavern scene in 2 Henry IV the chaos
of pronominal forms is a reflection of the social and sexual dis-
order of Eastcheap. Doll Tearsheet berates Pistol with both you
and thou ("'thou abominable damn'd cheater . . . you slave'). She
wheadles Falstaff with both pronouns alternating in rapid success-
ion: "Ah, you sweet little rogue, you! Alas, poor ape, how thou
sweat'st! Come let me wipe thy face. Come on, you whoreson chops.
Ah, rogue! i'faith, I love thee." (2.4). It would be difficult to
justify each shift, though the resultant blend is clearly signifi-~
cant.

In Antonio and Mellida (3.2. 185-222) Feliche shifts
extensively between you and thou in addressing Antonio, who is
his social superior, but toward whom he feels considerable affec~
tion. In the same play, the son of the Duke of Florence,
Galeatzo, swings extravagantly between you and thou in wooing
Mellida (5.2). The phenomenon is explicable, but principally in
terms of general attitudinal effect rather than of particular
purpose.
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The you - thou variations in Shakespeare's sonnets to
the Fair Youth are also best viewed as being globally significant
of the equivocal relationship between Poet and Patron rather than
being locally expressive in a more particular sense (Jomes 1981).

But there are also instances where there seems to be
little if any reason to justify the mixture of pronouns used. In
Marlowe's Edward II Gaveston uses thou and you to a poor man seek-
ing service with him:

Let me see, thou wouldst do well to wait
At my trencher, and tell me lies at dinner time,
And as I like your discoursing, I'll have you (1.1.29-31)

Mortimer also mixes you and thou in addressing the King:

This sword of mine that should offend your foes,
Shall sleep within the scabbard at thy need. (1.1. 86-7)

‘In Antonio and Mellida (3.2), two courtiers, Castilio and Feliche,
converse for some 80 lines. They use thou to one another consis-
tently, except for one speech of 5 lines in which Castilio shifts,
for no discernible reason, to you, before reverting to thou.

Many more instances might be cited of mixed pronominal
use which is not readily interpretable as being attitudinally
purposive, or in which the effect is global rather than local.
Cases of this kind have often been overlooked or too readily ex-
plained away by commentators. While the bimodal system was still
operational in 1600 and thereabouts, there appear to have been
more areas where the choice of pronoun was indifferent than has
been recognised. This indifference may be an integral part of a
variable system. On the other hand, it may be symptomatic of the
impending disintegration of the system and its levelling under a
single pronominal form of direct address.
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THE NEWFOUNDLAND DICTIONARY AND DARE

William J. Kirwin

Memorial University of Newfoundland

First envisioned in 1889 when the American Dialect
Society was founded, the Dictionary of American Regional English
(DARE) should begin publication, with Volume 1, in 1983. It has
been in the editorial stage since 1965. It might be instructive
to compare this magisterial exemplar of contemporary lexicography
with the Dictionary of Newfoundland English (DNE), which is now
published by the University of Toronto Press in mid-November, 1982,

Although G.M. Story wrote in 1956 of "A Newfoundland
Dialect Dictionary: A Survey of the Problems," the word dialect
has been silently eliminated in the past two decades, and the
Dictionary now presents a study of the vocabulary of the "country,"”
as it was formerly called in popular parlance, that is, of this
Province physically so clearly separated from the rest of Canada.
(The recent dictionaries of Jamaica [1967; 1980] and of the Bahamas
[1982] likewise treat demarcated geographical areas.) Similarly,
though sponsored by the American Dialect Society, DARE, in its
title, has shifted its emphasis from sorts of spoken language
regarded as "dialect," perhaps loosely defined as used especially
in rural areas, to regionalisms--words and meanings with broader
or narrower geographical distribution in the United States.

This, I suggest, is the key to the major distinction
between DNE, which stresses the time dimension in ome physically
defined area of settlement, and the much more complex DARE, which
will present evidence of geographical distribution in various of
the fifty states, along with other dimensions of wvariation, like
age, sex and level of education. Conspicuous in DARE are small
maps showing recorded incidence of a word, but the maps have been
redrawn in a schematic fashion to show not simply relative location
of state boundaries, but total population in each state. It is
symbolic that the single map in the Newfoundland Dictionary, de-
signed by Michael Staveley of the Department of Geography, displays
the island and coastal Labrador in normal cartographical scale,
positioned contiguous to the North Atlantic and especially to the
near-by inshore fishing grounds and the several fishing banks to
the south and the east. '
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There are a number of reasons why the editors of the
Newfoundland Dictionary decided not to attempt to indicate any
fine-scale geographical distribution of the words defined and
exemplified, even the modern terms of the last thirty or forty
years. For one thing, the words and contexts collected in our
reasonably extensive corpus were never sifted and reworked into
a dialect questionnaire which could be administered in a random
or a selected sample of the towns and settlements of the island
and Labrador. The check~lists and questionnaires that we did
devise were in some way specialized or devoted to items reported
only once, and the student respondents and others frequently
supplied additional senses and contexts to add to our files. (See
the list on pp. lxiv-lxv.) In addition, we could analyze and edit
our identified and collected items in our offices, but in the
available time we could not mount a valid interviewing program
involving faculty members and student field-workers in the requisite
number of communities. The relatively modest financial support
provided by The Canada Council and Memorial University was diverted
to essential working materials and clerical support, not to expensive
interviewing in the field. Perhaps a more crucial point is that
DARE maps can display a two-dimensional scattering of the occurrences
of a term or of a phrase like fall out 'to faint, lose consciousness,'
especially in the American South; however, the narrow band of the
"population concentration' shaded along the coastline of the DNE
map of Newfoundland (p. xvi) raises the methodological problem of
plotting directly or with arbitrary symbols differing informant
responses-—or variant pronunciations, like mdarsh, ma'sh, mash, mesh,
mish, meesh—-or alternative synonyms, like damper dog and toutin,
'fried bread dough.'

As the DARE research program went in the direction of
studying many regionally distinctive terms known and used in the
last three or four generations--the earliest date in the appended
sample page happens to be 1805--and adapted techniques from dialect
geography in its field interviewing in 1002 communities in the
entire country, so the dictionary that has evolved in Newfoundland
exhibits both historical longevity of some terms in the lexicon and,
if possible, very recent authenticated citations. For example, the
Dictionary of Newfoundland English records the following early uses
of terms:

dry fish 1577
island of ice 1545
killick 1760
penguin 2?1536 and 1578

punt 1770
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squid 1578
stage 'for drying cod' 1589
ursena, perhaps the origin of ose egg 'the sea urchin' 1620.

At the other end of the time-scale, the editors
quite early decided that recent technology in this province
and the terms that it is spawning should not have a place in
the Dictionary. These words are not distinctively regional.
(Neither does DARE include generally known, standard words of
the United States.) That is, we believed that the major com-
prehensive dictionaries in England, the United States and
Canada will authoritatively cover such international words and
derivative combinations as stern-trawler, side-trawler, oil-rig,
fish~plant, Japanese squid-jigger, gill-net, monofilament net,
etc.

All the same, the DNE has laid a suitably solid
foundation~-ballast, sense 2, might be the appropriate term—-
for future study of regional English here. The next generation
can grapple with the knotty problems of the dialect geography
-of Newfoundland. All the raw data in our files concerning
locations where words have been reported, together with recent
lexical additions, corrections and annotations received from
commentators, will be permanently preserved to assist in solving
these problems.
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APPENDIX

fall out v phr

1 quarrel, disagree. Somewhat old-fash (though
lling out is current in all age groups).

1965-70 DARE AA13, When two people . stop “going
Steady,” you might s&yy ") 26 ints,
Fell out; (Qu. KK11,.
N Inf MPGS Fell outs
doctor is my nephew. .. 'We fall out
24 are old, 4 middie-aged, 0 young.}

2

. r fall out of one’s cradle or var:
Formerly chiefly w also used by Blacks in
the Nth,

1946 (1972) Mezzrow Really Blues 332, Fall out; be tic
death. 1865-70 DAARE (Qu. GG30,. . . “When he toid her that, s
just ") Infs CAS4, IN32, LA17,23, MP21, NY335,
SC9689, Fell out; MG72, MP73, MS321, Fell out laughing; (Qu.
GG31, To laugh very hard: “| thought I'd ") Infs
LA28, VA46, Fall out; (Qu FF21b,. .. “The first time | heard that
onel . __")Inf CA94, Fell out. {6 Infs White, 5 Black, 1
lnfdian .] 1971 Today Show Letters DC [Black], She was so funny_
| fell out.

3 To faint, lose consciousness. Chiefly Sth, SMidi.
See Map below.

1965-70 DARE (Qu. BB14,. .. “Just as she came to the door she

' 32 Infs, Fell out; MRS, SC10,27, Fall out; WI30,
In Arkansas, they “fall out;” (Qu. BB15,. .. Unconscious from a
hard blow) Inf MD9, To fall out—heard Negroes saying this. 1968
g’ARE FW Addit Baltimore MD, "To tall out” —common among *

* Blacks.

= fell out

DARE (Qu. BB14, To suddenly become unconscious
and fall.. . .)

fall out of (one’s, the) (cradle, crib, high chair) v phr
In var forms: see quot 1965~70 and DS FF21b.

Usu in pasttense: to laugh uncontroliably. (A mildly
sarcastic response to an old joke which is no
longer funny.) See also fall out, kick the slats out
of the cradie.

Entries from DARE, "a dictionary of regional variationms,"
used with permission of F. G. Cassidy, Director-Editor.
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fall n QED ~ sb! 2 for fall of the year; DAE ~
3 b; cp SPRING?: spring of the year.

1 Phr fall of the year: autumn, esp the fishing
season between the end of the spring and sum-
mer fishery and Christmas.

[1776 (1792) CARTWRIGHT ii, 177 I sent five hands in
a skiff. . .to look for the nets, which we lost there last
fail.] [1794] 1968 THOMAS 171 Numbers of Fishermen,
at the Fall of the year (the 25th of October) on their
terms of serving being expired are paid the residue of
their wages. [1822] 1928 CORMACK 106 The fishery
may be commenced here six weeks or a month earlier
than at any other part of the coast, and coatinued in
the fall of the year until Christmas. T 45/6-64 ‘Twas in
the fall ‘o the vear, she left to go to St John’s in an
open boat. . .and they got—breeze come on, they got
drove off. T 43/4-64 They got no boats. only flatsor a
canoe—kayak they call it. That’s what they run the riv-
ers with and go back up the country in the fall o’ the
year. 1971 CASEY 233 When the evening would begin
to get long, or sometimes now a stormy day in the fail
of the year when they wouldn't be able to get out in
boat and the weacher would be too bad for spreading
fish. .. 1975 LEYTON 21 We used to keep sheep and
three or four cows. We'd sell one of them right late in
the fall of the year, try to get a pair of boots for all
hands.

2 Attrib. comb fall baiting: a quantity of bait-
fish used in the autumn cod-fishery. See BAITING.
fall fish: cod-fish, large and fat, caught in the

autumn with hook-and-line (1966 FaRIS 236).

1842 BONNYCASTLE ii, 189 A quintal of fall fish, or
best cod £0/12/6. 1850 (FEILD] 87 Nor the ‘fall-fish’ with
autumn’s showers await. . . .

fall fishery: the cod-fishery prosecuted
between the end of the spring and summer
fishery and Christmas.

1916 LENCH 15 We have. . .the Fall fishery which
[1asts for seven or eight weeks and is] not over till close
near Christmas. 1933 Vfld Royal Commission Report
99 The fishery in the fall is not conducted by means of
traps (since the fish do not run quite so close to shore,
and in any case the weather is too stormy for traps) but
by motor-boats using bultows, long lines with hooks set
at intervals in the sea-flow. This fishery produces the
best fish, since in the fall the fish have recovered from
the effects of the spawning season and have been fat-
tened by their summer diet. Their texture is firm and
thick and their livers are rich in oil. T 141/69-652 We
fishermen always looked at the fishery as two seasons:
there's the capiin scull season and the fall's fishery. If

Entries from DNE, "a historical dictionary of a region."
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Age as a Factor in Language Attitude Differences
Eloise Lemire Hampson

Memorial University of Newfoundland

ABSTRACT

This paper reports on a study of the effect of age upon
attitudes to standard and non-standard dialect speakers. Respon-
dents drawn from three age levels (10-year-olds, l16-year-olds,
adults), in two contrasting non-standard dialect speaking
communities in Newfoundland, listened to tape recordings of
speakers of four dialects. A modified matched-guise technique
was employed. The respondents assessed each speaker on rating
scales related to personality traits and to other value judg-
ments. Computer analysis of the data indicated that respondent
age was a differentiating factor in speech stereotypes.

Introduction

Language attitude research has shown that children as well as
adults react with stereotyped biases to different speech types.
It has been shown that even very young children, as young as
three years old (Rosenthal 1973), not only perceive speech differ-
ences but also attach stereotyped views to such differences.,
Children's speech stereotypes may be similar to the typical
speech biases of adults in their communities. Investigators such
as Giles (Giles and Powesland 1975) and Lambert (Lambert and
Klineberg 1967), who have carried out language attitude investi-
gations with young people at several different age levels,
generally have shown that children develop gradually through their
growing-up years toward the language biases typically held by
adults in their communities. An overview of the literature that
deals with children supports the view that a major acceleration
in this development takes place in the early teen years and that,
by the later years of adolescence, young people for the most part
share the stereotypes of the adults in their social community.

It is interesting to note in the results of several studies
that children around the age of ten do not quite fit into this
developmental pattern which otherwise, from the evidence at hand,
might be construed as logical and orderly. Research in several
different communities (e.g., Anisfeld and Lambert 1964; Giles
1970; S. Lambert 1973; El-Dash and Tucker 1975) has provided
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results in which it may be observed that children around ten
years old show noticeably different speech biases when compared
with other--usually older--groups.

Method

This paper reports on part of an investigation that was con-
ducted in Bay Roberts and Carbonear, Newfoundland (Hampson 1982).
The purpose was to investigate the attitudes of Newfoundland
teachers and school children with respect to four of the distinc-
tive dialects common in the Conception Bay North region. The 100
subjects represented three age groups: 10-year-olds in Grade
Five, l6-year-olds in Grade Eleven and adult teachers. The
student respondents were drawn from each of two local dialect
communities ("Bay Roberts r-less'" and "Conception Bay North
r-full”). All the teachers were from communities within the
larger Conception Bay North region.

The study employed Lambert's matched-guise technique
(Lambert et al. 1960) in its modified version (see Carranza and
Ryan 1975; Clarke 1980). The subjects listened to taped speakers
of two standard dialects: Mainland Canadian (MC)3 and the
St. John's Anglo-Irish dialect typically spoken by older educated
people from that city (SJ). They also listened to speakers of
two local non-standard dialects: ''Bay Roberts r-less" (-r),
which is the distinctive speech of many residents of the Town of
Bay Roberts and the nearby Port-de-Grave peninsula and ''Conception
Bay North r-full" (+r), the usual non-standard speech type found
in most of the larger Conception Bay North regionm. Two speakers
represented each dialect type on tape. Responses were collected
by means of 5-point rating scales which were labelled with
adjectives chosen to evoke status values, solidarity values,
pejorative judgments and judgments as to the suitability of each
speech type for certain formal and informal speech situations.>
All aspects of the method were pretested extensively to ensure
that it was suitable for even the youngest respondents. A com-
puterized analysis of variance was made of subjects' responses.

Results and Discussion

The results provided interesting information to help answer
the question of whether respondents from the three different age
groups held similar or different stereotypes with respect to
speakers of the four dialects presented. The presentation and
discussion of results falls most conveniently into two sections:
first, a consideration of the different kinds of age-related
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results in relation to different kinds of rating scales, and,
second, a treatment of age-related rating trends.

Results in Relation to Kinds of Rating Scales

The significant dialect type main effects show that the
overall sample possessed clearly different stereotypes with
respect to speakers of each of the four dialects (Table 1). On
the status-related evaluations, the respondents' speech biases
emerged as a hierarchy of dialect preference, the order of which
was MC, SJ, +r, -r. Standard dialects clearly were favoured over
non-standard. The results from domain scales paralled the
results from status scales, as standard speech types were judged,
as expected, to be more suitable for formal situations and non-
standard more suitable for the informal situation woods. The
results from the pejorative scale stuckup showed the same pattern,
with higher status dialects always receiving higher negative
evaluations.6 ’

The dialect type main effects on solidarity scales, however,
presented a different picture. Although speakers of MC, the
Newfoundland-external standard dialect, were favoured with
highly positive judgements, even to the point of receiving
highest ratings on the scales likeable and nice, the other
standard dialect, SJ, was favoured least in terms of solidarity
values. The Bay Roberts -r speakers were favoured over Conception
Bay North +r, and the -r speakers received the highest of all
these ratings for friendly. Even though MC was the dialect type
rated highest on these scales, the less obvious differences among
ratings of the dialect types on these scales in comparison to the
prestige~related judgments, and the relatively positive judgments
evoked by speakers of all dialects indicate that the respondent
sample as a whole held tolerant views of all the dialects in
relation to solidarity values.

Now, the overall sample results having been presented, a
description of the differences in the rating patterns of the
groups within the sample is called for (Tables 2 and 3). Signif-
icant dialect type x group interactions appeared from the ratings
on ten of the twelve scales employed. On status scale evalua-
tions, all groups followed along the same general lines in their
judgments (hence Table 2 shows no group main effects for status
scales). Both groups of l6-year-olds for the most part shared
the teachers' biases toward upgrading standard and downgrading
non-standard speakers on status-related evaluations, as did the
10-year-olds. The difference in the 10-year-olds' evaluations
was that they made noticeably less obvious discriminations
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between standard and non-standard dialects. A similar pattern
emerged from the domain scales.

The solidarity scales revealed much more intriguing age-
related results. On these, the adult teachers clearly indicated
such biases as might have been expected. That is, they favoured
local non-standard speakers over standard, thereby showing an
apparent attitudinal affinity with local dialects as a source of
pride and identity. Their particular favouring of -r speakers
indicates that this distinctively non-standard local speech type
evoked the strongest feelings of dialect solidarity. With
regard to results from the adolescent age group, the ratings by
the 16-year-olds from Carbonear—-which is the +r-speaking

community represented--showed that they share the adults' biases.

A quite different pattern of rating scale behaviour appeared
in the results from the Bay Roberts l6-year-olds and the 10-year-
olds from both communities. These groups made less distinction
among the different dialects than did the other groups but
nevertheless they consistently favoured MC over speakers of their
own and the other regional non-standard dialect. In short, on
these solidarity-related evaluations we have, on the one hand,
the Carbonear adolescents and the adult teachers making judgments
that indicate strong feelings of solidarity with local dialects,
but the Bay Roberts adolescents and the l10-year-olds from both
communities making minimal differentiation among the dialects but
favouring MC. :

It is possible that the positive evaluations of MC by the
youngest group may be due to the increased contact that Newfound-
land has had with the mainland in recent years and, in particular,
to exposure to Mainland media. The lack of similarity between
the two 16-year-old groups' views, however, cannot be explained
by an age difference. It is suggested that the difference in
attitudes may in some way be related to the amount of non-
standardness of the respondents' own speech or may be due to the
size or remoteness of their communities and related factors
(Clarke 1980; 1981).

Trends over Age

From an overview of the age-related results, an obvious
trend appears whereby the 10-year-olds noticeably rated like each
other, yet at the same time rated differently from the older
student and teacher groups. Although respondent age was not
computer-tested as an independent variable to confirm this pat-
tern, it is apparent from the results at hand that in many
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instances the 10-year-olds chose not to award highly positive, or
highly negative,7 ratings. Their ratings have, in effect, an
overall "flatter profile". Thus the 10-year-olds appear not to
have differentiated among the dialects to the same degree as did
the adolescent respondents and the teachers. This observation is
corroborated by results in some studies (Giles and Powesland
1975; El1-Dash and Tucker 1975; Lambert, Giles and Albert 1975;
Edwards 1977) but contradicted by others (S. Lambert 1973; Giles
1972). This pattern could possibly be explained by a lack of
social maturity, in that the 10-year-olds perhaps were not able
to produce biased judgments to the same degree as did most of the
older groups. '

The children's pattern of rating behaviour in another way
contrasts with results from some other studies, where it has
been shown that 10-year-olds may award unrealistically positive
judgments (Giles and Powesland 1975; Lambert and Klineberg 1967;
El-Dash and Tucker 1975). The results from Bay Roberts and
Carbonear do not show the 10-year-olds to have unusually positive
views; in fact, on the pejorative scales, in some cases, they
were more willing than other groups to rate speakers unfavour-
ably.

It is interesting that, on the three solidarity scales and
stuckup, the Bay Roberts 1l6-year-olds also produced a flatter
profile of judgment ratings, like the 10-year-old respondents.
In other studies, it has been found that generally it is the
youngest respondents who have rated the least typically in com-
parison with older groups' views (e.g., Rosenthal 1973; El-Dash
and Tucker 1975; Clarke 1980).

Conclusion
Two general conclusions may be drawn:

1. It is evident that the four different dialects under
evaluation did evoke different attitudes from the respondents, in
relation to the different kinds of rating scales.

2. Age emerged as an important factor in respondents'
language attitude differences. On status, pejorative and domain-
related evaluations, all age groups generally shared the same
stereotypes. Further, all groups made judgments which imply that
they look to Toronto and other mainland centres for their models
of prestige speech. With regard to age, it is clearly evident
that, with increased age and education, young people develop more
and more toward sharing at least the prestige-related speech
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stereotypes of the adults in their communities. It does appear
likely that the pattern of less polarized ratings from the
youngest respondents substantiates the theory that language biases
are acquired as part of a general sociolinguistic development
process that comes about with increasing age and maturity. The
biased judgments collected with status and domain-related scales
attest to this. Nevertheless, such a continuum of development
can in no wise be deduced as clearly in the solidarity-related
results. The age factor alone does not explain the differences
in respondents' solidarity-related speech biases., The community
background of respondents appears to enter as an operative factor
in this area.

It is possible that the differences in the l0-year-olds'
ratings indicate that they lacked the social maturity to recog-
nize values that older groups did. A more appropriate explana-
tion of the situation, however, may be found in the text by
Lambert and Klineberg. They suggest (1967:225) that children at
this age tend to view "foreign people'" as especially attractive.
This explanation would apply to the children's highly positive
ratings of MC.

Alternately, the differences in children's attitudes
revealed by this study may be evidence of a genuine change in the
linguistic attitudes of the population. Such an explanation has
been offered by other researchers in other communities (Giles
1970; Lambert, Giles and Picard 1975; Clarke 1980). This
explanation may be valid in the current context, for it is
evident that, even on the solidarity scales, the rating pat-
terns of the two groups of 10-year-olds were very much alike.

To follow up a suggestion by El-Dash and Tucker (1975:44,
49), it must be considered that differences in the language
attitudes of the youngest respondents may be attributed to a lack
of understanding of how to use the rating measures. But the
significant differences in judgments collected, the correspon-
dences in the children's ratings and their similarities with the
Bay Roberts' l6-year-olds' ratings refute this idea and support
the opinion that the different results from 10-year-olds are
much more likely due to differences in attitude than to an
inability to respond to the method.
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FOOTNOTES

1There has not been a great deal of language attitude re-
search implemented with young adolescent and pre-~adolescent
subjects.

2The median age for Grade Five subjects was 10 years, 6
months and for Grade Eleven students was 16 years, 9 months.

3Paddock (1981:616) calls this dialect "General Canadian
English".

4For further information on these dialects see Seary, Story
and Kirwin (1968), Paddock (1966; 1977; 1981), Clarke (1980;
1981) and Hampson (1982).

5The rating scales used were the status-related scales smart,
wealthy, successful; solidarity-related scales friendly, likeable,
nice; pejorative scales stuckup, mean; "domain'" scales church,
school, woods, home.

6The pejorative scales had in themselves the effect of making
a negative-positive switch in the usual scale directionality.

7An exception: the group main effects show 10-year-olds
were more willing to mark strongly negative judgments on a pejo-
rative scale.

REFERENCES

ANISFELD, Elizabeth and Wallace E. Lambert. 1964. 'Evaluational
reactions of bilingual and monolingual children to
spoken languages'. Journal of Abnormal and Social

Psychology. 69.1. 89-97.

CARRANZA, Michael A. and Ellen Bouchard Ryan. 1975. 'Evalu-
ative Reactions of Bilingual Anglo and Mexican American
Adolescents toward Speakers of English and Spanish'.
International Journal of the Sociology of Language. 6.
83-103. .

CLARKE, Sandra. 1980. 'Speech Stereotypes in Newfoundland: An
Initial Investigation'. Unpublished manuscript,
Memorial University of Newfoundland.

. 1981, 'Dialect Stereotyping in Rural Newfoundland'.



-~ 58 ~

Papers from the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Atlantic
Provinces Linguistic Association.

EDWARDS, John R. 1977. 'Students' Reactions to Irish Regional
Accents'. Language and Speech. 20. 280-86.

EL-DASH, Linda and G. Richard Tucker. 1975. 'Subjective
Reactions to Various Speech Styles in Egypt'. Inter-
national Journal of the Sociology of Language. 6. 33~
54,

GILES, Howard. 1970. ‘'Evaluative Reactions to Accents'.
Educational Review. 22. 211-27.

. 1972, 'The Effect of Stimulus Mildness-Broadness
in the Evaluation of Accents'. Language and Speech.
15. 262-69.

and Peter F. Powesland. 1975. Speech Style and Social
Evaluation. London: Academic Press.

HAMPSON, Eloise Lemire. 1982. 'The Dialect Stereotypes of
Schoolchildren and Teachers in the Bay Roberts Area of
Newfoundland'. M.A. thesis, Memorial University of
Newfoundland.

LAMBERT, Sylvie. 1973. 'The Role of Speech in Forming Evalua-
tions: A Study of Children and Teachers'. M.A. thesis,
Tufts University.

LAMBERT, W. E., R, C. Hodgson and S. Fillenbaum. 1960. 'Evalu-
ational Reactions to Spoken Languages'. Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology. 60. 44-51.

LAMBERT, Wallace E. and Otto Klineberg. 1967. Children's Views
of Foreign Peoples: A Cross-National Study. New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts.

, Howard Giles and Gilbert J. Albert. 1975. 'Language
Attitudes in a Rural Community in Northern Maine'. La
monda linguo-problemo. 5. 129-44.

, Howard Giles and Omer Picard. 1975. 'Language
Attitudes in a French-American Community'. Linguistiecs.
158. 127-52.

PADDOCK, Harold J. 1966. 'A Dialect Survey of Carbonear, New-
foundland'. M.A. thesis, Memorial University of



- 59 -

Newfoundland. Revised version published as Publication
of the American Dialect Society, No. 68, 1981. Alabama:
University of Alabama Press.

PADDOCK, Harold J. 1981. 'Dialects: Social versus Regional
Dialects'. Encyclopedia of Newfoundland and Labrador,
ed. by Joseph R. Smallwood and Robert D. W. Pitt.

St. John's: Newfoundland Book Publishers (1967) Ltd.

, ed. 1977. Languages in Newfoundland and Labrador.
Preliminary version, Department of Linguistics, Memorial
University of Newfoundland. 2nd version published in
1982.

ROSENTHAL, Marilyn Silver. 1973. 'The Acquisition of Child
Awareness of Language Differences'. Ph.D. dissertation,
Georgetown University.

SEARY, E. R., G. M. Story and W. J. Kirwin. 1968. The Avalon
Peninsula of Newfoundland: An Ethno-Linguistic Survey.
National Museum of Canada Bulletin No. 219. Ottawa:
Queen's Printer.




TABLE 1.

TABLE 2.
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DIALECT TYPE
SCALE . 4 -T _ Sy )=/of F _ratioc
SMART 2.54 2,43 3.74  4.10 138.83%%*

(3) (4) 2 1)

WEALTEY 2.23  2.19  3.16 3.66  108.39%*x .
) (&) (2) (6]

SUCCESSFUL | 2.57 2.53 3.62 3.90 101,13%*%
(3 4) (2) (8Y) .
FRIENDLY 3.76 3.91 3.53 3.88 9. 64nkn
3 (63] ) 2)

LIKEABLE 3.54 3.64 3,44 372 2.98%

(3) 2) 4) 1)

NICE 3.64 3,70 3.55 3.88 5.20%*

(6 NN ¢3) (&) (6]
STUCKU? 2,11 2,01 2.32 2.21 3.08%

(3) (&) (1) 2)

" CHURCH 2.02 1.99 3.06 3.57 80, 08%#%
) 4) 2) @)

SCHOOL 2.13 2,10 3.35  3.97  124.67%%*
1 ) &) (2) @)

WOODS 3.89 3.7 3.01 2.61 54,79%k%

@ ) 3 (4)

#p,<,05; **p,<,01; #*%*p ,<.001
df=3/270 in all cases
figures in brackers indicate raaking of mesns

Dialect Type Main Effects: means and F-ration for each
dialect type over the entire 100-subject sample. It is
to be noted that the higher the mean, the more respon-
dents indicated that the speaker possessed that trait.

GROUP

SCALE: Gr.V+#r Cr.V-r Gr.XI+r Gr.Xf-r Teachers F ratio
FRIENDLY 3.52 . 4.06 3.64 3.91 3.68 2.85#
LIXKEABLE 3.23 ) 3.81 3.52 3.74 3.61 2,467
NICE 3.44 3.99 3.51 3.81 3.7l 3.15%
STUCKUP - | 2.42 2.39 2.03 1.80 2.16 2.56%
CBURCE 2.80 2,10 2.58 2.91 2.89 3.46%

*p<.05 ’

d£=12/270 in all cases

Group Main Effects. The values show the differences in

the ratings from different groups of respondents,
irrespective of the dialect type under evaluation.
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DIALECT TTPR SCALE: FRIENDLY
4z =T 83 M T racio 4r -r 83 wc T racio
2.78 2,53 3.40 3.78 6.93w%we 3.60 3.53 3,33 3.73 2,78
3 @) (@ Q) @ () @ @
3.30 3.03 3.43 3.85 4,08 4.08 4.00 4.10
3 W @ Q) (2,3 (2,3 &) @)
1.95 2.18 3.65 4.13 3.70 3,98 3.30 3.60
% (3 @ Q @ @ @&
2.33 2.08 4.33 4.50 3.70 3.85 3.85 4.28
(3 (B (2 Q) W (2,3 2,3 Q)
2.35 2.33 3.88 4.25 1.73 4.13 3.15 3.70
3 & @ W @ QO @ O
DIALECT TTPE SCALE: LIKEABLE
+z =t Sy MC ¥ ratio +T -t SJ MC ¥ racio
2.65 2.38 2.50 3.55 7.26wsw 3.08 2.90 3.35 3.56 3.44wwn
2) (@ ) () G %) (2 (W
- 2,73 2,55 3.03 3.20 3.70 3.78 .78 4.03
3) B) @ @ ) (2,3) (2,3 Q)
1.96 1.90 3.03 3.70 3.63 3.83 3.15 3.48
(3,4) (3,4) (23 Q) @ Q@ & 3
2.13 2.05 3.65 4.03 3.70 3.50 3.75 4.03
3 ) @ o 3 & (@2 @
1.73 2.08 3.58 3.83 ©3.60 4.18 3.18 3.50
@ (@ @ W @ @ W (3
DIALECT TIPE SCALE: NICE
+r et 3 Sy MC F racio +r -z sJ MC P ratio
2,75 2.60 3.25 3.88 3.56%% 3.28 3.20 3.50 3.78 1.84*
@) @) @ Q) (3 @ @ @
3.00 2.63 3.33 3.43 4.00 3.80 3.95 4.23
() %) @ W 2) W 3 (@
2.50 2.28 3.45 3.85 3.55 3.75 3.10 3.65
(3) W) @ 3 QO @ (@
2.65 2.63 4.03 4.30 3.73 3.80 3.73 4.00
3 @& @ (3,4) (@) (3,4) (1)
2,40 2.53 4.03 4.05 3.65 3.93 3.50 3.75
@ & @ W 3 @ @& (@
SCALE: STUCKU? DIALECT TTPE
GROTP r -z Sy MC ¥ ratio
Cr. %z 2,62 2.65 2.15 2.25 4,42%km
2y @) @ (@
Gr, V=t 2.40 2.50 2.33 2.33
2) @) (3,4 3,4
Gr.XI+r 1.85 1.63 2.40 2.25
3) () @ @
Gr.XI-r 2.00 1.63 1.95 1.85
L @& 2 (3
Teachers 1.65 1.65 2.75 2.58
3.6) (3,4) Q) (@
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SCALEZ: CHURCE DIALZCT TYPE

GROTP wr -t &3 MC P racio

Gz W 2,58 2.30 2.95 3.38  4.28%w

) . (&)] W) Q) (1)

Gr.V-r - 1,73 1.98 2.23 2.48
o @ 3(39.%

Gr.XI+r 1.60 1.83 2.95 3.

i (%) 3 (@ ‘(g;

Gr.X-t 2.05 2.05 3.50 4.

" (3.4) (3.4) () (¢8]

Teachers 2.13 1.78 3.65 .03

3) & 2 Q)

SCALE: SCBOJL DIALZCT TYPE
GROUP +z e $J ML Y ratio
Gr.Vér 2,53 2.73 2.75 3.50 1l.62%ww
@ (3 (2
Cr.V-r 3.03 2.58 3.15 3.28
3 W (2
Gr. XI+T 1.50 2.00 3.05 4.13
(&) 3 @ (1)
Ge. XI~t 1.88 1.60 4.10 4.58
3y %) @ @
Teschers 1.70 1.58 3,70 4.35

3) W (@ @

SCALE: WOODS DIALECT TIFZ
GROUP 4 -r SJ MC ¥ zacie
Cr. Wz 3.43 3.28 3,55 2.88 7,02%
@y (3 @) (&
6r.V-r 3.30 3.38 3.05 3.20
2y Q) (W ()
Gr. XTI+t 4,38 3.88 2,75 2.1S
1) (@) () (&)
6r.XI-r 4,43 4,20 2.73 2,33
) @ & (&)
Teachers 3.90 4.00 2.98 2.50

2 @O 3

*p<.05; *wp<, 01; #*rp<, 001
df=12/270 in all cases
figures in brackets {ndicate ranking of means

TABLE 3. Dialect Type X Group Interactions. The values indicate
where respondent group was a determining factor in the

different ratings of the four dialect types under
evaluation.
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A Perception of the Speech of a Newfoundland Speech Community

Bernard O'Dwyer, Memorial University

Hypothesis

Speakers of a language variety define their own speech comm-
unity: (1) by their perception of the language variety that they
speak; (2) by their positive attitudes toward the use of that
variety; (3) by the way in which they and others use that variety.

Introduction

This paper is an excerpt taken from a much larger study on
attitudes to language variety in a Newfoundland speech community.
The responses to the six questions that we are about to consider
belong to a larger group of twenty questions subtitled 'respond-
ents attitudes to their own language variety'. This larger section
of twenty questions focuses on item (1) in my hypothesis: speakers
of a language variety define their own speech community by their
perception of the language variety that they speak.

Because, in view of the overall study, we are being rather
microscopic here, it is necessary to allow certain distinctions
to exist. These distinctions have been made in the greater study
and are of importance to us here. Respondents have acknowledged
the existence of, at least, three varieties of their language code:
(1) that variety which is spoken by the public in general; (2) a
'more acceptable' wvariety; and (3) a variety understood to be
'educated Newfoundland,English'. It is with the latter two that
we are concerned here.

Respondents

The data for this study have been elicited from 135 respond-
ents, chosen through multi-~stage random sampling techniques to
represent three geographical areas and two educational levels.
Here I will consider only the geographical areas.

Data Area

The three geographical areas are: St. John's, an urban center;
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Bay Bulls, a non-commuter rural community; and Pouch Cove, a
commuter rural community. In &urn, each of these reflects a
different dialectal area: the St. John's dialect; the North
Shoreline dialect is represented by Pouch Cove; the Southern
Shoreline dialect is represented by Bay Bulls. For descriptions
of these dialects see: Seary, Story and Kirwin: The Avalon Pen-
insula of Newfoundland: An Ethno-linguistic Study. (1968).

Attitude Scales

To measure attitudes in this study, I have used a seven point
differential scale reflecting three characteristics: ‘equality of
units, unidimensionality, and a point of neutrality. Also, attit-
udes are considered to be either negative or positive. A response
to a neutral position is not considered an attitude.

An example of the differential scale used in this study is:
definitely _: _: _: _: _: _: _: mnotat all

1 2 3 5 6 17

+ -

I+ &}

Data
Q33. Do you speak this 'more acceptable' variety of English?
St. John's Bay Bulls Pouch Cove Collectively

+ 66.6% 82.7% 57.1% 68.8%
+ 21.4 4.3 25.0 16.9
=5 12.0 8.6 17.9 12.9
¢ 4.3 1.4

ratio 5.6 9.6 3.2 5.3

1) 1In each of the communities, the majority of respondents
replied that they spoke the 'more acceptable' variety of English,
that is, that the variety of English that they spoke was better
than that spoken by the public in general.

2) Differences in the ratings among the thrge communities
were not significant, not even at the ,100 level.

Q40. Do you speak this 'educated Newfoundland English'?
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~.St. John's ' Bay Bulls. @ Pouch Cove _Collectively

+ . 52.4% 69.5% 46.47. 56.1%
+ 16.7 . 2%.7 . 21.4 19.9
- . 23.8 4.4 25.1 17.8
@ 7.1 4.4 7.1 6.2
ratio 2.2 15.8 1.8 3.2

1) Again, the majority of respondents from all three comm-
unities stated that they spoke 'educated Newfoundland English’'.

2) There were some significant differences among the comm-
unities:

Test Q40.

Communities: X2 p-valueé
St. John's vs Bay Bulls 4.500 .05

St. John's vs Pouch Cove 0.098

Bay Bulls vs Pouch Cove 4.597 .05

3) Differences were significant at the .05 level between St.
John's and Bay Bulls respondents; also between, Pouch Cove and
Bay Bulls respondents. This means that Bay Bulls respondents were
significantly more positive about speaking 'educated Newfoundland
English' than were respondents from either of the other two comm-
unities.

4) This shows a contrast between respondents from the non-
commuter community and respondents from the urban and commuter
communities.

If we contrast the responses of all three communities individ-
ually and collectively to both Q33, the 'more acceptable' variety,
and Q40, 'educated Newfoundland English', we can see how each group
of respondents has reacted to each variety. This was done by test-
ing the significance of the above differences. Chi-square: was
computed showing the following results:

Test Q33 vs Q40.

Communities: , X2 p-values
St. John's 4,674 .05
Bay Bulls 1.018

Pouch Cove 0.620

Collectively 2.384




- 66 -

1) Although Bay Bulls respondents were most positive in
their attitudes toward both varieties, there was no significant
difference between how they rated each. This could mean that these
respondents saw both varieties as essentially one and the same.

2) Pouch Cove respondents were the least positive in their
attitudes toward both varieties. Similarly, there was no signif-
icant difference in their ratings between the two.

3) 1In an earlier part of this study, Pouch Cove respondents
did acknowledge a significant difference between both varieties,
whereas Bay Bulls respondents did not.

4) St. John's respondents, however, did note a significant
difference in their ratings between the two varieties.

Q34. 1If so (that is, if you do speak the 'more acceptable'’
variety), how well do you speak this variety of English?

St. John's Bay Bulls Pouch Cove Collectively

+ 64.3% 73.8% 57.1% 65.1%
+  15.5 8.7 17.8 14.0
= 16.7 13.1 21.5 17.1
9 3.6 4.4 3.6 3.8
ratio 3.9 5.6 2.7 3.8

1) The degree of positiveness for Q34 was similar to that
expressed for Q33, where those who claimed to speak the 'more
acceptable' variety of English also claimed to speak it well.
Pearson's correlation analysis showed a coefficient of 0.848, mean-
ing that in 72% of the cases those respondents who claimed to speak
the 'more acceptable’ variety did so well.

2) There were no significant differences among the communities
in this question.

Q45. If you do not speak 'educated Newfoundland English’, how
would you classify the variety of English that you do speak?

i) the same English as spoken by other people in
my community, acceptable Newfoundland English
ii) English which is different from that spoken by
other people in the community where I live
iii) not educated English, but still acceptable
iv) other (specify)
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St. John's Bay Bulls Pouch Cove

i) same 48 .8% 34.8% 71.4%
ii) different 3.6 5.8 17.9
iii) not educated 15.5 13.0
iv) other 1.2 3.6
V) no answer 31.0 46.4 7.1

1) A significant number of respondents did not answer this
question. This was especially the case for Bay Bulls respondents.

Two of the above categories in this question were of particular
importance to my hypothesis: the first category, (1) the same
English as is spoken by other people in my community; and (3) not
educated speech, but still acceptable. The first deals with our
concept of the speech community which is defined by speakers who
share a single language variety within a synchronic and socio-
historical perspective. The second category returns the focus to
Q33 and Q44 where we might have expected a speaker of 'educated
Newfoundland English' to claim that he spoke the 'more acceptable'
variety of that language; whereas, we might not have expected the
reverse of this.

2) Collectively, the majority of respondents identified with
the same variety of English as was spoken by others within their
communities.

3) Differences were computed and, again, some cases proved
to be significant.

Test Q45.

Communities: X2 p~values
St. John's vs Bay Bulls 1.669

St. John's vs Pouch Cove 4.417 .050
Bay Bulls vs Pouch Cove 5.112 .025

4) Pouch Cove respondents differed significantly from respond-
ents in the other communities in identifying with other speakers
from their own community.

Q46. Your spoken English is similar to the variety spoken by:

i) your doctor

ii) your bank manager
iii) your local policeman
iv) your local laborer

v) other (specify)
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In this question, I attempted to identify the respondents'
language variety with different social class occupations. In most
speech communities the different varieties are equated with occup-
ational or socially stratified groups, e.g., doctors, because they
are educated, are expected to speak a more prestigious variety of
the language than that spoken by the general public. Based upon
this assumption, I asked my respondents to rate their speech variety
in accordance with representatives ofan occupational scale. is
scale is based on the Blishen (1958) and other social scales.
Here I have further categorized these scales into three social
levels: upper, middle and lower class occupations.

St. John's Bay Bulls Pouch Cove Collectively

uco 12.5% 8.2% 6.47% 9.0%
MCO 44.0 16.6 25.2 28.6
LCO 37.5 57.8 50.5 48.6
9 6.0 17.4 17.9 13.8

1) The majority of St. John's respondents have identified
with middle and upper class occupations.

2) Respondents from the rural communities have for the most
part identified with lower class occupatioms.

3) Differences among the three groups were computed with the
following results:

Test Q46.

Communities: UCo MCO p—v6 LCO p-v
St. John's vs Bay Bulls _ 0.473 8.616  .005 4.016  .050
St. John's vs Pouch Cove 1.081 3.916 .050 1.733
Bay Bulls vs Pouch Cove 0.050 0.473 0.130

4) St. John's and Bay Bulls respondents were significantly
different from one another for MCO and LCO. St. John's respondents
identified themselves more with people in MCO, while respondents
from Bay Bulls identified themselves more with people in LCO.

5) St. John's and Pouch Cove respondents were significantly
different from one another for MCO, where St. John's respondents
showed greater identity.

Q47. How do you rate the English that you write?
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St. John's Bay Bulls Pouch Cove

i) educated 61.97 47.87% 39.2%
ii) acceptable 34.5 47.8 50.0
iii) not acceptable 3.6
iv) very poor 1.2 3.6
v) other (specify) 2.4
vi) no answer 4.4 3.6

1) Respondents from all three communities expressed positive
attitudes about their written language. By positive, I mean that
it was rated either as 'educated', or as 'acceptable'.

2) Of the three communities, St. John's respondents were
significantly more positive about their written language than were
the respondents from Pouch Cove. The former perceived their lang-
uage to be 'educated'; whereas, the latter perceived their language
to be 'acceptable'.

Test Q47.

Communities: X2 p-values
St. John's vs Bay Bulls 2.108

St. John's vs Pouch Cove 5.754 .025
Bay Bulls vs Pouch Cove 0.370

If we contrast the responses to Q40, the spoken language, with
those to Q47, the written language, we can note some interesting
perceptions:

Test Q40 vs Q47.

2

Communities:‘ X p-values
St. John's 0.783

Bay Bulls 10.141 .005
Pouch Cove 3.116 .100

Collectively . 12.651 .001

1) St. John's respondents did not differ significantly in their
responses to the written language over that to the spoken language.

2) Bay Bulls respondents, however, differed significantly and
perceived themselves to speak 'educated Newfoundland English', but
only to write 'acceptable English'.

3) Pouch Cove respondents also differed in their perception
of how they spoke and wrote. The difference, however, was signif-
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icant only at the .100 level and although it was above the accepted
.05 for this study, it is a significance which might have value in
other studies.

4) Collectively, respondents demonstrated a very significant
difference in how they perceived their spoken and written language.
For spoken, it was 'educated Newfoundland English'; for written,
it was 'acceptable English’.

5) Concluding this last question, our rural respondents showed
themselves to be more positive about their spoken language than they
were about their written language. St. John's respondents have
shown themselves to be equally positive about both.

In brief summary to this group of questions, we can make the
following observations regarding our hypothesis -~ speakers of a
language variety define their own speech community (1) by their
perception of the language variety that they speak; (2) by their
positive attitudes toward the use of that variety; (3) by the way
in which they and others use that variety. It is with item (1)
only that we have been concerned with here.

St. John's

St. John's respondents have generally expressed positive attit-
udes toward their language variety in both its spoken and written
forms. The majority of respondents have perceived their speech to
be 'educated Newfoundland English'. 14.2% more respondents have
perceived it to be, if not 'educated', then at least 'more accept-
able' than that sBoken by the public in general. This difference
was computed as X~ = 4,674 which means that the ratings of the two
varieties, 'more acceptable' and 'educated',are significantly
different at the .05 level. Also, 9.5%7 more respondents perceived
their written language to be 'more educated' than their spoken lang-
uage. However, this difference was not a significant one.

Slightly less than half of the St. John's respondents identif-
ied their speech variety with that spoken in their community. This
could suggest that with the mixture of dialect remnants and varieties
spoken within this urban community, it is becoming increasingly more
difficult for the native speaker to identify himself with other
native speakers. In identifying his speech with that of other people
within his community, the St. John's respondent identified with those
speakers belonging more to MCO and after that to those belonging to
LCO.
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Bay Bulls

Bay Bulls respondents were very positive in their attitudes
toward their spoken language and very significantly less positive
about their written language. 13.2% of the respondents thought
that their speech was 'more acceptable' than it was 'educated
Newfoundland English'. However, this difference did not prove to
be significant. Since these respondents have not seen a signific-
ant difference in their ratings of the two varieties, it is possible
that they may be perceiving both varieties to be approximately the
same, that is, the 'more acceptable' variety is 'educated Newfound-
land English'.

Only a third of the respondents identified with speakers within
their own geographical community. This I found to be both surpris-
ing and difficult to explain, especially for a rural community which
showed internal cohesion in other statements. When identifying with
individual speakers for social class occupation, the majority of
respondents identified with speakers in MCO or UCO.

Pouch Cove

Pouch Cove respondents were also positive in their attitudes
toward their spoken and written language, however, they were the
least positive. There was a difference in their ratings of spoken
with the written language, but the significance was at the .100
level. 10.77 more respondents thought that their variety was the
'more acceptable' than 'educated Newfoundland English'. Similar
to the Bay Bulls respondents, this difference proved to be signif-
icant.

A very high percentage of respondents identified their English
with that spoken in their community. This is very consistent with
the internal cohesion expressed by these respondents in other ques-
tions. In identifying with other speakers, Pouch Cove respondents
identified mainly with LCO, but 257 of the respondents also identif-
ied with MCO.

Comparing communities

In comparing the three communities by showing where the differ-
ences proved to be meaningful, I have chosen to use the following
table:
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Summary Table 1.

Communities: Q33 Q40 Q34 Q45 Q46 Q46 Q46 Q47
UCO MCO LCO

St. John's vs Bay Bulls = + - - - + + -
St. John's vs Pouch Cove -~
Bay Bulls wvs Pouch Cove =~ + - + - - - -

1
|
+
t
+
i
+

The minus signs in the above table mean that the differences
are not significant; whereas, the plus signs mean that they are.
As we can see at a glance, there are far more insignificant
differences than there are meaningful ones. If we take each
question in turn, we can analyze these further:

Q33. When asked if they spoke a 'more acceptable' variety of
English than that spoken by the public in general, respondents
expressed rather positive attitudes to their spoken language. These
responses, by individual community, have not proven to be signif-
icant. This might suggest that although respondents replied
similarly, that is, positively, their differences were not meaning-
ful. enough to note an urban/rural contrast, nor a commuter/non-
commuter contrast.

Q40. When asked if they spoke 'educated Newfoundland English',
the urban and non-commuter respondents, from St. John's and Bay Bulls
respectively, were significantly more positive than the commuter
respondents from Pouch Cove. It is possible that rural respondent
who have frequent contact with speakers of the 'regional standard'’
are made to feel somewhat linguistically insecure because their
language variety might differ from that 'regional standard’.

Q34. When respondents were asked how well they spoke the
'more acceptable' variety, they replied positively showing no diff-
erences that proved significant.

Q45. Again, Pouch Cove respondents differed significantly
from the other respondents when they identified their speech with
that spoken in their community.

Q46. Although there are three parts to this question, basically
St. John's respondents differed from the rural respondents by
identifying their speech with that spoken by people in MCO.

Q47. St. John's respondents saw their written language to be
significantly more 'educated' than did the respondents from Pouch
Cove.
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The above table points out that there are more differences
between the urban, St. John's, respondents and the rural, Bay
Bulls and Pouch Cove, respondents than there are between the latter
two. Also respondents from the non-commuter community expressed
more positive attitudes toward their language variety than did the
respondents from the commuter community. Therefore, it would appear
that the greater the contact that rural respondents have with
speakers of the 'regional standard' the less positive they remain
about their own variety of English.

FOOTNOTES

1In the greater study, a number of questions have been asked
to establish and to distinguish the different varieties of language
referred to here. Following are summaries for two of the leading
questions:

Q28. For the 'more acceptable' variety of English, 84.1%Z of
all respondents have stated that such a variety did exist for them.
This represented 7.9 positive responses for each negative response.

Q35. For 'educated Newfoundland English', 60.1% of all res-
pondents have stated that such a variety did exist for them. This
represented 2.3 positive responses for each negative response.

The differences in responses between these two questions were
computed for significance:

Test Q28 vs Q35.

Communities: X2 p~values
St. John's 13.691 .001
Bay Bulls 0.005

Pouch Cove 7.114 .010
Collectively 0.502

2¢, this symbol has been used throughout the study to indicate
'no answer' responses.

3The statistical procedures used in this paper were taken from
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (1970) and its
updates. The procedures were of two types: frequencies and chi-
square tests. The latter had been further adjusted for M comparis-
ions, where M is the difference between any two porportions at any
one time. The computed results from these tests were distributed
at a p-value = ,05.




- 74 -

The last statistic presented on each of the frequency tables
states the ratio of positive to negative responses. In Q33, for
example, the ratio for St. John's respondents reads 5.6 positive
responses for each negative response. This procedure has been
followed for ratio presentations.

4The significance of the p-value, although set at .05 for this
and most other studies, can have significance as high as .100.
However, this is usually considered to be the extreme.

5The class scale used in this study is based on the Blishen
(1958) scale. Each class represents a number of occupations ranked
and grouped according to combined scores for income, years of
schooling, and by sex in the Canadian Census (1951). For example,
medical doctors have been ranked as class 1, at the top of the
seven class Blishen scale.

This scale has been adjusted for time and classification by
two other scales: 'Occupational Breakdown of the St. John's Market
Area' (Census, 1971) and 'General Wage Rates per Occupation in the
St. John's Market Area (Census, 1976).

p-v means p-value.

7The use of 'regional standard' in this study is based on
Story's (1958) use of the phrase. Those features which are found
in the language of all Newfoundlanders, 'regardless of geographic
location, or social and economic class' can be best referred to as
'Newfoundland regional'. These features are more common in urban
speech and so the term 'standard' might be reserved for urban speech.
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The Dictionary of Prince Edward Island English Presents

Sheep Storm

T.K. Pratt

University of Prince Edward Island

ABSTRACT

Most of the data for the Dictionary of Prince Edward Island English -
a modest addition to the growing stock of regional compendiums across
the continent - are now in. At the APLA conference, the author affixed
to an assigned wall of Memorial University different pieces of this data
pertaining to one word. The information available on the word sheep storm
gave some idea of what the dictionary's files contain in general. The
displayed cards and charts on the wall, of different sizes and colours,
were the total paper: questionnaires, statistics from fieldwork, evidence
from other dictionaries, citations from P.E.I. writings, comments from
informants, and comments from independent observers. This display has
been reduced herein to a more or less standard presentation. However, the
- above background is necessary if the reader is to excuse the paper's format
and tomne.

With the assistance of the Social Sciences and Humanities Research
Council of Canada, the author is preparing a Dictionary of Prince Edward
Island English. Among its roughly 650 entries will be sheep storm.

The existence of this compound was not known in 1979 when the '"Pilot
Project" was in progress. In this postal survey of senior citizens scattered
haphazardly across the province, sheep storm would have come in here:

Item Have you |Do you Comment, if any
heard this|use it?
phrase on
P.E.I.

oyster mud

pet day
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Item Have you Do you Comment, if any
heard this use it?
phrase on
P.E.I,

rappe pie

robin storm

shirtsleeves work
short-taken

silver frost

slob ice

However, one of the seventy-two informants for the Pilot Project
wrote a comment on this page:  '"Sheep storm - a storm of cold wind and
rain after the sheep are shorn." At once a card was begun for this new
item, recording as the months passed other independent attestations,
as well as informal solicitations by the author. Typical entries on
this card are:

Same as poor man's fertilizer. / Farm Centre official has heard

this expression, as has Department of Fisheries man, who says fisher-
men prefer it to other alternatives. / Cold wind and heavy rain

"in the first part of June.” / Comes only in June. Called sheep storm
because you're not supposed to shear sheep before it comes. About
June 10th. Lasts about three days. / Agricultural Research Station,
April 21, 1981, says snow storm on this day - a real blizzard - is

a sheep storm. / Author's carpenter agrees this April 21 storm is a
sheep storm. / Two meanings?

Meanwhile the word was checked in other dictiomaries. So far it has
been found in none. It is certainly a dialect word, possibly even that
rare item, an Islandism. The standard "dictionary sheet" used in this
work is not reproduced here, but it requires a research assistant to check,
at the beginning, the Gage Canadian Dictionary, Webster's New World
Dictionary, Funk and Wagnall's Standard College Dictionary, and the Concise
Oxford Dictionary. These first four dictionaries establish whether the word
has any claim at all to dialect status; if found in two of them without
qualification it is rejected. The assistant then moves on to the Dictionary
of Canadianisms, Webster's Third New International Dictionary, the Oxford
English Dictionary and Supplement, the English Dialect Dictionary, the
Dictionary of American English, the Dictionary of Americanisms, the Scottish
National Dictionary, the Dictionary of the Older Scottish Tongue, the Middle
English Dictionary, the Dictionary of Slang and Unconventional English, Irish
and Gaelic dictionaries, and sometimes others (for example, the Dictionary
of Jamaican English, or the Dictionary of American Slang). The Dictionary
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of Newfoundland English has recently been added to this list (it does not
have sheep storm); still to come are the Dictionary of American Regional
English, the revised Gage, and others.

Whatever the information in these new dictionaries, it has certainly
been established that sheep storm is an excellent candidate for this
dictionary. Accordingly it was put into a fieldwork survey conducted in
1980-81. The relevant portion of the survey questionnaire reads:

176. smelt storm Sometimes we get an unexpected snowfall

177. sheep storm of storm in the late spring.

178. robin snow .

179. poor man's fertilizer Can any of these be used for a rain storm
in June?

The survey sample of 112 Islanders was carefully designed, and it
yielded some statistics meant to be reasonably hard. Some on sheep storm
are:

Used 487 Heard 28% Never heard 247

User percentages in subcategories:

Rural 567 v Female 457
Urban 397% Male 527
Over 60 50-59 40-49 ’ 30-39 Under 30

717 447 417 11% 8%

Female | Male Over 60 ‘ Under 60 Over 60 | Under 60

Rural 53% 587% Rural 77% 367% Female 727 217%
Urban 36% | 427 Urban 647 } 15% Male | 70% | 33%
Egmont Summerside Malpeque Charlottetown Cardigan

67% 607% 497 22% 497
English French Irish Scottish

467 13% 527 52%

There are also figures pertaining to social status or class, which are not
reproduced here. '

The informants' comments in this survey were also noted by fieldworkers,
though not taped. A small selection of those on sheep storm (177) follows:

Comes in May. It means heavy rain, not snow. / Usually first week of
June. / A cold rain storm in June or July. Get it nearly every year. /
Around first week in June when sheep are sheared and a lot will die. /
Comes in spring. / Comes around 1lst of June when sheep are shorn so

they have to put them in the barn so thev won't freeze. / Snow in May. /
In March when lambs are coming.

In its minority meaning (a late snowfall) sheep storm obviously shares
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the field with other alternatives, some of them not dialectal at all.
Thus a further 195 Islanders, selected by a random procedure from the
voter's list of 1979, encountered the word in a multiple-choice survey
(1980-82), also administered by fieldworkers. The relevant question
was: (88) Do you have a name for a late spring snowfall?

1. spring storm 6. poor man's fertilizer
2. spring blizzard 7. poor man's manure

3. sheep storm 8. smelt storm

4, robin snow 9. other

5. line storm 10. NA

Statistics from this survey are not yet available, but it will be interesting
to see how sheep storm fares when pitted directly against some rivals. In-
formants' further comments on this questionnaire are available, however,

and give further information, including other locutions. A selection of
these commments for question (88) is:

farmer's fertilizer / St. Patrick's Day storm / sheep storm is
rain and sleet, not snow / May snow / shower of shit / May storm

Meanwhile, sheep storm became one of the words that volunteer readers
were to watch for as they combed through Island writings. Their findings
to date are as follows:

Wed. 11 June. Still wet and windy. They say this is the sheep storm.
(1941) / I remember Grandpa talking about the June 'sheep storm' as
those raw, miserable days that came after the shearing, when the

sheep were naked and defenceless. (1981) / If a storm came after the
shearing it was called a "sheep storm." (198l) / Sometimes there is

a surprise snowstorm as late as May; the local people call them "sheep
storms' because the farmers must quickly bring in their freshly sheared
sheep and newborn lambs before they freeze. (1982)

It will be noted that both meanings ~ 'June rain' and 'late snowstorm' are
supported by these citations. There will thus be two definitions for sheep

1 4= i+l - + n¥Ff
ne ICL.LOﬁar'Z, 1th two sels OI suppor LJ-“g documentation.

One other source of documentation has yielded nothing on this word so
far. It is a set of tapes from the archives of the Charlottetown C.B.C.
radio station, featuring senior citizens talking about former times. These
extensive tapes were made as part of a documentary series on Island heritage,
and are currently being monitored for dialect words.

In conclusion, it is hoped that this baring of the files on one word
from the research will reveal how the Dictionary of Prince Edward Island
English is being put together. The work will hardly crowd the OED off the
shelves, and even in the area of dialect the province can only look im-
poverished beside the rich lexicographical ore recently mined in its sister
island of Newfoundland. Yet the data is there for a small and interesting
compendium.
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The Acadian French Vowel System in the
Lobster-fishing Terminology on Laméque Island

Rose Mary Babitch

Centre universitaire de Shippagan

ABSTRACT

The present paper is an extension of the study of lobster-
fishing terminology on Miscou Island to Laméque Island. The Acadian
French terminology compiled on Miscou Island served as the base
questionnaire in the interviews of the ninety-six fishermen living
in the thirteen fishing communities of Laméque Island. The major
difference with Miscou Island is that the only language spoken in
the fishing communities on Laméque is French. One purpose of the
research was to determine to what extent the fishing terminology on
Laméque Island reflects a French phonology. Analysis of the data
showed not only that the French vowel system is intact, but that
there are allophones, some stemming from English, others specifically
Acadian. The allophones vary among the thirteen communities., This
paper describes the allophones of the vowel system. Also, the varia-
tions of the vowels &~& in the term taquet, are plotted on a
phonetic map of the fishing communities.

Introduction

Miscou and Laméque Islands, situated on the outermost tip of
north-east New Brunswick, are separated by Miscou Harbour and form
the lobster-fishing zone No. 66. Until the 1950s, English fish com~
panies were to be found on both islands. Since it is the companies
which introduced the lobster trap, the fishermen of both islands
received the same basic English lobster-fishing terminology.

The major difference between Miscou and Laméque Islands today,
is one of population. On Miscou Island, English and French
inhabitants have preserved separate linguistic as well as cultural
identities since the nineteenth century. A previous paper,
Linguistic Coalescence — Lobster~fishing Terminology — Convergence
vs Divergence, showed how the lobster-fishing terminology of the
Acadian French fishermen on Miscou Island has undergone lexical,
semantic, phonetic and morphologic adaptations from the beginning of
the twentieth century to the present., The difference in population
between the two islands is that the English inhabitants of Laméque






































































































































































































































































































