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Y T this-study iavestigas
in two non-standard dialect lpukwtllu 1n the Conception Bay'

North. “regidn of Newfoundland. The mple\gtnq{of 100 respondents re-

peech aterec:”e- in a>gehool l:nntext,

presented three level's of age/education. A md{f\x'a}-@hea-guin

&verbal guise) tech was %o assess o

English dialects, two standard and two non-standard. Respondentd weré " : “1
. asked to evaluate taped speakers with respect to personality traits and . |
in terms of the suitability of their speech types to different speech ,
i situations. o 3

@
The results revealed clear stereotyped pt-feram:ea for standard

d.hloc: speakers on prestige-related evaluations and Yor faml .pw-_h

On 801 and for lnfornal speech

< ~. ‘situations, non-standard speakers receiveg fairly positive evaluations.. -

g Speakers of an external standard dialect, however, often vere preferred i
<0 agatn on these scales.. Ratings on pejorative scales revealed a general
3 reluctance by :h\!‘\‘ulnple to award negative judgments, particularly to
speakers of local non-standard atatects, ¢

Respondent age proved to.be a differentiating factor in atti-

tudinal The and ‘sex of respon-

s obvious factors in a1 %

& dents were 1
o ~

The £indings ave related to the educational situation in New-

{ .
i
t £ foundland. A
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various suciolinggia[ic atud'les lmve in- o

vexuguted 1an§\mge uu—nncypes. This field, call.ed lan;unge a.r.:i:nde .




- ‘artitude,

11 Fot further and:
is.referred to Aghey!si and Pishman 1970 and. Rosenthal: 1973.

X vntlel:y.

“Wnile dtiis that stéreots Ives may. reflect

both :he holder s

(see

chatactst a:t:;bu:eu of npemzs (eig. ; Lambert et al. 1950), t also

in that it affectslistiner expectatim of ‘the héhé\:iuur. of speakers

!pe.lkex(:) Rosenthal 1973 Griles, Eakar and Fielding 1975 Bourhia

“and Giles 1975 Giles and so' rhis 1976).

2 Theé tern "affective" here is used “in/such a way as_to tnclude

both ‘the taffective" and cenative elements mentioned l:y Agheyisi .

and Fishaan (1970: 139‘11'0) in theix reviewiof different aspects of -
¢ 4 e




1.1,2 " Matched-guise fechnigue:’ 3

Tiie vesearch cechn'ique gelieraliy empuy‘ea‘ to investigate. -

spaach-—bnsed Bter&otypes 18 one cal.led ma[ched~5uise

< was deveIoped by Wallace ‘Lambert and hls colleagues at. McGALL Untveraity

in, Mcntreal. 2 u aes1gn=d toelicit. Tisterers’ sibfective; reactiuna

) differen; types of speech (see Lamber: ot al. 1960 and £ Lmbexc

'1967) . : In 1(5 ‘basic fom. :he mtched-guise techi\Lque 1||vnlves the.

ot tape-tecorded selections, of es of opeech

to resp " The “are asked. to’ evaluate th

nality traits. and’s

in terms; of othet. Vllue

_The situation is' presented as gucssing ‘gamé ‘and 'the respnndenz-

Judged are unaware that puie::ly bilingudl ‘or Bidialectal. speakets .

Faseuie dxffexgnc apaecti guisas on tiie, Laps; Agheyisi and Fishnan'

Rery

46)’ explain t}\e :héqreu:al basis of this techriique:
The this.

w18 :ha: if there ‘is’ a equate control:of every
‘other variable in the experiméntal situation =
such_as:thé, voice quality of speaker;.content. of
text, and most especiglly, personality of spesker
other: thian- the ‘actual 'language variety, then

to' the speakers of that particula language, rather
than. by his reaction to the specific speaker in.the’
experiméntal situation. . And so, if there is:any -
: irgignificant unifdrmity in the evaluatich.reacticns -
“ofany gtoup of judges, such reactidns are s 4. .
‘of that gfoup’
twwn:d the spenkers of 'the pnr.icular languege or
ny.

‘teners' waluative judgmem:s of 8pe vech types. In :he chge’ of dgrecc

7 a::icudinal

however, Iist jud

This éeuhntque




ay b i to reflect -{ous o unc Secartain

soctally table judgh The m t bf the 1nd1:ect ‘methos'

,dnlogy ofthe macched—guxse techniqie in Tanguage attitide invesllgations "

" appears to avold tt

8 dlfflculty nl\d ellcit listeners‘

: l.amb:u, Anisfeld and Yeni-Komshian- (1965: 907 hav!ng invaadgnzd Lu» .

“tener réactions to’dialects Of Hebrew by eans of both techniques,

o i e

T view of Phe matked contrasts becvee the o pion :
. cedures’ Tevealed in. they present- study, the hypothesis (e
suggests ifelf that tife matched-guise technique, in .
contrast to*standard mdasures of attitude, evokes

. “more prlvate and ‘conceptual reactiofis.

Some t criticioms of the matched-gas inique have"

bem udvanced (a g.. Lee 197l Gﬂ.es a.nd Pwesland 1975 0 102 Gile!

and "Bourhis 1975 294 295). ohe suct crlr_l/.:iam argues the ymed for a

ésporise (see also Aghsylai and Fiahmln 1970,

Results

“such as those of Giles ,an._lluurhis (1976:296,301), However, indicate

a:lngs s1Tected 4 by

seale, davices show’ hlgh

o i e 4 nnrrelations tth reshits acquued ui:h 'nehaviaumuy urlenl:ed methods.

¥ Ana:her importuht cr!.tlcism queltions the va.lidif.y of ﬂ'ue as-;

an char-

(1975 i




“to. speech type. "It R also been suggesced (Biles and. Powsslarid 197 :

. may ‘lack dialect v-mu:y.

v s x ! '
-295) \have suggested that the boring effect of hearing repeated messages

by ‘the same speaker may make, listeners unduly evaluative of w'xu char=

;- The single-speak b, then, would und to elicic

to such jual voice chi 3 rather than

3

to :ha l.bove critlnism, A\mdiﬂcaciun of?

has been' osed. T:he sodiited procedure)

also m;llul "verhl guise", lnvolvel _the’ ‘choice of .mnl lpelkers to. "

Tepresent ezch speech style on the tape. “Typically, two 'to_four speakers .

per lmgungg type are presented (cf. Carranza aad Ryan '1975:100) and.

results are’caleulated on the type means

113 Applications’ of matghed-guise msthodology 'V

The matched-guise and -xuuul mtchuf-gul:a uchnxquu hve

been llplnmr.ed with a vtde vlriety of ancial and culr.nxn.l grmlpl umnd

the world. - Studies have applied these te:hnlquu fo investigate ‘group

-:cmtyped attitudes :murd -pukern of diffexen: ungu-y-, among. I’.hm.

- French and’ English sn the vaince of  Quehee (e.g., Llnberc, 24t

Fzmkel and ’muklt 1966;.'S. Llni:ert 1973)

- Frem:)i umi mgun_ “{n, the s:u;a of‘Mgi:].nAe (e g

_‘and Albatt 197! L-‘mb.’zc, Giles and Picard:1975),

: Arabic and !hglt.h in gype (m Dash. and Tucket 1975)

o ngm-dletltln Spanish and !h;llsh ‘in the USA (Cln'lnxl lnrl

Ryln 1575)

e

N

Labov 1972 215) that, speech tapen mr]e by "Pl.dlllecul" !.nfomntl 3 :




—ca =
- Welsh and EngMsh in Wales (Bourhis, Giles and Tajfel 1973)
- Tagalog and English in the Philippines ('n.ern 1968).:

In adiition these techniques have elicited stereatyped reactions to

standard-and non-standard dialects’ and accets within a ‘single language,

such as: T TR £
. - Black English and White English.n the USA_(e.g, Bouchard 1969;
Williams 1970a)

1 - Classical and colloquial Arabic and English with Amefican and *':

. Britieh aceents in Egypt. (EL-Dash and Tucker 1975)
; Local dialects of French and standard European French in Quebec
and in Maine (e.g., d'Anglejan and i\-xcber‘lﬂa; \Lambert, Giles
and ‘Albert 1975; Lambert, Giles and Picard 1975)
-Al‘auin;:y dialects in Ireland (J.\J!dledl 1977a)
= British and foreign acceats of ‘English in England e
; (Giles 1970) %
- Sephardic and thmzic Hebrew ln Israel (Lambert, Anisfeld
-and Yeni-Komshian 1965) : ’? 2
"~ English with & "Jewish“accent” in Montreal, Quebec (satsteld,

.Bogo and Lln?grt 1962)

- Vewfoundland, Mainland Cnnadian and ‘British. English i Hew

B fomdllnd (Clarke 1980a).
5 “

3 While to use such.terms as "standard” and 'non-standard” to déscribe
speech types. can put the linguist or educator in a perilous position,

_the terminology as it is applmd here simply differentiates speech

* types with the are: those

less likely to be considered md:ll of prestige and higher education.
For a more detailed treatment gfithe issue of standard and non-stan—
dard English the reader is Teferred to mdgul (1974:17-22)




In order to record o tdone guisé studies
dcally employ rating scales, usually of the semantic differentialt
, upon which listeners indicate their subjective judgments of each

speakr's personality. ' The scales usually aré labelled with adjectives-

personality The serve both-ta
défine the\scope of meaning for each scale and to focus respondents'
atteation on the rating task required (Agheyisi and'Fishman 1970). The

scale labels may'ke drawn from adjectives provided in the psychological

‘literdture on personality evaluation (uee Dsgm:d, Suci and Tannenbaum
_1957) or may be elicited from the respondents' commnity for the pur~
pose of the study (see, g Bourhis; Ciles and Tajfel 1973)°.

0sgood, Suci and Tamdenbaum (1957) have shown that the adfective

- ‘traits may not necessarily be cbz{sidered individually; they may be sub-

suned under larger.dimensions of méaning within the stereotyping reac-
tion, Often language attitude research draws adjectives from the three

‘Osgoodian dimensions of Pdtency, activity and evaluation. Other re-

" searchers, investigating specifically the interrelations of langudge
| attitude ratings, have shown by factor analysis that listener judgments
v .

. cluster into somewhat different but similarly conceptually distinct di-

" mensions (Williaps 1970a;, Shuy and-Williams 1973:94-95; Giles and

4 Semantfc differential scales.are labelled with bipolar traits, o8

honesc

dishonest

57 The reader. is referred to Lee (1971), Giles and Bourhis (1973) and
Brown, Strong and Rencher (1975) for critical comment on .these methods.




_solidarity-related scales.® - ¢

Powesland 1975:41-42; Carranza and Ryan 1975)

Tn this regard; the Carranza and Fyan (1975) stady 18-of parti-

eutar angeraet o5 hasmmrean: study. Carrangi.and Ryan made an inves-

tigative division between status g and solidarity

Tating scales. . They found that these dimensions of evaluation did
appear to be related to respondents' differential ratings of speech
types. Results ‘in other investigations (e.g,,"the Clarke 1980a study

in Newfoundland) appear to corroborate:the Carranza and Ryan findings,

n general, the results of these studies show that standard laguage

’:ypee usually are rated higher on status-related scales in comparison

@)
with fon-s tandard language cypes, which tend to be rated lower on theae

scales; non-standaid language types, hovever, may be favoured on the
The discovery of these kinds of dimensional factors within the

stereotyping response supports the inference that, aince a single lan-

guage variety can receive 11 ratings in
dinensions of listener subjéctive judgment, certain language varieties
may fulfill aifferent functions within a spesch community. For instance,
the respondent communities that-evaluate local or mon-standard speech
forms with significantly higher ratings on solidarity-type evaluuion-' 2

Wwould seem to be indicating that such speech forns, serve as an {mportant

source of pride and identity. The language ateitude itteratire reveals™

6. Carranza and Ryan's status adjectives tend to equate with those re-
lating to “competence” Eraits in the British literatyre, vhile sol-
idarity generally relates to the British dimensions called "social
attractiveness'', olence” and "personal integrity" (e.g., Giles -
1971; Giles and Poceatand 1975+ 4. *




(1975:88) write: . ° -

nany such decent 1oya1"7 commnity gmupsl

- Ftanca—Amerll:ln (Lanbere, Ciles and Alberc 1q75 Giles et-al. -
1976)

iJewish (Anisfeld, Bogo and.Lambert 196Y) = %

'Welsh (Giles 1971; Bourhis, Giles'and Tajfel 1973)

- Scottish (Cheyne 1970, reported in Giies'and Powesland 1975
66-67) .-

Other staddes, oni the contrary, have revealed communities and groups.

-wi:hin comaunitles ‘that ‘favout superstrate lingiage: forus. without evi-

dence of particular loyaley to local language varieties, e:g.

-1 Quebec ‘ambert ec'al. 1960) |, -

~“in the Philippines (Tucker 1968)

. 0 ="in Egypt (E1-Dash. and Tucker 1975)
- 48 the USA (Carranza and Ryan1975).
ureher, the language aceitude 11ter-:u:e reveals ano:ﬁar con-

ceptual ‘areh Hi:hln which ‘differeritial speech steteutypes may be' found.-

CaErazatagd Ryan

Thlu may be called context lor domain appropriateness.

Tn dealing with the functional separation between lan-

. guage varieties: fof speech commmities, Agheyisi add
* Fishman ((1970)- have criticized studies of ‘evaluative . '
! reactions towards speech for not having adeqitely con-
sidered fhe importance of the. context of speech. Most: of
the studles performed have used taped readings with: for-
mal topics or spontaneous speech’ concerning informal to="
pics;. the specific effects due to context have.heretofore
heen-ignored. To disregard these contextual effects.seems
to overlook an essential factor in the selection of one

¥ e 3 ¥ |

7' For: further information on this concept, the reader is réferred to,/”
Ltmbert Giles and Albert (1975)‘ % . '




. guage \'mne\y for its

typed Lmpressions as to the sultability of specch.types for selected.

“'uations on 'pa:un-uey traits; they. present resul

- -

lingusge varidty over mthr .

‘The choice (of one of these varieties for use could be
Tagulated'by. the contirbual domsing.
Results fron the Taylor' \and Clesent  (1974) study in French Canada and

the Carranza and Ryan &Lm study ‘i the USA, amdng others, support

the observation that liuanaxl react by applylng blased judgments na:

only to speech y-rmun,‘ but also'to the appropriatent

|

of the lan—
j SN g
uned or dell.)lur.ed sitvation, i.e., 1:: dmuln .

Studies which do not take| into u:counz the nonr.a)(r.u-l effects of, speech -

may produce atsTeading mnm. due to listener awareness of mismatches

between ‘speech-type and in‘:plied,syeech situation (Tucker 1968:37;
Aghieyis1 and Flshman 1970; d'Anglejan and Tucker 1973; Ryan 1973:69;

Giles and Poesland 1975:98). One of Les's early criticisms (1971:412) -
of the matched-guise xuhn:iqul vas that ‘it presents speech in "z content:
f:}} vacuum"; accordingly, 1€ has been recommended (eig:, Giles and -

Bourhts 1973:339-340) that| speech ‘segaents bé: presented in the contest
of a speech situation. :

Of the feu studies’ available that iavestigate the involvement :

of contextual effects in the tereotyping reaction, thé following two
{llustrate different technical approaches for eliciting listener stereo:

situations, ~El-Dash and Ticker (1975) employed :questiods and rating

scales in an extension of the manner.of questioning. us

8 : For r dnfornation on this. tern, the reader'is Teferred. to Fish-
nen, Cooper " @asgs:17 i

1568).

to_ ekttt avale.

to show that :Uf.ste'nar‘
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ratings fayour certain language vatieties. for difiermr_ situations (El-

6-—-53). They also note prn‘blems ‘encountered coti~

' % Dash’ And Tllcker 197:
nemmg speech type/situation incongruities’ (1975:35,53).  In contrast,.

C:rranz: and Rym (1975) approa:hed the questlm by ptesem:ing different

stinulus tapes, for. each language-type, that had cnnnenc which ¥ase

} : .. .appropriate to different speech domatns. . This reseamh ‘design enabled
S then o i the of listener of
{ #*",. ' context and listener evaluative' responsé along the lines of certain v

“ ‘. raring dimensfons.. Carranza aid Ryan (1975:88) explain:

-
This functional ' of speech’ usually
results in the values of solidarity (associated with
ol . 'Low Language) belng enacted in the home and neighborhood
. % domains, with the values of ‘status:(associated with High
y Language) being enacted in the school. and work domdins.

The results nf the Carranza amd Ryan stndy (1975 92-99) cnnfim l:hat/

fved:

speech stereotypiag xea}tiena may différ depending on the

: % ap)mprm:eneen of a lurguage varie:y for ‘a’ Zyﬂrﬁou e
b S Studids such as thnse described abovewould indeed sugdest: that

% R the invesfigation of domatsi aywvd }s/- of . great importance ip |

THey /also suggest that con-

1.2 mseimi{mucaubﬁs .
ed with subjel:t

L.lngung: ‘atéitude utudies have béen/1mp!

kground vlzublaﬁ ey Eex,

gtoupi exemplifylng a wide variety: of~
/

social class; dge. Yof since :rx/g,puxpase of the current fesearch is to




examine the speech biases of groups nf“mhmlchudt-n and teachers, this
section restricts itself to preseating a reveiw of the literature that
= 35 relatés to these two groups. The term "schoolchildren" as used here in-

cludes children and adolescents at educational levels from preschool

. .

Alirough secondary, school.

1. z.x:; smdm involyig children ) "

ger children posséss stereotypes with respect to various
€ and dtalect types (Lambert, Frankel and Tucker 1966; Lambert
4 Klineberg 1967; Bouchard 1969; Giles 1970; Giles 1972 s. Lambert’
1973; Bnl!nthal 1973; Shuy and “’.u‘ll‘ 1973; El'Dllh and Tuacker 1975;
Lanbert, Giles and Alpert 1975; Lambert, Giles and Picard 1975). The
s | Cumilative fesult of such studies, hovever, does not ‘yield a clear pic-"

. ture.. Thus no firm conclusions have been reached as to the age ai ohis

& % children may develop the speech biases of their communit @s to the’

nature of such biases (See sections 1.2,

T 1.2.1.1 -Theage oE gequisition of speech blases
. ‘  Ressarch has demquatrated not only that people possess spegh

" biases (Section 1,1 above), ‘but also that I\lch biases may be acquLx‘&d

%k dn asty wan.. Rebuineith vactors wtodles dhow st Semy sacple gars

0 7 Gelve speech differences gatly (e.g:, Baratz 1969; Giles 1970; Giles .

1972; Rosenthal 1973; Gallowich 1978). Meny questions remain, However,

as lter‘eutypmg may be seen to go beyond,the discrimination of speech =

differences to include the fion of such s and the:




2 5 . I

formulation of the value judgments which underlie attitude preferences

(see in particular Rosenthal 1973; see also Lasbert and Kifneberg 1967). g
Many research studies provide evidence that not only d& children i

perceive speech differences early but also that they react with socially -

biased judgments to different speech types. Lambert, Giles and Albert

(1975), for example, as well as Lambert, G11%e and Picard (1975), found

. biased attitudes to local and standard varieties of. French and m‘ﬁ;).

among both ten- and seventeen-year-olds in Maine. Evidence from El*
. e Dash and Tucker (197'5) in Egypt, Bouchard (1969) in the USA and S. Lambert
,(1973) 1 Montreal Sofratrats A finding of e Maine studies, namely,
; « " that children as young s, ten evaluate specch types with stereotyping
/ reactions. Others as well;, ;ucum; language attitudes from children A
5 in the eight- to fourtgen-year age range (e.g., Lambert, Frankel and

?u:ket 1966; Shuy, Bardtz and Wolfrem 1969; J. Edwards 1977a) describe

results that support the idea that speech biases begin in pre- or ‘earky

and become 1like adult by the age

of high school leaving (see also Giles and Powesland 1975:30). Although

there is fiot aé much ;nfumu;m on younger subijects, authors such as I
Lambert and Klineberg (1967) and Baratz (1969) describe tesearéh taple-
mentations with groups of chl}dren in the six- to ‘r.en—ygunr age range who
“respond to speech tapes with socially biased generalizations. Rosenthal

(1973) h:! demonstrated that pti.mary grade children and ‘preschoolers,

‘even children as young as three yenrs 0ld, can be aware of speech differ-

ences and have"i'i‘uue preier:nces based on the social lign!.ficance of

such difietencelf-d‘

Wnile, logically, ft has bein noted, €hat both growth in age and

.
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.experience with language varieties underlie the development of &ocio-

linguistic stereotyping abilities (e.g., Giles-1970; Giles 1972; El-
Dash and Tucker 1975:52)° the language atfitude literature appears .
preyenr_ no clear. ansver fo the question of the age at which children

have’ acquitesthe speech biasés of their community. By and large the . .

best answer at the preseat time appears to be the non age“specific view

that the acquisition of soc:lo]_lnguistic biases forns part the overajl. .
social maturation process, as an mm: to-the general developmént pro-

cess by which children gain all thetr language pmﬁclancy (see Laubert

and Klineberg 1967; Muehl and Muehl 1976:37).
; s i .
112 12 The sinilarity of children's ppeech stereotypen to
adults' s:eug:ypes S .
While, then, thé actual age of acquisition of speech steres- -

" |
types is not known, it would indeed appear that children may share such

stereotypes. - In this regard, the question naturally arises .as. to whether

children's speech stereotypes are consistently gimilar to those of adults

. within the same community, Results from studies such as those cited:in

Sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.1.1 above suggest'the answer to be in the affir= ..
mative for some groups as least (e:g., S. Lambert'1973; Rosenthal 1973).

Yet studies implemented in various locations report emough.differences

‘in younger subjects’ to provoke as to
: 5 :

“the sinilarity of younger respondents' stereotypes with those of hdults.

For instance, both the-sixteen- to eighteen-year-olds in Clarke's (1980a)

9 Furthel 1 1ol y be found
In Lanbort-and Kiinebers (1967) Ervin-Tripp (1971) and Rosenthal 973).




tic
devel.upmsnt the reader is referred again to'Lambert.and "Klineberg' (1967) ;

gwwi‘uundlmd sl:udy and, the Maine - sevenceen-yen-olds in the: Lambert, *

£Giles and Albert. (1975) ‘stiidy tended not to share adiit feeungs o, UL i
aceent loyaley. 10 . ‘

Thete aze in nh‘e ntera:uxe'ian 2

is that their -evalua’ ons tend tobe, ux\usuxlly or. \mrealistinally ) 3

Fositive (Anlafeld nnd Lamber:\q.%k 1963 Giles 1970:219; 'S. Lambert:
1973403 Bnuxhis, Giles and ‘Lambert 197

El-Dash_and Tucker 1975). s P

) Al'm:he! noticeablé trend 1s that their respunsea tend to be more

disparate fron each Gthét within theis eroup thar :are thosz of-adilts.

chudzen of this age, “that, is, ate i_p\md to aka‘ ;Ldex use T range

i there evs

s

Since in vardous' studies .there: are noticeabls différeces in the

10 pifferedt stvdion ‘report What -sppear”td b dnomaliis ity the pro-
gression. of. sociolingulstic. development; Bl-ash and Tucker (1975),.-
Lambert; Giles and.Albert.(1975) and Lambert, Gilesiand Picard (1975) _
all Teport indications that ten-year-old ‘children may'share some adult’
bilases where subjects in'the fiftéen- to seventeen-year age range may mot
For further information by way of an overview of sociolinguls




tles, Lo, the possibility chat younger’ respandents Bay have more ain

J ; .
response pattems of children, siggestions have ,beeu'gut‘ffn"mrd‘ to-ac— !
count - £of Ehe differencep'l Some_follow the social’ fievelu:pmgnt r.l:nemz by‘
suggesting that the difiuenceu nay show, children’s lack of soctal pa- -

turiey (Ani.sfeld and’ Lumben: 1964 963 Gues 1970:219;E1- nuh and Tucker

A
1975344,50-53), that they reptul‘.nt the ‘views of a e genernr.ion (1.

4 srl:hnnge in! the B of-the n (G!’lu! 1.970 21.9‘,’

iles and Poweslund 1975 30) and, - in:the.’ cau of. :m—f thll’. at

zn,zzs) Othir’ po:auitial explﬂnntians relate;to] emd:en's'éep‘shm- o

sitxve A riminacnry abi_].ities (s. Lanbert 1973347, 465" Lamberl:. Gues

and- Plcn\'d 1975:139) ‘and iudeed the possibiuty that they do not ’unde

st:nz\d the testing. instnlmant ‘ad Fail to _use the Tating scales cm:xectly

(Bl—Dash and Ticke® 1975164 Aq) @ - % il

In any case; xaunch resu:

ts indicate that wicn miore 1nve-ciga—

tlon '1s requirdd nto the language s of -chilare ré1cularl

mnm on the nature nf childr s sp==ch xteteo!:ypzu Bearing “in mind’

“*"”" “that :he diff £ elxcited from children may

- )
. he due to. their mssundex tanding Of or. 1nahuity “to respond o the tes[ing

msures, 1: seems 1mparat1ve that a:m:ude elicicatlon masure and ma-

teriala Iriterded for vse vn-.h children 'be suhjEC(EIi to ex:enuive prez

usung wieh: eguivalent’ grnuya of childran to eaubnsh thett’ sumbnuy

to tbz r.hildr;n s Iucial a.nd uhnlaatm ccnpathnc
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\\z 13" The tmportance of childrea's .ltutudu e -
A knowledge of the language “attitudes of childun is impor nn:

from at least w0 perlye:r.iv}l The first of mua 1s that the v}fn

5 o\ south of & colgnicy. uhall zepresent the'vaies of the mext .
generation (Giles md Powesland 1975: 30). " The second 1s'of more 1,:4

tate rglavmna to m- fleld of ‘pedagbgy, in :h-t shildren

attitudes

j md mhivumon h.ve a mljor 1uplc! on the lumxng situation (ie: e.g.,

i, by 'some icudi‘a! o be:cc mcomltnnt ‘with. llngulsn -t:tr_udea

' 's0”are. the kind, of hamvxoun tlu: are vitally mpau-nc An the. J.n:ex

P xlunll relatonships- ypical i the classtoom lurni.ng sitvation. -t

| For tastance, biased Judgaeate based on-the speech type i which'a -u—'

*.sage is  can affect y the lstener's chnlon of the

qulity of the message, the lumer s receptivenss. to p-rumnnn by~

“the message and the smount of Tesponse o the message :h-: “the ll.ﬁr.uur
wu1 produce (Giles 1973; Giles aad Powesland 1975: 90-105 Giles, Baker
‘and Pmaxng 1975; ‘see also Gﬂzs 1970

2255 Bourhis Giles and Lambert -
1975:57; J: Edwards 1977b).- In addl:im. 10 fibwicions Wae’ speech,
values conflict - u could be' the case vhen xeglmul feelings. of ucm:

loyalty o’ fon-standard .pee:h ori T contr

t with’ -dnuumul values

iﬁm[ dmnd standard 1mgu..a ndrms 'in :he <l urm - cbﬂdrm may " me H

a guan-g ull ‘situas: 'n llhich can .ha

eimotional and baluvloutll =Ef&ctl )

ol the ‘uccess of :hair aduut.inn in schuol ¢ ee, €.8.5 Houchard 1969:438

ncpzhu, Giles and T-ji 1 1973:449). :
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1.2.2 Studies involving school teachers -~

~ Leaguage -nuude research mlmntutm with vatious g-zaup-

of zucg.gn .and teschers in trafning provide eyidence that different

speech types-may be important: cues whereby teachers mske stereotyped

2l * Judgments of thei students (eig., .wxu.i'au.‘mnmq aid Miller 1971

w o 1976). " As seltsuu. Tucker, .mt Lmbett (197

ortant cuaho ele” 7
ions of students,’ Even when

g, its effect did not diminish: 4 e o
zh respel:t :u the apem:h bxne- k

Clearly, speech -:yu an 1mp,
teachers in- their

_combined with, other: cu

%

Any’ examinat #on/of patterns in teacher speech stereotypes must -

,im:h-ﬂa B te of th by  Willigms- -nd

his” u-oc:ucu 1 €he USA into teacher a 1cud¢u to' Black ‘and White dia-

i ot mn et English (see, e.g., Williams 1970a~ Hilliams 1973; wuu....
i N3 SRR

whiuhud and “Traupmann 1971 uxnuu 1976)

Willians hu shou, by, -

fl:tor -nnlysin of unch- razlng- of :h11drun s sped eh typ

5. that

teachers tmd o wvatuste the: -peech samplel with 1udmn s et o

individual’ tratts, Bit i overall terns of two. EVﬂuaeive dlmensimu

“ufthic’ the, Senttal stereotyping resction: Williass -n- these ‘tho aites

“ciof evaluative response 'ethai sta " aid "




eagerness” dlmension.” 5 el . ot

_ Studies: such'as. those by S. Lambert in Montreal (1973), Tucker im the’
_teachers u.u.uy dowmgrade non-snndard‘ or acceited lveech ium on’
Cev Tnative ‘ratings that relate, overaliy to the' ‘concepts 1n:alligg =

cg!“gence mL soctal sue -

Aus—xsq, and Chnptar 6 muw) _The " a\:titudel and expee:uuons of *

ation, have' fgr—uu:htn: effects’ Sped-x ‘note. uhould be Inade: here of

*1970; Wnodvn:th lnd Salzér 1971) &or'wa'r, ‘the ways in'which speech |

While-other 1ga do not 1y report - two-di

sions as did Williams, they nevertheless corroborate his findings:

Philippines (1968) and 4 ‘Bdwards in Treland (1979) {ndicate thac

'rucherg' hiu;ed avlluations of chud:m cén' tave impnrtan:

educlziunal mel.xcn:.tom (see williams 197em: 380-397 A n. Edvirds’ 1976

:uclurs h:uuue of thet? posi.r.innu ‘of influence in the nchnnl sieu-

€he class b 1 jat Lot by ‘Rissenthaiand, Jncohlan (196!).

1In this’ study the effect oE teacher expecnzion‘ on tne perfumnce of .

studeats was demonstrated; children whos tuch.n had been led to" 'bg“eu S|

had wtenthl for gatn mu-uy d1d- produte gains in intellectual

One would & ; thet, that this "uu-fulfu.ung

p:opbgcy s Le., that n-cmu get - whz: Lhey expect, lyplign vell in

uhu.en o :uchu ‘::itms and upecuciom based ‘on’ speechi stereo~

J. Edwatds'1979:23

types (See Williams 19706:3823-J. Edwards 1977b:11

“38). " Turther, Tesearch indicates that téachers tend fo'award lower metks: B

to cﬁuaien‘ who s{ae'uk nos-standard dialects. (Frender; Brown and Lambert.: - .. . o

-




(Section 1.2.1.3). ‘It can be seen, therefore, that teacher speech

stereotypes affect ‘teacher expectations, grading and the effectiveness .
-pupdl lateraction

" of classzoom cu—miu'uon. These smls of “teache

are also es: eatial elesents in a nﬁnd;m: s ‘opportunity for academic

success.

Indeed, sinée speech blapes:cin’bé soén to be 1nunmn1 in

" lthe dynmlics of typical clagsroom Ecezncf_inu, it uau to ba mmuny'
an ch l.nveacigute the lp:ach stereos

anorunt ‘chat locteltngui-tic res

s typesof bo:h teachets and' stidents Ln 1oc.11c1u where non—s:unda:d

i ! and stindard .speech -types meet”in the clnsur_oom.

N

1:3 e focus'of this thesis
'l‘his chui- will be lnvolved with dm l.m;\u;e attitudes of cer-

tata p’vllps of and. schigolchildrin, | 53

T ‘Fm the review os the: lizen:uzg provided above it can be seen

that acticudes relating o the vu.m ia vhich people )\old  gmomga

" type can be séen:to atfect pcnmml juaymc- and behaviqurs relative
.

to speak The and

guage attitudes effectively enter are also the kinds of mt-uct'xm. fun=

'd.mnl in the classroon tmhlng/luming sitvacion. Mdad to this

in :he 1 e mvxeu = that

7\pte‘ue 15. the situation - as

1hcaut &5 here msr. is lung\mge varilﬂ.m:, subjects hnve heen 5

 shown; by, 1nngu-g= lt:ipuda studies; o Have dufcrenc

faz:nt langunge :ypa-. rh-uion Atudanr.n and :é-chen in ragxma

where -evem lln!ulga or’ dt-lu:: ypes dre ‘common, oild Ba

"'t have d1Eferent -at¢ibudes to’ Peakers, of these Tenguige types, and ~

i¥1tuies to ﬂif—




" £he sethod of chotte for this study. X :

daveloped the typisal. adult: sterestypes of their communl[y,.yet. -

theu'ac:i’:udes ‘Coiild be een to hive implications in:the ‘classroom

situation. & 3

The literatire review a.lso has arawn attention to the questirm

of the age of tof speech Studies have. not een

able to demonstrate that children at- about tenyears”of age h.m

cen'am studies indicate that even much younger thildren do”share, to.

a greater or lesse( degrce, the. julgmental generalizatinnu toward .

“speech types that are. held, by sdults in theiz ::annunitiem A 4

substantial number. of other, studies have investlgar_ed the speech

Stercotypes of young people at ‘the age of completing ‘secondary school.
Such studies, whilé indicating that'these students most often share td
a ‘grester degreé than db. younger éubjects the adilt speech stereotypes ..

of meiz cammunities, “aleo réveal that young peaple -in‘the middle-teen ..

iniomtion on'the speech stereatypes of subjects at. three age Tevels K

in’tvo a1 teient sihonl ccmunil:iea. The' term ”aehocl conmiumity” Le. ysed

to mean teachers and stud!nta Erou neighbouring schools located within®

the same dialect ‘ared. - The subjects werd gl’oups of adult I’.eachets,

students at aboutthe l:en-yenr age level and stuents’ in :heu final

year of school.  As d-g ise/verbal guise tachnique
hss b»en developed as: a measure ot people’s speech stsreatypes, it was
B

Theé regional'and iinguistie background to' this Yesearch requires
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2 THE NEWFOWDLAND CONTEXT w7
4 v

In this chapter the Newfomdland context of :hz current research

p!ﬂjlc! is dege 1n order to

the llnNe lltultion ¥hich implage directly Gf r.h:.- investigation:
:h-r

- This descriptl.up 1nc1ude. a uvuu of lmg\mge attitude ucwdl

have been {mplemn:od in uuwtowuand and a llngulttic and g-ngrlphi: 8
Alw

overview of the region’ and ateat chosen for this investigation

~and the

é " in this éiapter are pre nud'm dialects chulm for evaluatior

research - queﬁxn- inveldur_edu A X Of Rewfoundland 45 provided in-

A2y .,‘| X _v
- : s - A

: ngun 240 T i

P “2.1 The lingus in Newfoundland
1 An outlinied 4n" Chapter One, sociolingilstic research shows that’
sers® o ons'to speech types apply. wich

respect to.different languages and also to-the different stendard and
A vealth
o

k
i

non-standard dialects with which a commimity would be familisr.
. - - - R

of nvnﬂtindnrd dialect v-rucxun 1s found on the 4sland portion nf the

Province of waouﬂdllnd and. Labrador (Sezry, §tory asd Kirvin 196!.
judgud to be s {deal place

% hddo;! 19773 1951). For this reas
; = -
‘I The terms.region, area and community are sad ek speéific meanings
When referring to locations for the research of this thesis. Region ia
L'/ . used to denote the Conception Bay morth shore with it
: 2.2). Arca refers to particulardialect areas, for instance, the "r-le
dialect enclave constituted by the town of Bay Roberts and neighbouring
compnities. Community refers to.a center of pupullcl.on. 1 p-r:xcuxar
%o tlie s Th Waicl chis atudy des siministrated.,

comunities (Figuu s
8"







fmul 1nvest£yt1nns have been nppued to 'provi & moma-

T - tion en uhe language atcltuden of Naw(aundlmders‘ In ‘one, Walker,
3 - e

AR (1975y “con uc:ed s Linired h\vps:iguion \mh- sch‘uqlte:aci\utl,' but -

viete. not_able to tepnrt ‘Eonclusive usu].:s Vith. respect to ar.t.itudes

8o Cooper (1982) upo'(ted evalur.ians of u:ti(udas in ncm—k

£lect.
jfmetton ten bis presenta:iun, of, a teachiug. unir. o dialent ‘awareness

) st udtis how:vet. Empl yed the

in Newfoundland. fl ither: oF these,

tyiaical’ st hi 3 forield itic nwer:

Y

aurrled out 'by Barke (1950- 1951) The Clarke (1950n) smiy was (dmin

(stered s 224 subjeus in:the provinclal capltal sr Soat s, to a].icit

B -:utudu to, three stmurd and ‘two nan—scmdard dxulec 5. ‘The' mulcs !

ot e Lla!\ sge Btetsotypes o :hg st John's: cmmil:y lnclude a high

pres:lgn evaltlar.ians nf & Local stu\dstd dmlect. max;ke (1981) ux:engeg




tespmdentn, 'ﬂ‘wnypes related to soli.darity :a;ugs diffeted depmeung

on the reglonal buckgm\md s Tespondents. : e
2 The reglon wdex study .- . i v
LY e

2.2.0 Cholce of Togation
"he diffarent; daTocts’of Newfoundland reflect the fact that

st of the provincets m;bim:s cane otiginally fm che BrL€ieh i

fites , Outsdde the southern  half of the Avalon Peninsula, shich vas

sectled matnly by immigrants from Treland, wost -areas of Newfoundlan

have - dmeces that _hiave Baglich origins (Seary, Story and mm./wss»

. P.ldd.ock 1881)." since each of the Newiuundlmd dialects evnluated 1n the

-Glarke' (1980a) study: nriginatad PER strcngly/Iriuh Availon area, the

c\lrrent lcudy was desig\md to invesugace nmmr.ypu with respecr_ to’

10:.;1 Englls'h-b.nsnd dtalect . Eypes.

The. region of uwfoundlmd called’ Cancéption Bay: Nonh, unﬂ

vi:hi_u, it the Say Roberts ares; were selectsd for this trvestigation be-

use of che pu&ence :hzte of hig‘hly distlnctlve dhlects of English
origin.,
(=

'z 2.2 ngzaphlc delineutiau

\ E 3

2’ The term local may require axplqnl\:ion wile all the dialeéts eval-
ted of course are "ocal' ii the sense that they dre fasiliar to re—. :

*“sidents of the communites under investigation, ‘this yord 1s used {n this
. thesisto dena:)ﬂ Tegional dislects t\ul’. are chaacterisitic of ‘the pro- .
- vince of Newfound 2

1and,

The. 3y & Roberts 2 area md: th: Concupcinn Bay North xeglnn, husen i
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as the Setting £Or these investigations, are shown on the'map .in Figure . <.

2.2.°

. The rgglon referred to as "Conception - Bay North' is situsted

3 yiy :
ily along the shote OF Bdy ‘(Figure

2.1.,2.25. e ‘reglon extends’ £xon afound Holyrood fm the south to

i Gttu‘:eu Cove in the narl:h. It constitutes, to. a certain extent, an eco-

homitc, admintgtrative and social uste With'a popilation of appiodnately
60,000 inhabitants (Canada Census 1976). cujl;onm, Harbour Grace: and
Bay foberts are the mjor toms. They have been established at safe,
anchorages along the SHoré since " the > early 15¢h century and have bacons
commercial and adaintstrative centres for this reglon.

w3

The "Bay -Roberts dialect area’ mcludas the commnities of *

‘—Btyant & Cove, Upper, Taland Cove, Blshop s'Cove, Shearstoum, Bur.lerville,

Coux\try Road; Coley's Point and all of  the an: de Grave peninsula. . It

has upproxlmatsly 8,000 1nhlbitants (Canada CE!II\I! 1976)

<23 Linguhtir_ bukground

Alfho\lgh nunerous nm—s?.andard dialect features nay be fnund all

along the Cuncapt:‘lm\ Beyouth stors, shetown of Bay Reberes stands out

as’a uri‘king Lingutstic. mlave within the GVérall Tegion: Toeme ohaiv

» acteziutlcs o the specch of this area’are shared with §tandard Brltial\

"English and vith! certafn 'dmec:a of the Fastem ImexLogn seatiosrd. . The

dtalect fe.nures which mark ay Rberts as a dia:!.nu: spench area are

maix\ly_locul in of i /x1 and of the "







vovel /a/.  (Further comment follows in 2.3.) Paddock (1977:36) motes -

of the Bay Roberts speech community, "this is an area which contains a

* number ‘of features Sich are not v in Newfoundland

(e.8.5 '{~1'u-nen')... o %

Dinlecl vl!!u:ion in the p!unum:l.ltton of /r/ has Mm Ahwn in

nzhu ions- to be @

that - relatea lerently

vkh spchl clau x'lnkins diffetem:ea (lnhov 1966 3~ 87)

< Trodgill,

(1974123 xavlev!

In England, other thingsbeing-équal,. accents without

po-:voc-ut /r/ have more status ant are considered -

'dorrect' than-accents with.:RP, the prestige *

accent, “does not *have thls /#/, and postvocalic /r/
-used onaradiof television and in the theatre

to hdlnlte that. a.character is rural, unedycated or. .

both'eone frequently héars it employed ‘for comic

g 5 "effect ‘in.radic tomedy series. On the other hand,-al-

"7y 7017 though:the. situation in the United _States. is more ‘com--

oo o[ -, - plex; there are pafts of the country where the exact

© 4 equal, acceats with postvochlic /r/ have mo ,pu"mga 7
. . .and-are constderqd more “correct' than those without.
The wpronunciation of wqrds ‘like-car and caft witkout
- “-an /x/ s sodially stigmatized,.
_‘the higher up m mchl scale
pnu:vouxu Jxi
¢

it 5 =
‘lfuture ;hnr. mzn a memg begng fron n,y Rnberu. mis fea:nre

ture in llewfnundlund ‘nay ha a dialuc: arinble thlc evuke-

Stigmatizing




social. response,

2.3 Coneeption Bay dialeots

Dialect: variants in the' ap:ecb of residen[s of ‘the Bay 'Robert

area’and of the larggr Cunceptim\ Bay North: regiﬂn h-vE cheir orig!ns
mmuy 1n the dialects of ues: Country Engltmd.

11 be attempzzd h:'_re.

_Reid. (198

Additional lingulscic descrip
cions of"speech dn the reginn hgye ‘been puhlished by Paddock (1966) ~and

Paddock (1966) describesl specifically the dialect ‘of tl\e

Varfability.

Alt\m\lgh selective. drnyping of /r/ is a lmguis:ic var able




%
I

cive 1xL npeech r.h.nuexnnc in this srea.. P A

the speech of most mmm. of the town of Bay Roberts and nmzhy om-

munfties makes up & core area of dtalect "r-lessnéss” within the overall®

region: (Seary; Stery and Kirwin 1968:68): i

xn the ‘B-ly Roberts didlectss /rl 1in"postvocalic and word fliul

Fowit Toms ot Have a l\mbar"‘f variants, usually 4n’ the, Eorm of infla-

& on the precedilu vowe‘l.

That: EENELY umd ‘final puumm the: /:/

counding of the. préceddng - vo-u, e, Mercer | 'mgso]:. Paddocic (1951-

- 670) ‘osits fnctu!l which may " lc:nunr. for the occurregce ‘of 'the disr.im:—

pe.’ecli 1s the

E 'L'ha othér most: -:uun; (umr: ef—uy ber

'pramlncilzim of -the long low :cul vowel /a/ before Woiceless Eric

' tives or [4] ‘ihere more -md.xd dlalects have [8]; e.g.; laigh  [12:5],

Tast [la: <1, st [

q.»

Alchmuh thu variant has |

1975; >Lulcfn|.d 1975)

9 Sul;y,‘ Story and Kirwin 1955-64—'69; y.“o'ck 1981:620; Reid 1981:10),

another vnum: found xn yrecnmnmmcu panuon, is lr/ dLletl.nn with

en found m certain leglmt.u of the -

6 Thg tyatnl “of =nnuurlpdnn uaed in thiu ‘the: 1 is ulaﬂtially IPA, -




- variably. .They do not mark the speéch of Bay Roberts i particular but' * e

;———are-found throughout thé Conception 3ay North region: Selected examples

,follow below: FL G 2 WAL ¥ |

" Phonoltgical features
1, Ih/ llndh& (uture‘ L) Ihl-m as' Ln an’ aggxc, a h'onn!. m‘
ahite 55 (. -ppl-, an orange’ md an: un)» 3 <

' i gm s0 :ha:, o example, tl\e :an:rnz bétyeen lnn:l-:d uph- :

Sl -‘—:hong. ool and lav] 4n vords’such as by and tie s, often !.ur,ld.ns

B . amd T ddalecc hais for both wrdl 1nsuch pairs, a dlphtlumg
.mear I’-nl ume.d. Op“the other hand,- the nm—-tnd-xd dialects

often have vovel contrasts vhere the standard does not, ‘such as:

the'contrast between o ong mph:hon; Je:l in made and pane’

¢/ in maid and’patn. - - PR

i the ristng front dtphthons ¥

b lalstpg of "the £rént lu vwdj in

ttain contexts, such as the ...

I:/!.ng

The lm:r.tienl irom lpeech for the zxunplul below are p:eumu:ed +

u. Veye dialect (Bowdre 1971:179; Blacgel | 1977:81-82)1 Sixice many of [
.-, the pronunciat variable, “they may. appéar with differeat

spellings orthographically. S




Hnrphn-syntantic fea:uzes

]
{ . L. The morphene’s to ark nll beisons of the preseat :ense,’ mma
: b it L by ot lexical vzrhs, 2s"in we'uses somethin' ‘sinilar to atar
F ek + The ugé of rumma:lcnl gender for lnsnimtes in the pronoun sye-

lenit L Y e, for exuwple, Right heré’ 1" a*Robertaon” (scre r) “and -

. exampu, om‘pen down_dere. I ngver seen. before. . ‘Have she ever -_

o
H
=
3
o
b
=1
3
8
iy
B
&
°
A
g
N
o
?
5
it
i
&
9
]
il
°.'l
b
B
H
-
E
-
ta
b -
£
e
iy
%

s g o hera ten times

G pateil Eeatures

# Ubviousl_ 37 these dtalecta 1nc1ude a hrge m)mhzt nf lexical L:eml

“that are not shared en Standard English‘ Fuxr.her ulabora xon on. these.

‘ features s outside the scepe of this :hsnxs. Nsny such Atems are shaud i

“atth ochu mgush baed ﬁlnlects in Newfoundiend.®

" and, Paddock, (1981) .-
For- furkhst informat fon on"Leyical Lm;u 4o paiticlar, the. mader
is Teferred. to- 5oy, Kiruta and Widdowson (fnt:hcaming)




2 4 The_cufrent _study

This section presents further details .on the research interest

&5 . - - oo
F of this’ theats. : =
-.206.1 Dislecta .mds’r investigation
S o ~ Given the nu.l cttons ‘to ¢

= *théke can be a variety of stendard datalsce types withia a lll\g\uge The
:urzm: uuay preunced for walua:im tio xngu.l. uuecn that exem- .
T pufy distinctive non-standard speech types in Wevfoundland; o 1o<.1

Newfoundland standard dt-u:z and lnfmd).md—.xceml .:-ndud

ddalect:.

!tvur e ; ‘from prel: T e o mdfmr.he

B ruull:s nf the Clarke (1980a) ll\ldy, <that- the following' fout rlinla:ts

could. be expected to evoke, vergent wpegch Jos frm

FoNr e rpeech s 1\1 thé ¢ l-y North reginn

5 % * \1 ’l'he Bay Rober!l d ler:t vhich, of the -pee h types undet con

w70 Usideration here s’ the dard d:.uu: ‘modt nofdced by
9

other Nawfaundl.l des Tts e-lese. féatiive’ chatacterizes s

. 'speaker as being fron s.y Rnbun:l and. 5 Whpaidess: dioh Toca

i cml:.




2. The non-standard "t~lu11" d.f:lu:l: that ‘is generally predominant

i the Conception Bay North region. It sharés wost features

i ¥ : . -with other" non—ttmdgrd Engl.llh h.led Newfoundland d:ulecu. I

This is the dtalect called "nartlum Shoreline" by Selry,

Stnxy and Rirvin. (1968:64) - Ry )

"u.nnlmd c-n-rlt.-n". the uaual -pea-:h :ype ot', “for uanple, ‘_

kR ) . OB udio and televilim annéuncn .. Tt éomes to the t:uvn

e rongh these’ ntdl.n nnd nlse 18, ‘the most: usual langulge variet:

:har Cailaddans, yho moye 't thg r;gi,c om oucuue the-

'rovinch "nm is ‘the dialenr_ callad General mdixn sngunh" :
Lo by}&ddnck-(l%l:ﬁlé);

: 740 The St\- John's 41.1?:‘: assoctated with certatn members of

©-¢ .~ . middle and upper middle classes in' that city,’particularly -

.-~ 'those born before Confederation. Ig.vhn basically a standard™

morphological but unihiu" cercata Aﬁgni-n:un'gsmcic

features' u:h as’che "dclx or pall[lllzeﬂ allophones of post- e

“voealis 71/, e, BUL (L«.u, au (.‘]. the ‘Eronting of m

XA S tow Sack vewel /ol 1O,

e h_Jgeran'n n=1
i A o and cax:u.n m.e-:xan of interyocalic and word final ‘stops,”as: It/

-9 Sandta Clurke:1982; pérdoial. comminica
uddersr:d\un ﬂ.in]ullticl m.;se




This is t‘he same dinlecc evaluated in the

“in butter xnd ‘pu

Clarke; (1950&) study under, :he lnbel St. Juhn s Upper .}v

fits all st 1 the. regton throvgh fréquent’

‘of Cuncepnm Ba Narth wit:h :he cspital city fez emplaymen[,

business and health care.

! Resear::h questians

e Ir. can be’ aoncluded, frnm the :Esul;s uf othet 1nnguage ‘attitude.

scudles and in pﬂrriculsr Language: nttitude studies m ueutounuand,

that ‘there; 15 4 clear nsed Enr furr.her infamt!nn “on-the ar.erenr_ypes i

.' chu Nepfoundland dialents Engender. Accardinsly, 2 study was designed

to yield 1x\fomatim\ onsthe Enllowing dasues:

L e xistencé of stereotypes associated i vieh 1oca1 and exturnll

s!nndard nd nan~scandard dialecta ok

held by " Bay North subject:

Speciflcally, the study addressed the 1gsue ‘of which ‘judgnental, divi—

,sims “exlst amon the atr_ltudes ot Cnnceptiun Bay: North subjects’ with

.x‘aspect to spea.kera ifram St. Jam'a, Hnihlsnd Canada,’ Bay. Rnhqtts, and

the relnaindar qf r.he C\znceptlon Bay Nurth T gion, whethar tstus

-, pejorative-, and dow gxted taiing scales: p!oducz aggs”

& fetenh:abing pu::ems among thens’ subjects' nnd whether the. subject -

vurinbles age,, sex und cmunity cl qct as fac~

tors ‘in respondents! stereotypes.

‘contact by esueﬂ;s'




Thifs cha;‘::er déscribes the chotce of. che Faspondent sample,

the cx‘eatiﬂn of Ehe Etimulns tapes fur the- modified mtched—guise
presentation, a

it 4% devalepmant ot the ‘response meulures. The
_chiapter also’ poiats tihthe valueof pretésting.

‘Ehe menrtance of, ptel’.estmg ¥

Pretéhting of the ‘method wils: cnnsideted toibe & mnuy
mportant aspect ‘of: this stud

Such prereutk\g -has, hean advised u- o

! order’ to’ensure that. atcitude eltdicatlﬂn mesizes sult the cmprehension

-and ahm:y of: r.he particilar resp&mdent pupulatinn and ‘do xeﬂuce the
possihility that 1stener lack of unde!stnmﬂng of : :he msk at hand

might - 1nfluence xesults Agheyisi and Fishmah 1970 5. Lambare- 1973.

nssm:hil 1973; Carranza und Ryan 1975 ‘E1- nesh ‘and Tucker’ 1975).,

everal’ !tudies have applied essentiauy b saine prnnedures that r.hey

use for. ndlllr. subjects vlth high schonl groups and:younger renpnndel\ts )
(e g-;-Glles 1970; ‘a.

'Ang}e_]sn apd Tucker 1973

Some st\ldies which

‘fnllw this course

Eport xtyplt&l fosiles] From younger reapoﬂdgm’.s'
(1:2.1). . Certatn studies haye adavt!d the mer_hndalvgy in g way, or
anotHer for

ations with younger.

(a.g. y Xaaen:hal

and Tubker 19753 Lamberc, Giles"and: Picard 1975).;

the current resear:h

ptelminlry' Sscigati

were under:aken, mostly. with peer gtoup.s of :he ymmges: subjects. .

In-

\fomstinn tegarding the vatious -aspects of * rhe meth

that ‘vére subjected..




o

atuﬂy were age,’ sex .an

“1fied macetied:p o Farttier dnformation on:the subjects and -

3 :he language s-mpias fallun bslou “1a sectiuns 3/2.

student!, g orty Graﬂe z].evm azudents and Lwenzy Luchers. [n zh'e’ c'us'e

“ school, a cldss 6f Grade Five atudanta at Port de G';l

to such, pretesting s g!.ven in Appendix A.. For inscance; a1l the written 2y

“material was pratesied it {h-childrento eliminll’.é po:entill smbigultiu

and to ensuré. that it was vil’.hln tﬁe easy mmﬁn’ cnmpe:euce of thie

youngeut keapmden:s. The overall goal of the prel:em:ing was- to-prer

s ﬂdlpl:ei 0.,

e abﬂity ﬂnd inteteeta of cha youngest respondents. This app:o_ach 5 A, o

B

viire ‘the elght taped speech. segnents: thac formied thie, basis of b moie

Sectdon - -

©3.3 ‘describes’the :es‘mg instrument and 3.4 the administiative pro-

cedure:

“additional sibjects required»




' aelecr.ed fron scnoou ndm:l.nier.erad by, (:he I alen. North Integ!m:ed Scho

Board., chudren dttending clunea under : this board rem’esen lppx‘md

mtely 651 of: rhe total schcal populald.on iR Dhe area:: Th! ul:udy ‘wag

administered to lypical classes, not subject: to. acadmlc straaning

lusas and' their co Leaguas." This ‘methiod pro- -

und to teachem of these:

vided 2 quanucy of quasti.onnnires Fidn which'were; sorced thnse donpléted

Grade V. Grade )(l Teachers et ”

10




the st\ldy the medlax\ uge or Lhe snmple nf Gmde lilve a:ude.nbs was tan

While a 'umhgr of. scudia hAve found that the a6k of subjen::: g

makea little o .m0 differencé in ngunga staruocype Tesponsé pn: ms

(a‘g ». Tucker unrl Lamb Tt 197211&2 S.‘Iaambert 1973:35;. Shuy and. Hilliu

‘1§73:93 1arke 1980b)- others £l chat Au:itndinul dﬂferem:as do. o'

eomg extent Telate tu reapvndent sex (anhett Ftankel and Tu(:ker 196

3os 7S Edvards 1979:43)., iFor :he urpaae of thia study an’ equxJ. num-

bet of respm\dents of each sex was 1m:1udad Eor aal:h grvup and age *avel.

aub_’! ect sel

tion was: that:each re-

£ull" ‘arda: | Accord:

spcndenr. e’ whnlly £rom tha ralavem: "r-less" or

ingly, ptudent Apbjecri e chosm nnly Af th;y Bad: baen brough: up
s P

”2 Stnce students. who'had Tepeated. gradés were 4 the school lidsce;
a mean figure, pxaduces a distorted viewj for :hia ‘Teason’ the median
1 age figure 15 used abdve. 4




“tunately, since most of the teachers had lived and worked u different .

-, had eravelled or_ l.l.vud beyond :u Cmu:ey:ipn Bay Forth hgi.on for. ‘the | RER

% réspondeats, had’ grovn-up 1n the same aras (Abpendix B).

.snbject vlrllb!.u such as loe!.nel:ano-ﬂ: eLlu and tzlflim, which'had

"fc class s a determining factor in childrea's laguage attitudes

3. Edwards with fou

and fiearby small communities of the sase dialect background. Unfor-

localities within the larger region it was L-bc ible to divide them

into. growps with & total bankgrmmd m etther 1;-1. ‘Also, all teachers’ -

p —— pn-:-ncmd"y edm:ion. Bvqry :uchat ‘aubfect; t!wudh e 4, S

Fuz'chei"mo‘x‘_a, in.

. famtly bu&kgéomd- nade 1t possible to ‘estal

qulrien .mto rehpundent

lluh :1-.; 4 High' pzﬂyonxm of ‘the’ parenta of both student and teacher,

s o

i 2. 1 “s Dther vartlblcs T

" Preu-mry uvunguim pm-p;ed the decision that ﬁn'xber

_been tlkm into accéunt. in other inmtlyzhm-, not be !.ncludad in the
" destgn of the current research. - : - e

It ‘ould have beén intere 6 have 1gated socioecono-

such Tesearch as that by Gile wi.:h ‘m.iv.-yunam. ('1910-151‘ 182) and”

olds (1977a} zm hds pruduced someuhat 2

cunfu.cdns ‘Fesults in relation o tht Lepuel It 1s felf, mwavu

to e bnynnd l:ha ‘-:opa 93 this ut\lﬂy f.n -:unp: to cl.togux'lzs e :m-"




education, hoising; do' not Teally apply in Newfoundland's smaller urb

‘nd’outport commnities. The'respondent sample in this stidy, being

\drawn-dn:publie ‘schobls frmn randonly : selected claaseé and fmn the

tea:h;rs dyailable, muat be asn\xmed to 1nc1udz a typlcal repmsentatton

L of me soctal class st of the, ‘commy; 1n§ '1 s

A Althnugh religim\ hao. long”bedp directly tElated to ethnic

i background in Newfeumumd ‘the Clarke. (1930a) study fn se. Jahn s found

- A\Lbject »religion not. to b . 3 slgnificant factor in dialect stuteotypin&. 7

/ mdeed 1: vauld have: been 1nterest1ng ‘to find out whether religiaus v

Factor in. Ju nade 1n tion Bay .

“communities Howéves; chlldten 14 Neafoundland attend different schosls
. dependiug m their reltgious affiltatim and 1im1tn|:1;mq of :he ar.udy

‘dld not. pemu its extel\si}m .to anestigntions with subjécts lmdet other. . |

; schoul ‘boards!,

‘Since au the s:m{en:s and’ ceachers vo;vad 1n this »

udy worked ‘underthe juriadi::tion of a Nzwsmmdlnnd m:egzll:ed achuol

board, they genetally can ‘be: essmed o belong to Ptutestant xeligiuus
K

denaminacinns. %




adalectal"and’ BulEi “dialectdl! epaak
- two- speakers,
“wds prompted by Findings in preliminaty mves':xgac’mns iahe:e' it vas
“seen “that' the attention span of the _young

_nificant d'xfﬁuencea-xp attfrudes to dialect types had been elicite

. EL Dssh and :Tucker, (1975), Clnrka (1930:!)

speaker had woved very recently ‘ta Newfoundland: .

2, St. John's "educated" speech [N
.. 3, thé non-standard dialect typically faund in such Conception

Bay comminities as Harbour Grace and carbnnear @

“the lwn—standard dlnlé:c r.ypicul of the Bay -Rol e:ts area’ (—t).

s there re Problema (desctibed by Clarke 198 16) assqcmted with 'bi-

e 1nnguag= a::itude s:udiaa, 5

diFeaent’ Sppakeis repreented each dialect ‘type. The dectston’to have

gu14¢ In this study (c£. Carranza dnd’ Ryah 1975:100). 1

st subjecr.s pdaded prim con-

sideration. The deéision also was ‘supported-by the evidence that ey

£rom ‘groups in pther studies usmg‘wa syeakers per dialect type, €.

UALL"the speakers were adult men, xlnging 1n age-fron tw

to Forty-tive yaars.‘ They all vere ‘ac “Least senund-gEneratim\ conttn-

ulng ‘residents of’ the d1n1ecx: l:umuni

tHey reprederited, ', Each N

lt was decided to elici: fue speech rather tha.n hRVe a selected

passag; et This vas dand For the’ fnllwing resons:

L. 'to’ eliéit more than the phunﬂlogical dlslacr. vatldbies

(Beuchsrd 196917 Lee 19715 d'Anglejan smi Tuc. r. 1973 7)

B

4 Research has !.ndinnl:ed that such variables as. the age and sexof
stimulus tape'speakers may.not be.dn’important-factor in'attitude

studies, e.g:; Bourhis, Ciles and Lambert (1975i68); Rosenthal (1973%.
240). Other studies nevertheless suggesc che can(rar €.g., Lambére
Franksl ‘and Tucker (1966: 319)..




i

to reduce the’ formal elements, since both. reading and tape re—

N

cording tend to élicit more formal speech styles (Labov 1966; |
“ Taylor and Clesent 1974 213) ’ J |

3t nu.nmu pomu. incmgt\m:ie! betveen. lpoech type and tapL: r

*

o “tape. (m.-ym and Fishman 1970 E1-Dash and 'mm 1975 - b

\'!pﬂrt thl prléttcll probleat Ehey mcbum:utd E

a deutiptiun of lum ‘common houughold

i “The :opi: of 8 lnch

attitude

\l-:h of the- speakers. was p:cvtded with'a nusber of .m:u; vhich had”

bem!&lécted with a view o dlcitin; certatn phnnelugiul features

- that, along with othier linguistic Features of interest,contrast. among--

_‘the ddfferent. dlalects (see 2.3.2). Giles'snd Powesland (1975:56) men-

itm'evumce that 1 cues are’ the ¢iffer most noticed

by subjectw are asked. to evaluate d1Eferent speech cypes. Framles

of tontiasts that were sought and the articles used are: postvocalic. and

word. ﬂn-l /1, vlri.-r.inn. as’ forh 1 o hbenwn -crurlriveu. )

PR of /t/ befote sonoraits: milk

i of dental fricatives o/ and [3/: thread; quility A

vweln, eig, lz/ 2 L 1n-=r:1.m\ of the’ Ih

 featuie; e __35 pple, ‘orrige. Im:ervizwa were cnndun:ed n mfo'

"mcmg. such.a: kitc‘hﬂm und wnrk Iusichroons. * The !lpe vere’ mm usl.nx ;




- noise, s inch Teels.

s pnu!.ble a b.mml epresenta of dd

Can udequace s:i.mulua <z11

: spéaker ses;nmts

dialect varistion. These tapes vere xe—nnorded onto Scotch 175 law

They we‘le edited ‘vsing ‘an A\'lpex ATR-700. machina

Tha Editing ;was dune in nccerdance w.u:h Wﬂ.liam‘ (1976 6) appto&ch. viz.

To heet. the deridnds of xesearch ﬂesign. there shauid be ..

an‘artempt to ferret out. from the language ‘variable:all
. characteristics ‘except those which s:a hypathuized tn

be cites which atfecc attitudes:

Segmen:s of nuturauy ccn:iguauﬂ sp?wera cram:ad to-Have s. near b

.!nd & pisidnal umhsr o hasir.ar.{ens 3 aiaflnencies Bach segnent

25530 seconds 1a 1ength Thts me hac heeu shown in ‘preliminary

sr.udies hoth ‘o, lu!.t che Au:em:lmu spsn af th= auhjecr.a nnd to ptov'!.de

1967). ~;, 4 %

The tinal aumulna tape,

leti, was compused £ ‘two prwca se

llowed by the eigh: apaakazs ftum whi h ruspnm

' 'datd would be evaluateﬂ 1 e. ,'cwo spukﬁrs upresen:ing each.of -four -

7 ddalect. cms. “The sight imﬂ.vidual dialect; negments were compued PR

iy “The tuting inattument

3.3 1 Choice of rnt:lng scales |

" context; > pilot ntthes vere designed £ eliott appropiis




REPRY S:ntul and loll.da!i.ly lclles % : <

It was dscidld to anorpo lte Lhe Cln'l‘nz- and lym (1975) inr.

* tors o£ Itltus and uum—uy ia the dtgat of the Hadtngs by Clatke

(19800), that; ]J.lr.mr mpouu in 5. John'sdiffered sipiﬂcmtly

"’nm‘u\ “six _'vvuanhnunuklchb-dbeen

lhm mcquivoubly ‘to duwte !hal! cum:eptl (l e 1.1.. A). Thg adjec—




it # were - 1nc1wded anong -the measures. It W

“type nf rating acale for two. rensone.‘

n, without

. The pejorative: adjectives that weré

of Llnguuge attit\ldes in the schuol cm\tExt (Chapter 6) u Has der,ided

typea dn formal and 1nfnm1 uituations which would h'lclude the damains

ni:ez the aervicea and ac school, sgeﬂklgg in from: of the clnss Hete

i perceived to t&qni‘re “foimal or carev_l' speel:h and the two' situationq

‘to dnvestigate respa ident a:tir.udes as to :he sunabmcy of che diale_cc 3




m:mg scales, headed by "Is this nan's W

of :qlking right gaz...‘ -

were duigned for_each of these stcuations,

sembled :’hmse mad by Gues (1970). 4a :h-: wh e the orde of spaech

stimuli stayed I:he am, the oraer nf elements ‘vithln the questionnaire:

3 c‘hangad. For. the cnrre.nt pm;u;, :he eight‘pstnnnality crait scales

vere urtungerl 15 Fadon ‘order ‘and dxvided trito two sections of four

K, acule eaeh' :he £our speecl\ donain sui:gbiucy m:ules made wp &~ :hird

aondliey tzﬂl Ennlen. 5

6 Dnfortimataly  eyeii ;though ! vsriety of approaches, it prdved in-
~'possible’ to elicit from the children agreement on-a- memmml
usmg of forial shrough ‘inforal speech| Situations.. ;




testaé tn smn groups :gepa r,aly frum studenca.. Tl\e ekt g vaa

L :arriad “gut by twn fenule univars:lty stude-nt Teating sausions zonk*

'nppraxlmately furty minu:es

A unit form otal. 1ncrodnnticn, mng the us\ml Lines'of descti‘bing.

- ‘the Stw‘y as'a zuessinx game (!*, ‘.8 ,,J.amhm: etial lssu 1.6 s

‘Lambert 1973:65) vas presented £6 ‘each gruup Questisis :oncernlng ‘tha

insttuctians wet: deall with at. ﬂhe tine of the inl:rﬂductim\ anﬂ alsn;

"' fameddately” follawing, when tuo, practfse spaake‘rs vere: played and éval-

ensured that ndents:inder the cask"a,c

'hnnd by me irie eighn el ust tnpe spe-lkers vere 'to be phyeh

The mm smly ms “rin by mmg fhé espondents & stzn to.and’

~evaluate each upea spedker. e tdpe was nmpped ufter fach, Begmmt

Al the acalea -

Cas necespar 'until all subjecu d rated the speakg:

|The tapes were ylayed ona Wollenalk 1520 tape rewrder ted with'an,

Gl excemal spgake :

“sheet. Anmymy i the :zspond:m:l vas luuted




manc,' were assigne a mssing value score’ of and uere ot included

thie. en-umg annlyaiu, only‘six “Blank uspm s were enccunteted EL

the questiohnaixa iample‘ The racmga nb:aingd for the twc apukers eE

dinlec[ tyye vere combined pridr to statiaulcal tasting 1.|| ordur

o ptovlde a mean rating per subjec e

encl\ dlalect Bxl eacll tn:ing

gl

. . 3 L ¥
R cmpu:emed etltlstian aualy

{thé, Bio—Medicall Computer Progmn with :epea:ed nedsures analysi.s of, va

dance. (nnm’—zv) e pmgram wis Tun sepnatel’

or. w:h Htlng scale

As mulliple compnxiaon tests were not ‘ava{lable 1n an axistiz\g computer

3 pﬂckage for zepeate:l neasurés nnilysis of vamnce. 50 post fo¢ tes

yere perfamed.

e ‘analysis of varuncg anoma a r.hree fictor analysis

biatect 'l‘ype X Group X Sex: . The repeaud ‘mesures varume Didléct! Type

“ had fcur levela. esc‘h one conﬂtltuted b une of ch dialec: variethl

undet eval\mr.ion.

Thig variable :"G;aup ad flve J.evm, Carbonaﬂr Grnda

7 “Prelininary studies in which, speakers were evaluated had ‘affirmed ..
. that subjects, especially’ the youngést groups, vanted informatitn about
thé ‘speakers they Had judged, The. déscriptions that yere given to. them

o

: “rating
" scales used in’the study and comented instead on :such détiils:as.the
“‘speaker's age, occupation; maritdl status and number'of. children.

‘8  Printouts’ fnx each ming
"able. o Tequest. ;.







The question - t3 Whathes the Farious Ai.llect types mder e

nl!.nzdan muld evah a!miﬂ.unt defe‘lﬁncu in jlldwnt lml’.i.mu w-:

the-entire mmdm biigle: Wi, sabanetol by ¢he nighly ugumm -m

effuts for diAlacx :ypd pre

ented in Table k 1. In u(her \nn‘ll\ ;11.

= upl of l\lhjacu cluuy did dﬂf:rmtutq améng upukara of the dif=

when. lat our. in

Eq@t dhluz_ /typll evaluted.

£ the, conceptual 1ons 1nto ‘m;'cn the Titing scales fr.u.

- . provide: further 1

‘vith ‘respect -to







6 1.2. Solidartty sules

Signiﬂcant m.lin eifeccs for dillmt :ylfe vere found an zll :hl

3 'scnhs ﬂe.signed to: avoke ‘of ddalect pdee ftiendly, e

A Hlsraehy. of @ Lect pr ‘ranking alao ppeated

- with: hese ac{n;s. A Dnlike the: _gxtlem ehat emet;ed srigh the ‘datudr

scaleu, hqwevsr, the ranking was nuc conslltent over “ali thtee nn!les o

‘and mm ere mller a1 fretenices

cicen laweu and. highest jmigme:\t ;

means

‘Ao, Lt v nct  tiie pattem ‘that might hnve been expected on

* thesé stales; that dii's general upxradi‘ of lecnl nnn-smndurd dinlgc

Bnd adowngradlng of nnndard (2. 1.55 i P




+r .pelke_n received lower ntin. uun e =z .puum. the -f rpe-xm e

Hexe ml:ed qnu:a hvoux-uy and on, theiials friendd l cbtained the

1v- ]udmn, uimLﬂ.cin!

stu k!g’.

Rupandann judgud I’.he s upelkarl nmz n:uck np. m: naxr.,

Leuz. with e aimost evm 2ap bmun u:h dialect :ype_ 2

rnd.ng.. Thls rankilig: of dfalect ty'pu appears to corrotorate thie e

5u1u f‘n- ltatu-qnd solidarity lca].el lmly in that r.he spelhrs nf.s.‘l

andMC, -x» were upgradedon the statis scales, uno :-m.v.a ‘the Tghest

‘means on l.hl.l nmtlvn utﬂ.bute la:alA. vhile local m-ltmdud u'p-!atn

uulved Lbe “Lower rlt!.u- slmken of —rin;] plr:kn!lt, :h local -

v dhlect Bost f-mrud on nlldnl:y tu!.nsl, were tnud the least w&ck

1 Note that' slnu the . means .are ca.’l.cuhtad on'a 1=5 scale, with. .the
. value the opinion and the value: of 1 "repré-"..
- senting "mot at all", then the higher the mean, ‘the ire. Fespondents
mua:ed Axreum: ‘that the spukzz pnlleaud the trait.




o] s ~m- ‘dhlect tyre were highly ugnmcan: on.thres: chuxnh, bchool and.’ ..

vobds. A €] eamut aning of, dialact PtnfurencA emerged for :he Iutwal
1

spaech dom}nu church And. sei\uol- for- those sn—.uations KC yas nlways 5

i i judiged nogt. suitable, folldwd by 's1, then +r and 16" Last posdtion) -

e {This rmking ‘correspond emuy.wm. the rank  that a\mxggd from

'mn effects for” diulut type with the sutus ‘scalts (4.1 tm.

bt standird dialects e and 9 were: Clearly sulged hy.the overall, nnipla to

" he ‘more suitable r_hnn were +z and -1 fur careful nyesch situations. ., The .

mnki.n; of dillac:s displayed for :he contruting speech situation Haods

however;? pmen:. amezghak a: a reversal of the'hierarchy of judgmant e

'Ear the- fDml. situntinns. Thls ti.mi the +r dialect was prefetred i:han

sr,% then SJ, vieh Mc least préferrel. | So, as ‘might be. expected from

ool pri vious resiits on status sdales, umam dialects were jidged nore

v'm_ ! _' ‘for formall situa “unq‘ f d di,

2y o

L4 2 Group: mm effuzs

Gruup ix effects veveal whecher there

ehces. in. the mcingn fmm fferent groups of

7 Indesd pretests forewdrned of this diﬁilculty. .Kespendem:s in &arly
pilot studies found some difficulty agreeing whether home was, a careful .
speech, i.e. formal, situation or not: Attitudes appeared to depend .
on variables beyond the’ scope'of. the'current study, e:g., whether the . -
. mother vas_ present ‘,whuther guascs were pranenc orif a-meal s being

uh.ared,




» -, of the dialéct type under evaluation, The respondent groups compared
in thid study weté Grade Five pupils and Grade Eleven pupils: from each

‘of the #r and ~r dialéct ateas and a group of ‘teachers who weré not

. - . sorted to dialect (3:2.1.3). The significantgroup

main effects are presentéd in Table'4.2. ' Results will be presented in

“gections below according;fo the rating scalé concepts.

: ucales rten dlz, lik.eab}.e, and’ afce.. From Talyle 43 :.c can be seen, thnc

. aver!ll ¥ :han 44d ‘the

o ‘1m:id tally, a pnransl trénd ‘can’be’ aden | smergin

vrnm the nun—simi-

i:lcul\: rusul:s £or Broup’’.on :he statua: scnles. uhere ig.in Ativas :heu

o groups who: Zated wi:h generally higher evaluatinns than did other

groups.




Table 4.2 Gr




“1s, to expmu unfavourable. attitides with zhu- scales. On the other
hand, it was €he Grade Kt 25 subjects who seemed least uﬂung of

all groups ta: ‘the study to mzd negative judp:nt-.

i3 Diatest Typl X Group mcenccmm S e ke

These im:erlctioln mul cases where m—banhlp in onq of the'

£1ve ‘group; specified in the study may ben deteratatng factor 1n the

different rarinsdgf the nmz dfalect types under"evaluation:’ “The sig-
nux.cn: dislect type X phup xnumu.un- -u. vnmud in -nue n 3

-nd comments on these results fouow by sections below.. -

B t 3 1 Stnr.ul scales

s qunsdml ber.vem :ha lubju:r.l' group and the dialect type

* of the :uped u-pla producul very highly -1mtf£c-n: results for all’




Table 4.3 Dialect Type X Group interactions

sén.s; SHART " DIALECT TYPE . .. -
B 53 e 'Ptutlo

B s
(53340, 3,78 . 93m % R
L@y @) i

(3); (1)

W@

1.90 3.70
: G 4 <3 0y (2) ")
Gr.XI-r “2.43% 2,05 3:65 4.03.0 S
9= e » o oD 5 %
Teachers.© - 1.73- 2.08. 3.58--3:83 g
-z @)1 )" e

2.60 ! 25 3. 83 5
("4) 1 12), (I)
2,63 "3.33.




Table 4.3 - (CONT'D)

DIALECT TYPE ¢ s
tr 0 syl MG Foratie

L 360, 353 9,33 73 alieen
‘(1) (3) ‘(“) (1) &

00"
(2,3) (2 3) ) (l)
3.70° 3.58 3.30 3.60

153,
@ - u) @3 5

P ratfo’

R




_ Table 4.3 (CONT'D)

MC " F ratio

Gr.XI-r . . 1.65 1.
: 22 D T (2,3,8) (l) (2 3 6)(2 ’ 4)
= .88 "1.8: 85
@ 3.‘) (3 ‘) (1)

k Gr.V4r 2.05 2.25: FA.d2%kk
¢ po 3 W -3
2,33:'2.33:
(3 ’0) (3 4)
2 25

quzBaan

‘62




21, "SCALE: ' SCHOOL'
GROUR

CeriVar

6r. V=

GriXI+r

GriXIor -

Teachers.

or.vir

Griv-r”

Gr.XI~r

~ Meachers,

“rable 4.3 (coNT'D)

'DI‘M,\}CT‘TYPE Ik EN o e

DIALECT TYPE

i sz‘vm: F_ratio

3.53 2,73, 2,75, 3.50 | ‘11,62%% -
E . 4

(3
1070 1.58:3.70
S 3) A8 (2)

o by MG Fpaete e
.28 355 2,88 Tioamew L
(3 (L) (4). W :
3.30°3.38 3,05 3,20,

[l oy

333 3 45 12,53 3. 68:,

@@ @) 1)

3,35 3 30 3,10 °3.33
L (

,05; #p<. 0. Wikpe:00;
df-lZI27D*1n all cases

ﬂ.gureg in hrlr,ka::s micue ranksng nf means. g




@ Grade Vir ~
© Grade V-or
& Grade X1 ¥t
/A Grade XI -x
@ Teschérs -

$J

DIALECT- TYPE

" pialect Type X Group interactions:.
; jok ;

status

cali




i » % 65

these scales. The Grade Five groups from ‘each communir_y, thuugh, tandad
se segl

to show the' lea:

differen:inl ratings Yog amecc type;. this pat:em m

me Grade Five :a:mgs was evmenc on each of the stll:us acales. .

contrast;. the teachers and the Gtdde’ Eleven groups. mada gres:er difs . -

ferentiation in their- uclngs between, on’ the one hand, 83 and MC npeﬂkeru,
which they. upgraded and_on the other hand, *r o ir lpe-kers, which

2 :hay'downgznded. T ganerll, ‘thew,’ 4t may b, sesn that It was the Eao:

Grnd X Hsven gzoups aiid clig’ :uu:hers ho dd.ftezentxuted the two, sr.andard

Adftuec:s o the' two oy —scandnrd dlalects in :he!.r dudgneitacon these

scues. The zating! pa:mms shoa n Tahle 4y 3 and Flgure 4 nlutly

suggest an age-related 'pn:tém nf developmgn:. Althﬂugh Grada F;{.va scu— ;

desits nay have some  avatengps. ot the status valueq, of: dlfierem: dmeus,

sctiool lEnving that stmient‘s share adilt :euher u:ercu:ypeu with'xe- 1

L{ 7 Tepect o the aifferent prea:q;e “Values attachpd to a:amiard and hon-stan-

dnrd auuc: typés. K 2 o A e

In ali bue one case (the‘ dmlec: T on the' rating scale gmart),-

ﬂ\e Grade Eleven - jndgmenl: mna were higher than :hose of t:hg corres:

yaﬁ‘g Grade mymn +r group. ‘This, dﬁfe:ence wﬂa pnn:icularly notice—

""‘%; £ 7the evaluat forsof mmd.rd dlalsct apeskera. %

3 Figimes 4.174. o r}upuy Gertatn Yesults in graphical:forn: These -
diagrams vete de!lmed to give the reader a general overview.of treids-
4n the results.:
‘Solely for the purpose of idtsplay, soné, of the domputed means wére :
- averaged (Figures 4.1k.2,4.5). While'it is realized that this avetaging:
may. Have a ‘flatcening effect, it 1is intended. that the figures be, irter-
prefed oaly in' the most. general semse. '+
. “The neans of 11 thg relevant scales were. tacorpotated in Flavnes 4.1’
‘and: 4.2, whereas-only aignificlm: zesults were' dncluded 1a Figires 4.3, :
4. b 5 and k. 6.




the: resiiits relating to thé, lelidarity—cvoldng trate ‘aice; highly .1;-

nificant lnteuc:tmu aletged on_the mxu friendly and ukuhxa (T.lbh

a3, Sroup means over a1l thxee solidarity scales:are pt:aented in

" gxlphl.nll forn 1n Figure 4.2 for ease of ref.renl:e. 2

M different pattems of group rating bahavicur enstged from

., these: )

he' patterns are in overall ¥iew con-iuunc and shmv up

i< “most dnrly in the xuuln o the scale” Frien endly.

.:shovs ‘that "tk inchgu nd: Gride Eleven +r sroups upgudad the luul

'm-smand dialect eyps (4r'and ~r) while. tending. to’ dvunxruh the

.c-ndms dialect types (MC and SJ). mxr up;mung of

- wag plrtli:ullrly -nikiug and shows zn.:, for these twg groups' Of ‘sub--

ddalect evoked

- ¥ Jesta; the most

(o < :feelingl of dialec: sol!.a-tl.t)'.

P . Thz other pattern of r-u.ug bah-vinur appeaxed h the. telnl:l

* from the Grade Five +%; Grade Five & and l’.‘:‘lde xl-un - sroups on zh‘-g

ucllu. Sauwh- -urpruinny, these’ g:uup- d1d not- show a ‘tendency to

favour Tocal. nousteidird speakers-on these evaluations.  They. also sade

ovemll less d!.scincliun anong dialectd than did tl\e two groups previous—

- 19, nmlioned. hu: where thexr ratings: did. -va n ttend 1t wis in the’

- atraceton of fmurjn‘ standard speskers. ' In fact, :hue sroups awarded

HC thetr highest ratings.on wudnrlty mxu and found MC, gpikize €

* ‘be more Irunuy. 1keable and nice than ‘speakcers of ‘thetr own or “the

- * = ouiez ng:mn non- -undnd num:. The: Grad l-vm T éven nnd

The £izst of e response: patterns that emerges’ lzo-uuu scales

.




. @ Crade V 4+t

© Grade V <r.

@ Grade'Xi +r

& Grade XI -r.
@ Teachers

4.2 pialect Type X Group interactions:

. -solidarity scales

“DIALECT TYPE

TSI,




Five -1 rated them lowest on nmice. These results were rather \mex'pectad,

given the solidarity ratings p:evimuly seén 4n Other” .mu and” those
;unml £rom the teachers nd oxher Grade Eleven groups in this scudy.

. 5 ‘m= xuuln fm the Grade Eleven -’ Along with those from :lu Grade

Five -z, Ahovad uu; nelther group, of ‘Bay Roberts. ltudmt respondents

4313 Pe:g;m.va luh- s r

dgriificant dhhct e gtoiip 1t

.mm uule energed ohly for arick up: (Table 4 3. h:t.eml nE group.

nung behaviour 1o’ somm cases similar to those ‘elicited by the status’

_scales emerga on :hu one scalé.  For greater clarity, these results

are alss preseited in diageas fom (uguxi 435,

“Tie' ratings of. the Crade Five Tespondént ‘groups on the scale

* : stucl gg are m‘ldet‘bly different from those of certain o:her groups,

It may be seen chat'the Grade l'ivl + aad the Grade-Five -F nung. &

22 _eraily .pa.nllelad cach b geties, ‘neither gxwp -nung a gruc dedl of dis-

speakers of their own-dialect lowest on the scale Likeable and the Grade -

:ionl on :ha :wu pnjux- A




““Iype X Gmnp unruuon-
stuck up




. <. Five groups. The Grade E.lwm group’ did, mr,'dlffu izo- th

Gradé Five cmﬂm in 1:- overall, 1oves avllulr.ion‘ 'rhm n:i.ngp

confiunities and the tvo other older auhject group

§ The Contrastive. ratings by the Grade, Eleven +t group: aad :he

tmhgl:s mdiu:e that a. Lung\llge s:euozm ‘ta’shared, among :hue w

"ol o ha thres scales tnvutlnti.n. the sultability of speech -
Bty W for" different domains. - These results are preseated in Table 4.3

wellas in:Pigures 4.4 and 4.5.  Onthése scales certain

roup Tating pactems appeared.” o the one haad, the Grade EL

the Grade Eleven -r and the teacher groups all tended to diac

qllll:e clurly betieen Ihe non—stmdard and. ulﬂd.lrd dmectl Ln

fo these scale measur Thesé three groups: of respondents upsm







Y

" @Grade V +r

. Qtrade V -r _

* M Grade XI 4r
A Grade X1 -t
@ Teachers

Pi]nu 4 5 Dhlect M. X Gmuv mtlrlctibnl
domain




22 trast in dialect type ratings come £rom.che Schosl -1:u.;m".u1uum:y

B AL lhow much ‘contrast 1n their ratings of dlffarent duuc: types, even
{E :hmlgh thel.r judgunn often tend to féllov. the ]mrll plttem of t.he
i o;de_: groups! ratings .(um;e- 8%, 4.5): But the ‘expected funchimml
] .;p'uzstiun 6f-uah=£ o x.‘.ﬁd;nn"'mxy 4athe ratiige made by the - :

The |lm1!1m! llln eﬂ'ectﬂ “and muxutim that were collecud

fuz ex ate \reporud 1n me m npum below.’,

Actention 1s drawn o

scale. - Both the Grade rm +r and G:ade Five -r groups, however, dn 7 S










6 Dialec

t Type X Sex ‘int
‘wealthy.




sactlms bAlm’. 'l'h: flut lBCt’-ﬂl dull with-s

,mumu relpoildent

mple. The lecand uf.tivn deals vith m difserences’:

©*n stereotypes whic

variables.

Hia' relumh -:mpz’\n demnl: 2 ‘the presnce of smnl-

:mocypu througbaut the. rnnpond-.l: 'Iuple foward tpuketu of

atéferent dtalec Given the fact that gy’ “effects for di.n.lecr. type

- were found on all but m of :he lvﬂvmnzlnj u:-.ln, zhe multr i

macl.-ﬂy that respondents held"such ster The taitial

3 oblemcinu to b-nds 1.. tha the st elicited often displayed




‘_ ? . The filgher pejaratlve¢‘ud
‘Ascau k w tnidteste

? mmy less

Betwein sthndard (51 and MC) and non-standard (+r andser) dialects is

 quifte apparent when the results ar¢ considered in relation to the dif-

'feren: KYpids ‘of xating scales'used in this study; “Among the scales ‘pra-

nlf but the snlidax‘ixy scale Tesults showed g

viding slgnificunt result

a clear dinhotomy E a:tlt\lde. P

On :he f ed scnleu.

they mognmd preatlga yalies tn :-ndm Bpeech types. THedr consis- :

3’ speakers 'on these scales

derd. épeech’vas

:1ear1y 1udice:ad that

w‘lth lwer soda.l status; These finding! were expected’ in vieu of ‘the”

Jand o language qtt,itude mux:s 1 other regions “eren

sl:andnrl lang\uge :ypea are fomnwn (Lumberr., et al.! 1960; Tucker.1968; .

Giles 1970 'S 'Lambert 1973)

s of, standurd epenkera on’the

raipondaita’ amgmm: of figh”

% socill sr.sr.ua judgments doe nm: ome. vithm-: snu ::conpnnying nega:ive

x bias ‘Negativé. biases: do; m app:ar, “howeyer’ :a‘ﬁa‘ve hggn as scmngly

This Ls” shom by the génmuy Lam— b2 xngs

feu a posiuva oneé.




. ones pe'rceived to belung totore

r speakeu Theae findings cnnl:ut wvith tha xen\llcs nf earlier atudles

‘highest ra:inss on status m' eés.” mmm

o ph::eiﬁ clearly emewed. This: psf.r.f_rn 1o n!.miln to, :l\e bias fhat |




Jon some of I:he Blher sulel. 1t was nurptising, t‘.he:ef &, to £ind

; nndxn‘ s, The stuliés' hogecher prov:\.de evidence

poa{ﬂ:iucy :ha\z :he . value of uupetstruce lnnguage vnse:y “can bacome

ingratned as éven’ to h\notwm:e bisses of languuge solidaricy mh

“that speech’ typs over ‘local speuh v sauas When it is thecase that

o pupulltlon “of nm\—sunrhtd Apuksts ratés spaakeu of “4ts oun - language

typa(s) m on hm 4 and aolidaricy—t )' 4 medstires; those

‘ritings my attest to

 population’ (Tuicker e].san).

éver,. n a that the ¢ 10 ﬂuv Naﬂ:h sanple doea not, represex\t' X

mh a pcpu.lazion\

In, msq :hey are diﬁferent Fron'such

g dmec: tyyes than d1 ‘minga ommed

from ntl\er k.(wdl of




B gpeqkers. It might 'he spsculated :im: the sJ dﬂ,lecc stiu ‘evokes at—

on these scales. These evalmtims uhw m: winority - Language’ forns:

do_répres echnic gol valuea fnr ‘the 'z 3 In' pareicu-

u:, the high ratings lwardat) - Bpenketn mnifest an obvi/.ms affmicy

lth that dmect tips'ds 2 sourceof pridé aid 'a symbol of luu]. idan—

k ‘avour e hLas as N Quutce of New[wndhnd el:l'mi: Ld&:ﬂty value'by:

ithe un:epttan Bny snple. 'l'hese findingu Agtee with. Clarke ( 98083 1981) .

evenl reasons’ may be advn\ced to ex-pum the-apparent lack of ;

Eeeu gn of Ewpa:hy mmg the Cy ption Bay reaponde.nm with sto Jalm‘s




©on the: u_ala sodds

lished) chat "the more posicively s group views lts m'unéizy, the

greajer will te the riage of soetal situstions in shich ¢ 13, secept=
g

ible o mesbers Gf the Erow to’ ik the seech style péciliar-to 1e",

'l'hezeiore, 1f a_growp feels strong identity ten local -peech forms, it

Idll nte those’ speech fotll suitable for many litu-l:l 'y Re:nltu‘ from

the present study . show :h-: the Concept fon Bay . North responden “not

se th: Giles aml Pmmnlund .Lndiur.-

dialegt.1oyal in’ the's

sdultlu.y unsult

nitmtions. The doaita nc;n ooults also “stow zm ‘while MC vas 1 l:he R

: ;axum ty‘pe menny preferred on pexm.u:y trait evaluations; x-.um

hwud clutly thac there are tundﬁ.tlml undﬁ vhich

SREI ~was ot éd ’n.az emmg, dn'the’ vnndu, 1ike cxlpl.n;

it'a ubi.n was dy(ped €5 evoke the grestest feelings ot relad con

pantoiship. On that scale, the samle avarded cmu.nuy higher ratisgs:’

to “local am.m. on the mle—bn-, h;mnnr. the same contrast did

" not exerge. The gemeral obunm:im to be mde 4o um: 16l dialects

received avexlll pc-mqe mluum- fot mfa:-x speech |1r_nltlma. T
short, thert; 4¢ lny be seen that | e domatn scales sdded i-pnrnnz Anfor- 3

-um to. the question uf dillect loy-lty.

e The ruolu!im of the queutlm of di.llacl lvyllt], frcl t)w W.IK




the exteral stanard dialect’; ¥, and relatiiely hish ratings of Eien

© [ the Teast favouted ddalest type, sa, on the :nlidarl!y-acreulng scales.

Therefore from the findlngs d:lncussed above,’ it “would Appear :hal: tl\e

ol Conceptinm Bay ‘North - respnndantu mig‘ht hatter be callad ’dislmt tclg.r—

< anie" ehaf dLalect’ J.oyal. ‘Tt seems thnt the c\mcep:m Bay| Nor:h Y

o
to

Zebnindents nave tnletam: SeEirued toother nyeech types: a8 vella

thelr o m-rkedly no_ -stindard lpeech. These ﬂ.ndi.l\gs cerrahorate those

T of Clarke (1981), th Found nerhin om ;

nnl, ratiing local spedch’ high an’ sol.idnrity evllnsbimm, : B B

: e alchog

nevu-:hglés

ppeared ot to Have clenly negative. per:epl:innl of thetr:

5.2 Vievu relating to qubjec: variablu_ i o ¢ L

v i - i

5 ln this s!::iun, the: effecl:s uf the suhjacl: vuriables (aa fnulurs .

L] 1.\ the spegnh stareotypeu et g :his smdy ) are dmnsttated‘

These varianes ate.; tha age . che gex, and the ccmmunuy backgrouad o A R S

reapondents. It must ya nm:ed that vnly ‘sex’vas testtd as 1 sepn\:l:e 4




d/lavél' of ‘education’ are’

Bay Torch auhjec:s. it can'be seen that age 2

n emruy ce-oxdmu fur the purpose of 49/ study since, the teachers.

La R ueu}an enuege-eanc&:ed adults and i ade Eleven and Grade Five re-

upcndeﬂcu, xaapecuvzly, were all sixtee) <:o aevm:een and ten tu elnvm

yem o1d.

suits.] The' Ei‘rs: ﬁndmg relates'to :he nature of the “atermcypes shqred

et by [he difﬁuem: “age gtoups 1o the reapwndent “oample.

ax:'hu as tp do with ra:i.ng patzamu thqt emerge: frmn :he judgmem:s made
by the| diffuent sge\groups (5.2, ,l B ot g

R e e P Natur.enfateteutypas" RV Sk

3w Th--sl:ereotypas t)llt‘wete shared by a11 ‘age groups dn the scudy )
fallj

mco a ganeml cuegoxy that say bexif ed "ptestiga—:elatad evalu—

atio 8! - lmmaly, :hnsa elicited by means the iitlf.us nnd domin l:ulee

The Grade Fives apputed(“co shute sk of the: npeech biases oF older

" groups s these] typzs of evnluatiops.

¥ The Gr dg Blcveus and” teachets of the almple nhvioualy B)Iared

8: ﬂar p:esrlge-—!eluted spuch Masee. and made disci.nct judmnthl dis-

nm:iuns hetween apéakers of gtandird and non-al:andard dmms The \

G e Five chﬂ.dren inllowed :he ume stereotyping patte‘m aa the “older

that 15, \'.hey awarded ptefeten:i.al hiases to stsndazd !naaknts

1n rdlation to soclﬂl preatige values, as well I@ in relu:ion to :he Te-

- - 1&} vel fe'mal cnn\:ex:s of speech, . In this they vere like chﬂdtm

¥ elnvhere whio have hesn ‘found :n ahnre wdhlt vieua on’ status avnluntiuns




- i N B
Fives aid not, However, ¢ ‘@iscriuinate as shatply peiveen atdfdard and
non—stnndatrl dtalects as "a1d other grdups. This finding may lend IFuppa!l:

to the suggestion by Giles (197

:219)  that youngér respondents are Less
affgcted than are adults by convertional oncepts’ of high.status, Y
n pontrus:, £ diffetenc picture emerged from Jehe solidltity

seales... on r.hose ucﬂlea the only ‘adult xespondeu: gtoup, the tuchex‘s,

 awarded ratings. that denor.ed s:xong 1ﬂentificat‘wn with non—stmda:d

an cbvicuﬂ T

FELGRLAELY 51¢, In ddition, the}'

Luctance to ‘avard negn;ive Tatigs:to ~r ‘and 4t lpenkers by ‘means of the’
pejorative scales. . A téntative conclusion to be drawn from ¢hia cvidence

15 that. higher edi + gene y tosard of dia-

tinctive local m'—a:mdud specch. "It cin be inferred, from ce::a;;n, .

ghndard i o

speakers as respondents (Clarka 1980a;1981), that this tentatdve con~

writings on socially secure 5rdups ‘(Ryan 19794154+ 155 and rion

clubio i4 reagonable. -While, Hovever, the teachers may havg viewed Io-

éal, andard up:ech types 1y, -as soctally. at 1ot d. re-
presentative of local colour, nevercheléss they perceived Clear !ocl.n— :
econonte advintagés to etindard speech. " These teasher itcitudes vould.

appear to have 2 al ‘implicati which are

in Section 6.2 below. - : ; i . g
Ationg the student ‘groups, Gra‘de' F:L've \‘espm;denta ‘exh:m:ed
clenrly duiem.; sterantypea from the taachers on :he solmaxuy w—~‘
sures. Of the Grade: Elgvens, only the Grade Eleven +1 (Catbonear) at?
l:rlbuted contrastingly g valiés of p:tﬁoml attraceiveneds. to focal




‘on-standdrd speakers by u;mdldf::vi:h u-ndnd'-pu_urs (5.2.3)
" Thelr evaldation patterh, thén; ‘rasembiled that of the teachers. The
Grade Eleven -r (Bay Roberts) ',m'\p, oi the contrary, npv‘ea‘ted to shate
‘the youngest gtoups' stereotyped views.” Although thee three groups .

(Grade Five +r, Crade Five—r, Gr ide Eleven -r) made S mi\ul dtsessiceions

“among dialect vertheless they con awarded MC ‘their highest

ratings. The Grade Fives in‘pan:icuhx, it age ten; may have lacked the: . ©

“social maturity to recognize such’ values (s 2.1.2). - Perhaps-more ‘Likely,

Jsince: thefr favourable:evalustions of MC-exteided over all -caiu, A

the explonstion sugsested by Mhsbert | end u:l.neberg (1967 zzs) that
children about “this age g0 througha pennd of: nng;n; "Eoreign peoples”
m-p:ian.uy attractive.’ T uddltlon, it would seem qv.ue reuon-hh

to luvpale that’ one effect of the xtantly increased mgdsa, and o;l\-r,

B cun:uet from the cmnu-n Mafnland in r:cent years would.be that ynung
:péople of both altn'y and high school age might: feel much more com='
fortable with Mainland Canadian ‘speéch than do older (’npondm:

! 5
Interestisg anomalies emerge from the findings with cenpeit, i6

_sterectybes. held by Grade Eleves. It is,possible that the differences

in’ speech biases from the two Grade Eleven groups ‘may in some way be re-

lated to the m?;u: of T .e., of the
dialect these respondents (hn.a.lvau apeak (5.2.3); the (dftferences may

also: be related to “ehe 513 nnd location of the wmmlcie.l. anong other

[factors (Clarke 1980-;1951) Hotwve!, 1n’ sone Tes; ecu. the u:arpo:yp

g euu.:u from tha quda m- ens are lamvhn: dufennz from tbull of.

othér’ same-age gnmpl upozmd in the- litunr.ur- Fur instance, in :hair

particulatly favourable ratings. of MC, the Bay Robexts Grade Elevens in *




this study vue \mlike lnnther N,evfoundland Grade: Elevén’ s ple (Cln'ka 4

1980a) , who' clearly dld ot yiewC ‘a6 & prastige*speech nodat?, S

thelr -appérent sharing of thie teachers' s:acus-relaced speech hiases,
Sy

R the Carbonear Grnds Elevens contrage with the aﬂvanr.un—yaar-old grmlp :

Lambuﬂ:, Gue Cand Alhet: (1375 llol), who a1d” nar. share the.

réported

i 1 * compet ence: elated binneu fmma 5. be feld hy both ttie nen-yen—ol

B.n,d

teaehern in’ tHat s:miy

1.2 namng patterns

ftem the xeeult!

i Th most atriking Ige—xalm:arl tEend" ‘that. emierged

s n\e cun‘ent sf:udy was the. Appstent B

ndency of ‘the rating patteﬂ\ of .

the' youngest reapmdenc groups to putlllel oné zmo\:her st e sdne’

tine to differ fron those of thé older student 'arid Leacher.g{nups« A=

though a;u was noé :eam‘l s & separate independent v&zubi‘g and, further,

L b . 7 o gnat tioe “tests varamonducr.ad to confirm this tendency, e appears b 73

" that ‘the tenyear:

ids consistently pmduced diff:rent patte s 8f rnr.ing .

:hm did-thé m:her sroupa The appuun: unwilli.nm\ess of the';(;rndg ‘Five,

: _students to awaid highly Fositive or highly negcr.:(ve rarings par:icular‘ |

dlﬂlecr. t)’pes emerge “in-the:forn of a flm’.u\’ ovetall rati.ng profilé’ .

for. these groups, (Tableg 4 15435 Pig\lres 4.1-4.5). Fron these patterne;

1t nay be; inferred that the ymmgest subjécts dxsyferencu:ed s dess

T dnong the dinlecr. I’.y‘pau than aid the grwups of older raapm\dents.

The' reéults for Grade Eleven groups; show ‘that, by the age of

high schnoi J.emng, the Joung people fa the Conception -Bay North umple.

3 Recall, however, that'Clarke had three ‘tandard dalects for evalud-i




usually di d in' their.a) £ speech ed-ratings:

_to about ‘the same extént as did: adm‘s','senuwing 1n .g’enual chet
:eacheu' pattern of clearly, upgruding standard speakers on’ stams,

pejozmve and fuxnal ‘domain’scales ﬁd af demnstrl:ing less' nagar_ive
4

=y attitues :o non-standard speakers on 'thie pejoritive. s nlu L Fom the

iindlngu, Y wiy” be 1ntezrad that, uu:h 1ncreased age and zducut m, the

‘~uma= Elevens in the snmple had, acquired increassd wareness at Teast-
g 5

“t of ‘the ptestige—rellurl lnnguge ‘Blases of thelr teachers (ci s Lumbarc .

Seveml aspects of the resilts vuh :aapect to tha rach‘g be-

Dot bE Fhe G % are’ tiitere: ta the ughc oF

Tindings ‘Fron other studies with cilldren'of éimua{ ageu‘Lfir![, the -

noticeably smaller rnnge ‘betueen’ (the Grade. Fivea! Tod i g rz:inw 2

is paralleled in. udng relulr.s fzvns other resaarch :anolvxng chuaren

i the saine age ranga (Giles and Puwes].lnﬂ 197

;. EL-] Dash 4nd Tucker 1975.

Lam'bgn:, Gu:n and Albatt 1975 d Bduurds 1977:7 Secand, 4f one de—

ter exffezencau 1n mmg

“fines nprs diacriminﬂting in, terms. Of: gra

"scores, ‘then orie_ can conclude ‘that, this-study did not show that the' tend ™

year-old re were mote dist e dn thedr sviluaty

This 48 rot i agreenent with the results found by Gdles (1972:264). and

S- Labert (1973 44). Thmi the children Ln s study,did rot appen

to ‘b more diag;riMnnting in shather. mesbas e results did. not-r@veal

.that they. dis | s6c Lolingy a1 jn' the speechy sfiiples

& curlois remilts 4 enis reapect appear from the Grade Eleven -t
"(Bay Roberts): subjects,. who-in somé instances: tended torate with les:
pula!lzad 1wdwenca, 1dke the Gruda Fives (5. z 3.




that had ‘gone uinoticed' by older  respondents.. Again, :ins 1s at variance

with the results of 8. Lambert (1973 47,48) ‘and Lanbert, Giles and = . -

Plcatd (1975:139) . Fou!th unuke Giles nnd Poueslmd (1975 30), Lambert.

Ly
and Klineberg (1967) and El-Dash and Tur_ket (1975), who have mdicnted

 that children sround ten Years o1d my ayard nn:ealla inally poaxuva

Judgments; ‘the curteit 'study'did mot shov ehaz the chudren Tated, with.

judgmenl:s that indicate Ehac they, 'as an nge group,. held \n\wally pn-i—

¢ ®
tive, Vlgwe.v In fact in soné’cases, “their ratingson. peforative scalee

. shoved mun to-be more willing than othér groups to view lpeakers with

dlsfavours. i e R a9

: " Thet somewhat anomalous resul:s gollected’ fmm -younger: respandm:s

dn éeruln

ther studlas (for exampYe, the tendescy For ten-year-olds

repe.uedly to dwazd judgmznts at the positive -end of the uule) have,

1n’ attitude

accasiunnlly béen nttributed to aifailure m SFully ‘understand ‘the use

of the rating measures. “In the cirrent, study, bowever,;

he reaulcs col=-
lected point to the ¢onclusion that’ the Conc=pt1.nn Bay Noreh. children‘ .
clearly were ableto respond to the investigstlve measures and ‘that the

‘differences in thelr Judgnenta: are ‘mick more 1ikely due o, differences

han ‘to inability to fespond. Indezd 1t :appears ‘that_the

efforts applied to protesting for this.study (3.3 were well speat, for

the Of the study d few veobleds.,
1 18 Anteresting to, noke vir.h rupect to 'the question of the.
age of devélopment of s'pe;ch stereotypes, that dn the Tesults nf ‘mapy.

language ateitide swdd,qe it pave dvoived LnVescigatinns with ‘youth

3! Theauthor zenlizes that the high x'a:iugs on pe]or:ti
e’ considered a perseveration effect

\.r_‘ b S




{
i

~ the ymmgest: :end :Eh d ag :‘he Lease 0 to.

'
expecced s:hreotyping norms; wmlld appear ‘to. -ubs:mcia:e tha theory that{

Language a::ixuda? are’. acquned as part of a general socioliuguistlc -

Teiae appears likzly that nhe pnctema of Less pol&rized ratlage:

hy ymmge’ subjects indicate thiat: the chtldren had not acquited the

.u:n{ maturity and wuh [language that: 1s requir'ed

for the develcpmexn: of disntiminatory sbeetn biases. “The Findings of ;

this’ study’ thié may be seen 'to lend uuppor: to the view that yousg peu

p1e. 1in'the early. years of ldulescence, develap anteas!.ngly téward :he

of conventional sdult stereotypes’(Lambert. and Kl 3- Ao6r; -

he

Gﬂ.as 1970, 1972, Gileu md Pmdeslaud “197. ln the pres ent study,

status and-domain scale results mlt clearly st:elted to.a contiml\lm of

‘sttltudinal devélopment; avidmce for sucha ::um'.ln\xu\n cqild not! be de

duced frmn the Tesults; on soudarity sca!.eu, howevar, since ﬂ:eta the

teacher ind Grade Eleven patiern did nbt appear to b, reflected almng

the:en—year—oldm P e ST Y Ly

Ao diternaty

cnllec[ed fron children bear w{mgu to'a genuine clunge Jnthe, ugguum

attﬂ:udes of a‘populatiof; : and"so appear. £ifst fn - Figl of “the new

03, Clarke'

generatibn (cues 1970 219; an\zerr., Gilea and. Picard 19751




€ Lp wE T A g P 2
,1980a): _This explanation may be qn“e valid ia-the curreat wutzxt, for
it is !Vidmt that, even on thl ln).lﬂlrity Iu].Al, the n:inx pat:em 4

, Of the’two grouss of :en-yen'—clﬂl vere very =uch -un.

5.2.2 Sex-related Views Rl o

(s had been the chae in'sdvéral o:her studies Seomey Gile:

thar da fa-nu. The Mgher ruangn collected from males in the prenanr.

study on pejnnuvn..-u; (4.4, 1) suggest” tlmt males may be less conserv-.

ative also-in their lpelch stereotyping ,x;ncgeu-. This must be _considered
a mtnor’ mez. hovever, due ‘to- the absence ‘of significant main effects for
sex on the status aid solilacity -ules\ Nevertheless, J, Edwards’ (1979:
43) bas, fmmd. some :videnu vhich aight e coristruad as wpporcx# 1n his
study with teschers in Iralnd.

* =’ ‘The: higher ratings mnﬂeuvy males to local nw—ltnul-rd spe-kgr.

on the-scale vealchy suggest. that the male !elpvndﬂltl -.-y have & more

realistic mdguunamg of local pnzmu of' e:mouz success than do

that _i8 they lppun ares Ehat -someone. who -oundl\Plke an

£

gi¥ing some mA].l ﬂegtu dE luppqrt to the gen=:

ernl sociol.!.nguuuc hypn:h“u ch.: 'fmlea re more ‘aware: of ptesci.,ga %

& nd 40, ate more avare of che ‘socioeconomic’ hgnakanc s -

nv\dn'd dhlm:n and tthe .dv.nngu of lpelktng etandard:

‘area fisherman m.ly indeed i_& xenoﬂbly “u-{‘do. These: results also




5.223 cu-nmy mkpm-muud views .’ 2l

It 'was expected tay. the dst\tuen: comiunity, - shd heace lingulg—

»n: = hukg!mmdl of nspcndenu would'be rafl-ued in, attitudinal @if-

feunce to the vn'io\u lnnd.rd and nun-ulndlrd dulecth\nd:r exani-

.s.he suuduuy dcale ratinges of ha:h g!cups ur Bay* lnbarr.l studen:s, ,'

1xx=sp¢cr.lva of ‘age. ther ‘Bay Roberts student group avarded racis

to lumst "dhlect Yoyal"- p{sfermces fot either thetr own or che

nupxbouxm; Chtboeis peis Eype: Smlfiully, #rou the evidence. \'

that ‘speakets of the extemal standard ‘dlalect MC were By these

groups, on other, as well as sol ones; it

way be iaferred that the Bay Robe

respondents may have general a At
t1tudes of ethnic igferiority (5.1:2). ~The question.of Ehe Bay Roberts
'-peafrfc;—,nuy'- attitudes to their own dialect. dessives further in-
vestigation. X S L5 ]

7 e solidaricy ::Qunu;gm of the Bay Robert: ;;z-de mévgn;

of rh

[ contrasted \vir.h tho

Grade the di

. 1n rltl.ng pnn:eml Fromtha cw Aixtem-yur-old grmlpl seem to. (m re- T

even.gub-

lated o thel co unds.. - The crgde

Jecks. hilgher.

énded 6 :.u 1ke tiie ¢ vhd duarded

" uolld..xlty x-:m- l:o puk.n of mm—nundl!d duucu- ﬂ!zy f;/vnu{éd B




least stﬂldlrd) -r type; Their

noticeably the mn-dxnmm.vé (ire.
v
—'p:uferentill rar.ingu of ‘local: non-standard diﬁlects 17, ths’ fespect.
; .'sugxest chat” the Carboricar aduzescents\y have feelings of pride I

ami idem:ir.y with

“Five group, hewever, ad mor: axhihlr. such dialacc—loyal attitudes;,

A second lttitudinal dif(areq_tze relal 1ng to’ the cmunit‘.y back

s gzuund of o {was :he S1gnf r.endency Of ' the .Buy

One obvlous exczptinn to " this pst ern.vas the cul‘ious

w}_umgme of thu yﬂungut Bay Robefta respondénts to dnw_nrute a1l

spukzrs unificlni:ly fot the chiréh amuj The. genu'nlly more

“pollréue—nvexall evaluauons thon the:Bay, Rohezts Tespondénts’ suggest

& i that’ they, heim:nus:wnd tu heu— own, marl«.adly non- candard speech,

,aze more .tolerant in ‘thelr at:ltydes to nther diue::s.

% gl Anu[her cendency noted in Bay Rahetl:s gzoups rat ngu may lend

cal Hewfoundland speech forms. - The Carbonear crade

" support -to: :h'

A
The pattern of les!'H ‘\ 3

* tHat emetges in cthe Bﬂy xober:u Grade Eleven subjects rucingi onthe ©

nd, on' the p‘éjetntiv? scale

g lidaxity ‘scales fxiandlx aid Laieabiel

i u:uck up s similar’ €0 putem that could e noted: freq: ently in the "

zntlngs of Grade Pive children from hoth camunici_es (5:2.1\2) ) while

on t\\e ‘part. of the, Bay RohEtl:s ndales:ents !

=k v upusen: a cﬁr:lin hedivmciion cheir pa\rt

mtnlk_ta!\t o unchnl;itahlg a;:iquie

: This: umaency appeared in the pgjnrntive_
, more positive, rau ngs

: nus tendency ‘may xeilect somé Tack of uociai experdence, Of \m.z_uy, o

T




simﬂar rﬂfferences in usul:a cunected in M;hzz Newfmlndlzmd

compunigics!. < These .sdggutions tnvolve the size ‘ard Témoteness 6F

b L

‘amount ofrion-standarness of the ‘speech type of, |

the commnityg

the cummuntty, dnd.'fhe sctal status of. theiréspondents. LE C!.url(a

re, appl. Mo £0 ophet Newfound)and situations, then

'w'. . suszutlona 2

o
I

‘_tlle f1hdings of t:he present study. regaxdingvcommunity uttitudes to

AR speec'h ‘are predicebic.. The - dialen: proveked.a "emum 1ayal'

respnnse fron the: respondants, i fnx the most pare, sight-be expec’ted

* not. :e spauk it themselves, iie., ‘the. :ucneu and tl'w Ce:bmmn‘ g

i ndolesuen:p .Tha: sanie dialect, in cam:rusz, seems tq»hewe ‘been |

'
|

p

] N wiewed as a genetally stignatizing - speech’ type by the tespunrlem:u up.

thenselves speak it L.e., the Bay Roberts subfecta. 7. A |

Ie 15 possible that she genetal tendency toward more positive

:a:mga by :he Bay.Roberts’ groups !epzeaents an’ateitide Telated cn per:

L. status tend to’ percetve less dlffetence among social levels and, Acmally,

dl.:a.nce‘hecueen themselves and i groups shey perceivé as having highex'

: bratus (Harms 1961 Almmdez 1972' Clntke 19317 Further investigations '

1nto l:he soctal. acucus ‘and: Y :Bay would: *

b 5 ' be nenessaxy before this line of tanﬁuning could be continued.

I summaty, the findings of this. study shiow: £éw. pel diiferem:

s
e b/l
- between the two coimunities, as'represented in the éample, with regard

anguage attitudes.. The only clear community differences relate to.:

which concerns. attitudes of dialect solidarity.

: cep:iar\s of sacial status. It hag been'noted. that ‘pérsons of mm- social -

to upg!Ade their pérceptisns of their qun level in ordér to-minimize social




pege 95, ‘line 15; Repll
*Menalysis of variance'!




. tiwo’ non-standird” speech .-t ype

4 c!i.nh\a:inns among the 'four varieties of xngn.n under baminlt%on. In

e

L
6 conausToN

r_ .v . i . " o

» - " :
The yutposl of ‘this muly was. to yldld information on language

actitides’ £ virtous dialutn of Eglish heard dn a achul ‘context n

it

Nwiﬂ\n\dlqud. The Ennr di.llel:ts evaluated raprneqtad tuo stm-rd lnd 4
-~

A podified vérsion of Lambert's matcl

guise technique was ezployed to- elirit_sterectyped judgeents. that were

Tecorded by means’ of flve<point rating scales.. The scales required
the ssdesspent of speakers vith respect to personality traits repre—

sm valus, solidaricyvalues

and_peforative judgmeats. Ad-
ditimal scales requlred julgments as to the sultabilicy of each dia-
Lact for certita foraaland inforsal spuch sitwtions. The sawple

&roup 0f ‘100 subjects-was drawn from th

ng(/ld\u‘.ar_ionnl leve.ls. :m.-
yanz—oldNGrada Five, -1x:een-y£z-uﬁa 0’ dhnde. Bidiiie 0l their

teachers. . The study was adpindstered id uchool- in’ two d1£ferent non-

standard ‘speech Lt ies in i Bay gioi of. New:

s was mde of the subjects'

fowdland. A computerized factor anal
eviliative reactions. On the basis'of the study and the matched-guise
tecinlque, seyeral conclusions were drawm.

6.1; Summary

The d conclusions of the study ‘may be sumarized £.ua'.m'- -

T n&( Cvncgpti.on Bay North umplE made clear attitudinal a*q

way T " cleatly deltneated diltincl@w




between standard fgnd am-s:&mud speech iypes.,

p E " The Mainland Canadian Bpankers were favaured on all ‘measures of "
o «
- L " evalution by me oversll ssmple. The locel'St. John's stgndard speakeys - - 4

recetved Egvourabl ﬂtings on p g e 5 but evoked

i the lesst positive feelings on. traits related to soclal ar.trd.ctivenes 2
" Speakers of the non-standard dialects Eypleal of the Conéeptipn -

© Bay North region were generally not perceived to have high social sz#t\‘u. .

They were tuted favourably, however; on solidaritystressing n—ma./
K Speakers of th: distinctive Bdy Roberts "-r" -uaxecc n sone muu#:ee
evoked attitudes that clearly indicated feclings of dialect solidﬂlity‘

The -+ dialest. was not_foud to bd generally stigaatiztag excepﬁ on, - ¢

“prestige-oriented evaluations, and then not o~ any nuch greater extent

than was "+r", the other non»s:andmi speech :ype. ! ;‘ o bo§
2. The different types of rating aten widh effective o ¢ !

eliciting different speech blases. The status scales. revealed striling , -

contrasts betveen attitudes'to standard 'and non-standard sﬁeake“w. The

solidarity ‘scales “revealed mot omly generally positive attitudes to lo-

cal-non-standard speech but also oyerall strong preferences for the ex-

ternal standard dialect '"Mainland Canadian™. Stereotypes reve“zled/on : B

the domain’ and pejorative scales clarified the atticudes elicited by,

the stitus and solidarity scales. The respondexits were fuund to have
3

been generally reluctant ' to award high pejorative EvAJ.uax.ioné to'New-",

+ foundland “speakers’. . G

3. Age vas observed'to be the factor most related to. respondents'

L ' language ‘attitude differences. Reuctions reldted to the sm:ial status
b - values of the différeic speech types were shared by all chree age groups,
i y {




iz n ' o
[ @ g
but "solidarity values were not. S ¥

* Age ‘alone doss‘not explain the differences in solldarity atereo-

of was a compo-

*Th it:
e conmmity backs

‘lescent sat tischer groups, Ye: even: wll:h the youngest subjects, che

‘nethdd ad foumd fo B8 effective ln eliéieing’diaigct

Y
6.2 Educational implications -

,'l'he issue 0f noh-gtandard language and education has Fecelved

auch atfentton 1a the last decade or 60 (e.g\, Baratz and Shuy '1969;

Shay 19713, Shoped; 1972; Wulftam and'Fascld 1974). Different approaches

:@ may be taken vhen atandatd .and nonystandard language types meet in the

classyoom (Wuli!am ﬂm’l Fﬂsuld 1974: 117 lﬂz)‘ Traditinnally. in New-

? foundland; thé apprnach appears, to have’been to ‘try. to eliminate the

] nnp-standard dialects (Paddock 1975). .Hareuvet, even l;y definition,
dse of the standard language 1s -:he' typical g0l of language education

> (Trudgill 197 17,’55 Moseé; Daniels: and cunduch 1976). Historically,
ueyfuundtm hss fakn a “have-not" pmv.tnne.qne which joined Confederation
~ long after the other ‘pravlnces Althuugli a'Newfoundlander idéally has

tHe same uppnrtunitles fm— social and economic ad;l icément:-as “other

namuans, kS reality “ft is a handicap in thls xeipect td apesk oy a

. Neufoundland nnn—umdazd dialect. , - .

smce all ‘respondedta in this study clenly were blased in favour

vf ar.nndan epeach for sxﬂ.l the evnluatinns rzlatsng to socloeconmre
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success, it would appear at first glance that there is no problem in the /-
school's traditional approach. Linguists, however, recognize important’s

values in both standard and non-standard

eech types (Baratz 1970;
Labov 1972; Trudgill 1974); Some have arhued for a bidialectal spproach

to non-standard dialects in school (Fasold’ and. Shuy 1970; Frvin-Tripp ot
19715 Ryan 1979)% typlealdy, sich an ai)p’gnauh encourages étyle—suiécpmg,

g.m%ing“as’ its goal ) sisition of

it/the 4tandard
 dialect, while not demanding’thé femiclatiog-of locdl bpédch forma.
This approach can be seen to have important advantages (Wolfram and
Fasold 1974:185; A.D. Edwards 1976:131-147; Ryan 1979:156-157). - One
advantage is that teachers of the language arts can capitalize on lang~
uage already known to bufld language arts skills (Allen 1969; Baratz
and Shuy 1969; Goodman 1965;1970). A major advantage relevant to this
particular language attitude study fs that such an.approach would
encourage Newfoundlanders to retain and take pride in this province's
linguistic heritage (Lambert, Giles and Picerd 1375; Walker et al. 1975).

‘Frof a linguistic point of view, it would appear that a bidia—
lectal ap‘yroach:to non-standard speech would be valuable in'schopls in
the Conception Bay North region of Newfoundland. The solidarity-related
ratings of non-standard speech proved to be genefally positive. These
inply feelings-of pilde in, and identity 4rith,.local speach types and so
provide supportive arguments for sich an approach.

Other attitudes révealed in this-study, however, forewarn of

problems in the use of suth an approach in Conception Bay North. Teacher—

* respondents clearly awarded positive ratings to local non-standard
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. .
dialects on certain personality trait scales. However, their evaluations
downgraded local non-standard dialects on scales relating to status, and

to formal speech situations. Non-standard dialects vere therefore per-

_ cedved by teachers to have serious limitations - limitations which sug- '

gest that’ teachers viey'sych dalects ag inapprwtiate to-the school con-

‘a7lack of atial

text. The study | alse

children in relatlwn to status’and solirlarity évaluationa Eor 1ocal di—\

alect types:| It would therefore secn that the trgditional approach’ €5

schools ~'||Am21y4 the attempt to

d’speech 4n N

superimpose standard forms — R entirely without merit.
The issue of which-dialect, or dialects, to encourage in schools

1s obvidisly an extremely complex one and merits fur‘t‘h»er‘investigntipx‘\. '

Yet the present study has been valuable in that it ‘has giveh initial 4n-

sights into dialect stereotypes held by a limited éample of teachers and

students. ‘These insights, if Lambert's (Lambert et:al, 1960) assessment

of the accuracy of ste s revealed by a hed-g approdch 1s

" correct, may provide a realfstic picture of covert attitudes to variods

dialect ‘types in rural Newfouridland. -
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APPENDIX C

An example of each style of questionnaire page

i




{
|

N
SPEAER "6
: Extremely___:__: .t ___+__ | ¥otat'all
rRIBoLY
Extremaly_ 3 TR R Not at all
. STUCK UP
Excresely. [ : 5 . 1 Hoe ‘ag"all :

- Excreasly, Nog st all

Excrenaly, Not at all
Extressly___ : Not at all
Extresely_ : ' f Not at:all
AN
Extremely___ : ' Kot at all .
T T :

Is chis man's vay of talking right for b

INSIDE A CHURCH, BEFORE AND AFTER THE SERVICES

Excrealy ey -
i P i ot a¢ sl suteanie

AT HOKE, RELAXING WITH PAMILY

- : s

Levr A S : : Mot at all suitable

IN THE WOODS, LIKE CAMPING AT A CABIN
ot A h : B Not at all sutesble

AT SCHOOL, SPEAXING IN FRONT OF TRE CiASS .

et s O ¢ ot at alt dutcabie

Office Uss Only

[ Bt

1

o s

£ 1




S seaxm 6

ves no -
1s this man's uy ul talking r}ﬂu- for. f -

N luiﬂ!Am, )uollmnrmm JERVICES:
Hrres. LK oot i = Mot atall muteabla .

lﬂ'lnl,mmnmlrmu

-
. \
. Eatremaly_ e 11 "3 Noe at all
K Extremedy.__ 1t ta 3 Nor ac all
Bxtremely__ 1ttt Yot at a1l
L S ) Fxtresely. ' ' ] % o - Not at all
¥ T S S T e
3 Not ac a1l
H " Not at all
! ) i e aran
! wany
. 3 “Not st a1l




APPENDIX D

LR
.
* An example of each style of respondent background information:




(5 Whart buve you Lived? " Nov. long ts dach place?
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