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ABSTRACT

This study attempted to apply the standard methods of
sociolinguistics to a rural Newfoundland community (Long Island,

Notre Dame Bay) in which there were no obvious socio-economic classes.
Eleven linguistic variables (seven phonological plus four grammatical)
were investigated in five different contextual styles. Purely
linguistic conditioning was also investigated. The twenty-four
speakers (informants) were divided into eight cells based on three
binary divisions by sex, age, and education. A difference of means
test was used to determine the statistical significance of observed
differences in frequencies of variants.

Several interesting conclusions emerged. Synchronic phono-
logical conditioning of all seven phonological variables was found and,
in at least one case, additional diachronic evidence was adduced. The
grammatical variable (-ing) showed both phonological and grammatical
conditioning. The varying patterns of interdependence among the three
independent variables of sex, age, and education yielded several
insights into the sociolinguistic structure of the Island. It was
also found that sex, age, and education ranked first, second, and
third respectively in the variation attributable to these three social
variables. However, the strongest conditioning of all proved to be
stylistic, with significantly wider variation for all speakers between
casual speech (on the one hand) and the four other more formal styles

(on the other hand) than between the six most non-standard speakers
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(i.e., the six older males) and the other eighteen speakers (i.e., the
six older females plus the twelve younger speakers). Like socio-
economic class in urban studies, style here produced discrete changes
in the four grammatical variables. In addition, the stylistic range
of younger speakers was significantly wider than that of older
speakers, with the young (in their more formal styles) having better
command of standard variants. This no doubt facilitates linguistic
interaction with non-local speakers, and perhaps indicates a trend

towards bidialectalism.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The community of Long Island

Long Island is one of several islands located in the western part
of Notre Dame Bay on the northeast coast of Newfoundland. Going south-
eastwards one finds Little Bay Islands, Sunday Cove Island, Long Island,
Pilley's Island, Brighton and Triton Islands (see Geographical Appendix,
p. 142 ). A1l but Long Island and Little Bay Islands are connected to
the Newfoundland mainland by causeway; these two are linked to the main-
land by ferry.

Long Island takes its name from its shape; it extends approxi-
mately nine miles in length and is approximately four miles in width
at its widest point. It 1is on the northern part of this widest section
that the Island's inhabitants chose to Tive. Here we find in an arc
from west to north the communities of Lush's Bight, Beaumont South,
Beaumont Central, and Beaumont North (see Geographical Appendix, p.142).

Because of Long Island's past and present separation from the
mainland of Newfoundland it is fairly isolated. Although only several
hundred yards from nearby Pilley's Island, which is connected to the
mainland by causeway, there is little contact with the latter island
since no vehicle road yet approaches this area. The traditionally
most important and nearest connection to the mainland by boat was with
the community of South Brook approximately fifteen miles away. The
highroad went from there to Badger, the nearest railway station.

After Springdale and its connecting roads developed (in the 1950's),

Springdale replaced South Brook as the main 1ink with the outside



world. Today most outside contact is still with Springdale, located
eighteen miles away, because Springdale quickly developed into the
commercial centre of the district and replaced nearby Little Bay
Islands as the commercial centre for the Long Island fishery. It is

to Springdale that the inhabitants travel to obtain supplies and medical
services. The only other important 1link Long Island had with the
outside world before land travel replaced sea travel was with the
railway terminal in Lewisporte via the Canadian National Coastal Boat
Service. Today the most important boat connections to the mainland,
besides Springdale, are with the community of Miles Cove, approximately
six miles away on Sunday Cove Island and Robert's Arm, approximately
eight miles away on the mainland.

Long Island's geographical isolation is the main reason for
its relatively short history.] Because it is located in western
Notre Dame Bay, it was only settled after the best land and fishing
berths were claimed around the earlier settled areas of Twillingate,
Fogo Island, and so forth in eastern Notre Dame Bay. Although we will
probably never be sure when the first settlers came to Long Island,
it is fairly certain that it would be shortly after 1800. Handcock
(1972: 35-42) reports that the bulk of Notre Dame Bay's early
inhabitants came mainly from the southwest England county of Dorset

and adjoining parts of Somerset, Wiltshire, and Hampshire. He further

]For the remainder of this discussion I am heavily indebted
to Norman S. Paddock's unpublished paper "Long Island: A Historical
Narrative".



reports that early emigration to Newfoundland began around 1755 and
peaked from 1825 to 1834. More specifically, Handcock claims that
emigration from Dorset to Bonavista Bay began around 1805 and peaked
from 1845 to 1854. Therefore, since Bonavista Bay and the adjoining
eastern parts of Notre Dame Bay were settled first, we can be fairly
certain that the first temporary settlers were arriving at Long Island
around the first decade of the nineteenth century and that permanent
settlement would occur within a decade or so - surely by the 1820's or
30's.

These early settlers found what they came for: fishing
grounds, land to build and plant on, forests for building supplies and
fuel, and animals to hunt. More than likely, they were met by the
Beothuck who would follow Indian River out to the bottom of Hall's Bay
and from there follow the shorelines in their canoes to the islands.
This assumption is supported both by local oral trad1t10n52 and by the
many local fihdings of native relics and the dug-out campsites along
the beaches.

The first reference to permanent English settlement of Long
Island is found in the 1836 census report, which reported fourteen
people living on the Island. In the years that follow we find:

150 (1850), 238 (1874), 303 (1884), 255 (1891), 427 (1901), 460 (1911),
573 (1921), 679 (1935), 608 (1945), 629 (1951), 560 (1966), 553 (1971),
470 (1976).

2See for example, Harold Paddock's reworking of one such local
tale in his poem "Keep Up Da Fince", published in Regional Language
Studies, No. 5, 1974, Memorial University of Newfoundland.




These first settlers were nearly all members of the Church of
England. They constructed their first church in 1860, at Beaumont
North (then called Ward's Harbour). In 1884 a Wesleyan Church was
constructed at Lush's Bight, followed in 1891 by dne at Beaumont
Central. 1In 1901 the Salvation Army entered Lush's Bight and
religious affiliations remained much the same except for the arrival
of the last of Long Island's three religious denominations, the
Pentecostals, in 1970.

Thus Long Island's population remained relatively homogeneous
since all significant religious groups are Protestant and almost all
settlers are from the southwest of England. There is no "ethno-
religious" division as Paddock (1966, 1975) found in Carbonear or
Reid (1981) found in Bay de Verde. In fact, the northeast coast
location allowed very little contact with the Irish-Catholic element
in Newfoundland, although there would be some contact during the
fishing seasons by those inhabitants who fished at or near places such
as Conche and Croque on the Great Northern Peninsula.

As with the settlement of virtually all of outport Newfoundland,
fish was what first attracted people to Long Island and fish has been
the mainstay of life there ever since. The local waters were fished
mainly for cod and when it became scarce locally fishermen moved their
seasonal or summer fishery to the western coast of the Great Northern
Peninsula (called the French Shore), the Straits of Belle Isle, and
farther north to the Labrador coast. The older inhabitants can still
remember the small fleet of sailing ships (schooners) that operated

from the Island. The importance of the fishery to the Island's



economy is reflected in the following figures that show the total

value of all fish products as they increased: $11,702 (1891),

$24,274 (1901), $42,674 (1911), $82,370 (1921). This was the heyday

of Long Island's economy. For the next several decades fish

production slipped due to declining world markets, and it was not

until the emergence of the more modern fishery of recent years that the
economy has been on the upswing once more. In 1978 total fish
production for the Island was approximately $400,000. Today no less
than seventy percent of the adult, male population of the Island are

- fishermen.

Long Islanders, however, have not made their 1iving only in
boats. They have, out of necessity, been forced to turn to the land,
too. Thus subsistence-mixed farming has always been an essential
source of food: this involved most kinds of vegetable growing, and the
raising of various kinds of animals such as sheep, goats, pigs, a few
cows, fowl, and the horse for draught purposes. Their food supply was
further supplemented by hunting the animals and birds that frequent
both Newfoundland's land and water. Turning to the forests, many
males became wood-cutters and lToggers, both for their own purposes of
obtaining fuel and building supplies and as a livelihood with
Newfoundland's logging companies during the Tean years of the fishery.
Today, however, only two males make their Tiving as full-time loggers.

The remainder of the population, today, make their 11ying in
various occupations such as construction work, carpentry, bus and taxi-

driving, teaching, business, and housework.



The struggle for survival first brought settlers to Long Island
and the same factor has taken them away. As mentioned above, during
the early years of the fishery not only were the nearby waters fished
but as the fishery expanded and the fish stocks declined, the boats
moved first to the French Shore (along the western coast of the Great
Northern Peninsula) to such places as Pilier Bight, Grey Islands, and
numerous other places north of White Bay, and farther and farther away
until eventually many were going to the Labrador coast. In the early
years of the fishery, when the fishing season was over the fish was
sold in nearby Little Bay Islands, or earlier on in Nippers Harbour,
the first place to replace Twillingate as a commercial centre for the
Island, or it was carried directly to St. John's. Today most fish is
sold to the fish plants at La Scie and/or Triton. For the fishermen
only their catch had to be taken off the Island but the people working
as loggers, carpenters, and so on had to leave the Island themselves
to return only on weekends and out of season. Eventually many of these
people chose to take their families to where they themselves worked and
left the Island permanently, although several still commute home only
on weekends.

Other factors have necessitated this dependence on outside
contact for survival. Most important of these is the educational
system. During the past twenty years or so those young people who
intended to finish high school have been forced to board away from the
Island near some Targer school because there have been no senior high

school grades offered on the Island in recent years; many of these



young people never return to the Island permanently. The only group
of people, therefore, with very 1little significant contact with the
outside world is the middle-aged and older women.

More recently, the modern world has encroached further into
the Island's community 1ife. The past twelve years have brought
numerous changes: electricity, highroads, telephones, a new post
office and school which serve the whole Island, and, most important,
a ferry system which connects Long Island with Little Bay Islands and
with the surrounding mainland communities.

These are the geographical, historical, economic, and social
factors that have helped mould the speech of the Long Islanders of 1980

that I will be analyzing in this monograph.

1.2 Non-linguistic variables

As a native Long Islander I had been aware for some time of the
linguistic variation in my own speech and the speech of fellow Long
Islanders. This variation, I felt, was caused by the forces afoot to
move Long Island rather abruptly into the mainstream of modern life.
Long Islanders found themselves in the "dilemma" of having to choose
between the best of two worlds. They were frustrated with not having
the comforts of modern society; yet they retained much of their
culture that they still treasured which is why they have so stubbornly
refused to leave their island for other places where the sought-after
comforts would be more readily available. To take part in the modern
world was very difficult when one spoke so differently from its

standardized dialects. And not to speak the local dialect placed one



in danger of being no longer accepted as a member of the local
community (or even of the whole local district). What to do? It is
this struggle to re-identify themselves sociolinguistically that has
shaped the particular speech of the Long Islanders today.

The most striking characteristic of this speech is the amount
of variation occurring in it - variation between idiolects and within
idiolects. Any attempt to describe this dialect without dealing with
the variation would not be very insightful.

This variation depends very much on certain social and
stylistic factors that have to be considered. There is definitely a
pattern to this alternation and to capture and explain parts of this
pattern is largely the purpose of this monograph. I had observed that
non-standard linguistic features occurred much more often in casual
conversation while standardized features occurred in more formal
settings - formal settings being defined mainly by the participants in
any speech act for these people. Thus if a clergyman, a teacher, or
some stranger is present then one would tend to find more standardized
variants. Such observations led me to believe that the regional
standard dialect was gradually replacing the local dialect. When
people are trying to be more refined, they switch to a more standard
speech code, to use Bernstein's term (Dittmar 1976: 9). However, this
code-switching is by no means so widespread as has been reported
elsewhere, such as Blom and Gumperz (1972) reported for Hemnes, Norway.
Under no circumstances would you find these people using standard

features simply because they were discussing a certain topic such as



politics, as was the case in Hemnes. The more standard variety or
code is used to deal with people from the outside world while the more
non-standard code is used when dealing with community members.

In addition to this switching as the speech participants
change one finds variation between the non-standard and the standard
occurring in the speech of certain socially defined groups. The older
people do not talk like the younger people, nor males 1ike females,
and so on.

Then there is the 1ndigjdua1 who alternates rapidly between the
non-standard and the standard forms. Many times I noticed such forms
as [stprm] and [starm] for storm, within even the same sentence.

I wanted to establish that these observations were not fanciful
intuitions but were fact. I wanted to determine to just what extent
such ongoing language change had developed in the speech of Long
Islanders. My research shows the effects of sex, age, education, and

style on this speech.

1.3 Selection of linguistic variables

Naturally in a study of this nature it is not possible to
analyze the variation that occurs with every single linguistic feature
of a speech community. I think it is quite plausible to generalize
about what is happening to all the features when one sees a very
detailed investigation and analysis of several of the features.
Because of this I have limited my study to eleven linguistic features:

seven phonological (four vocalic plus three consonantal) and four
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morphological (two morphosyntactic and two morphophonological). 1
classify the morphological features as morphosyntactic when there seems
little 1ikelihood of phonological conditioning, whereas morphological
features are classed as morphophonological when there is more Tikeli-
hood of phonological conditioning.

I attempted to select these features in such a way that they
would occur fairly frequently in an interview time-span of approximately
one hour. I also chose them so that they would illustrate group and
individual variation as well as stylistic variation. In fact, I
followed the same three criteria for selecting linguistic variables
that are outlined by Labov (1972: 8): that features occur frequently,
that each be a structural unit capable of being integrated with other
structural units, and that there be orderly distribution of the variable
for different strata of society. These are the criteria that a
linguistic variable must exhibit for it to be the most linguistically

revealing.

1.3.1 Vocalic variables

(ei): The variable (ei) reveals the process by which this dialect is
losing its former phonemic distinction between closing diphthongs such
as [I~¢&Ivel]in maid and pain on the one hand and monophthongs such as
[e:~g*:] or centering diphthongs such as [ea] in made and pane on the
other hand. One could, and sometimes still does, get minimal pairs as

maid/made and pain/pane. Thus in this dialect two long front vowels

maintained a contrast lost earlier in Standard English. But from the

standard orthography we can see that a historical distinction has been
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preserved: most words with the -ai, -ay, -ei, or -ey spellings had

preserved a closing diphthong such as [¢I] whereas words that had
monophthongal [€] or [@] in Middle English (usually spelled ea or aCe,
respectively) did not usually develop closing diphthongs spontaneously
in this dialect. It seems that Middle English [g€:] and [a:] fell
together in this dialect to give non-closing vowels such as monoph-
thongs [€™:] and [e:] and centering diphthongs such as [€9] and [e3]
and that both these types are being gradually but surely replaced by
the local standard [€I] or [el], making the pairs of words mentioned
above into homophones in this dialect as they are in the standard.
Therefore, the situation today is that in words that had the original
non-closing vowels we now find variation between non-standard forms

such as [€3, ea ,€": , e:] and local standard forms such as [EI, el].

(Or): In the environment before /r/ plus another consonant
reflexes of Middle English short [>] have been lowered, unrounded,
and fronted in many words. Thus one gets [stprm], [S’Qrt] for storm,

short and other -orC words. However, in the same environment reflexes

of Middle English long [2:] (in words such as hoarse) are less

radically changed. In the latter words the vowel is shortened and
unrounded only, to [A], or is simply shortened to [2]. So, again, we
see that this dialect still shows a remnant of an earlier phonemic
distinction where words with the -orC spelling were pronounced

differently than those words with the -ore, or -oar spellings (more

and hoarse, for example). The latter never became fronted although

often shortened and unrounded. We still get distinctions such as [prs]
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for horse and [ars] or [2rs] for hoarse.

However, today, while one still gets [pr] in norse, etc.,
quite frequently one also gets the more standard [Ar] and even the
local standard [or]; the latter two are treated here as the standard
forms that are in variation with the non-standard form. In addition
to this, I found that when people attempted to standardize they would

often hypercorrect and would give [Ar] or [ar] in words such as hard.

It is also interesting to note that Middle English lax, low
vowel [a] changed into a rounded [2] vowel between /w/ and /r/. We

see this in words such as war, warm, warn, wharf and so on. These

words originally had the [a] vowel in Middle English but now in Modern
English they have [2]. However, in this dialect this standard sound
change did not take place between /w/ and /r/. Therefore these words
still have a low, unrounded vowel of the [®] or [a] type. It has even

been reduced to [@~] in the word wart. In other words, the contrast

between Middle English [-war-] and [-war-] was usually lost in both the

standard dialect and this dialect, but in the standard dialect both were
neutralized to a rounded vowel of the [D] type, whereas 1ﬁ this dialect

both were neutralized to an unrounded vowel of the [p~a] type. For this

reason I included both the original Middle English [-war-] and [-war-]

words in my data.

(E) and (I): Because these two variables are involved in similar or
related linguistic processes of vowel raising that this dialect has

undergone (as will become apparent below) I will discuss them together.
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Under the (E) variable one often finds no contrast between

such pairs as sit/set, pin/pen, etc. Both words in such pairs often

contain [I]. This lack of contrast between [I] and [g€] in these words
suggests that this dialect had lost or was losing a phonemic
distinction that we still retain in the standard dialect. The two
sounds in the Long Island dialect were largely allophones of one pho-
neme with [€] usually occurring before /1/ and [I] occurring else-
where. However, it appears that at least a few lexical exceptions

may have survived the merger, perhaps due to some influence of
Standard English or the need to preserve certain minimal pairs. In
addition, [€] seems to-have lowered to [#] in a few words, especially

before the [v] of seven and eleven.

One has to consider the (I) variable. When historical /€/ was
raised to [I], historical /I/ likewise was sometimes raised and tensed
to [i-] giving [i.n] for in, [pi-n] for pin, etc. Words with
historical /€/ hardly ever acquired this tense vowel. Thus we still
see sometimes evidence of the former phonemic status of these two
vowels in this dialect.

There is evidence that this raising and tensing of /I/ was
more widespread in the dialect in the past. One would often hear

[ski-f], [bi-}], or [wu:ndi-d] for skiff, bill, and wounded,

respectively. The change of [I] to [i+] seems to be more phono-
logically conditioned than that of [€] to [I] because the former
appears to be encouraged by certain following consonants such as [S]

in dish, fish, etc., or [1] in pill, fill, etc. Other vowels also
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change from lax to tense types before these same consonants; for

example, [®] in cash, trash, etc. becomes [e:], [ei], or [E-i].3

The situation in 1980 (as we shall see) leads one to believe
that the standardization of the dialect is forcing speakers to once
again restore these two vowels to their original phonemic status.
This is causing extreme variation between [I] and [£] in words with

historical /&/ and between [I] and [i+] in those with historical /I/.

1.3.2 Consonantal variables

(0) and (3): Because of the realization that these two
variables so closely parallel each other in this dialect I am dealing
with them together although they will be analyzed separately later.

In most cases one finds that words such as thigh and thy,
that would normally have the voiceless and voiced interdental
fricatives respectively in Standard English, have the voiceless and
voiced alveolar stops respectively in this dialect. These are not
the only realizations, however, when these speakers attempt to produce
the standard forms. To a lesser extent one often hears a dental stop,
[;] or [g], an affricate, [t®] or [d&], or even a labial-dental
fricative, [f] or [v], when th occurs postvocalically. Although the
labiodentals were not elicited in the present study I have heard them
fairly frequently in normal conversation. Furthermore, when th
appears before [r] in onset clusters one hardly ever gets [8] or [t],

instead it is a retroflexed affricate before the retroflex /r/ of this

3For a discussion of what is meant by the terms Tax and tense
vowels see Ladefoged (1975: 73-75).
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dialect. In fact, three and tree are homonyms beginning with the same

retroflexed affricate which we may symbolize as [tﬂ{] or [{J because
of its auditory (rather than articulatory) similarity to the affricate

of chip, chill, etc.

(L): There has been widespread delateralization of /1/ in postvocalic
positions in this dialect. A rather wide range of vocalic glides
(semivowels) result from this vocalization of /1/. They vary in
(conditioned) height and rounding but all are back. One of the more
common variants is the unrounded cardinal seven vowel [¥]. The
conditioned height and rounding occurs most often with back vowels so
that fall is often [fa:], full is [foU] whereas the unrounded variant
occurs more often with front vowels so that fell 1is often [fﬁ’]. ¥
delateralization is not present, then one will find the "dark" (i.e.

velarized) lateral [}] in postvocalic positions.

1.3.3 Morphosyntactic variables

(PP): One of the most notable non-standard grammatical features is
the regularization and levelling of verb paradigms. This is seen in
the -s ending, found only on the third person singular present tense
form in the standard dialect, being generalized to all present tense
forms. Another example would be the generalization of was as the only
past tense form.

The feature of this type that I investigated was the merging of
the past tense form of the verb with the past participle form so that one

form only is used for both functions. Thus one often gets such patterns as:
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Infinitive Present Past and Past Participle
come comes come
see sees seen
do doos done

These patterns, where the former past participle is now used for the
past tense form, often alternate with their standard counterparts

today.

(GG): We see an important historical feature preserved in this
variable. This is the use of the pronoun 'in as the third person,
object pronoun where the standard dialect has him or it. This non-
standard form comes from the 01d English masculine accusative singular

form hine while the standard form comes from the 01d English dative

him. This gives such phrases as "She married 'in" or "Pick 'in up"
(said of a book). This is not a straight preservation of 01d English
grammatical gender but rather a reformulation of it, since nouns in

the dialect have not always preserved the grammatical gender they had
in 01d English. Thus, 'in is usually used to refer to all objects

that are male by sex or totally inanimate, while the ‘'er pronoun is
usually used to refer to all objects feminine by sex or "semi-animate";

e.g., anything that can move such as an airplane or boat. It is used

in the dialect to refer to non-count, mass nouns such as fog, water,

etc. Furthermore, these object pronouns can be replaced by the subject
pronoun forms for emphatic purposes; this can be seen in the following

sentence "Don't pick up that book; (pointing) pick up he".
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Phonological conditioning would appear to be operating on (GG)
only when the non-standard pronoun 'in replaces or appears to replace
the standard pronoun 'im but not when it replaces standard it.

Today one often finds this gender system (and its associated

pronouns) in conflict with the standard.

1.3.4 Morphophonological variables

(an): Quite often the an allomorph of the indefinite article is not

used before vowels as in the standard dialect. A is used before both
consonants and vowels. If the following vowel happens to begin a
stressed syllable, [h] is often added to separate the two vowels as in
the phrase "a'h apple” [9'hoepy]. This sandhi [h] (Matthews 1974: 97-102)

occurred twenty-one times in my data. In other cases a alone or the

standard an was used.”

(-ing): Very often, instead of the -ing suffix found on Standard
English nouns, verbs, pronouns and adjectives this dialect has -in.

It must be pointed out that in classifying words into these traditional
parts of speech I was aware of the fact that there is a continuum
rather than a clear-cut distinction between these categories, as has
been pointed out by such writers as Ross (1973). Thus the gerund in
"Running 1s good for you" would be the most nouny, with the present

participle in "I am running" being the most verby, and the adjectivals

4For a more extensive study of sandhi [h] on another island in
Notre Dame Bay consult John Whalen's M.Ed. thesis "The Effect 1in
Varying Contexts of Adding and "Dropping" of [h] by Grade IV and Grade
IX Students on New World Island", 1978, Memorial University of Newfoundland.
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varying in their degrees of "adjectiveness". For example, we do not
say *"That's a very running brook" but we do say "That's a very
charming girl", though I classified both types as adjectives in my
analysis. This will be dealt with more fully in chapter four.

Historically, one would expect the verbs to have the most non-
standard (-ing). The dialect form -in is a reflex of the 01d English
present participle ending -ende, which was used both verbally and
adjectivally. This eventually became -in through a series of vowel
reductions and, finally, consonant cluster simplification until
eventually we get the non-standard form [$n]. On the other hand, 01d
English had a derivational suffix -ung for dériving nouns from verbs.
Eventually this derivational suffix became thelinflectiona1 suffix as
well for some still unknown reason (Samuels 1969: 410). By Chaucer's
time this was the only form of the written standard in Southern and
Midland England (Traugott 1972: 143-4) which explains why it became
the form in the standard dialect. However, many dialects still preserved
a system similar to the 01d English one. And it appears that one of
these was the one brought to Long Island at the beginning of the
nineteenth century because there are still echoes of it there today.
One finds a high degree of variation on the Island today between the
standard and non-standard forms. In this variation it seems plausible
that one would find verbs with the most non-standard -in, nouns with
the least, and adjectives somewhere in between.

I also investigated more than the reflexes of the two 0Old

English morphemes -ende and -ung by including the indefinite pronouns.

One often hears nuttin or sumpin/sumpm for nothing and something
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respectively.

One must also not forget that there may be a fair degree of
phonological conditioning with this variable. For example, when it
occurs before velar consonants one would expect a higher occurrence of
the standard variant with D]] than before, say, alveolars which should

encourage the non-standard variant with [n].

1.4 Selection of informants

Twenty-four informants were selected so that I could correlate
my linguistic findings with the four social variables of sex, age,
education, and style. These I felt were the only justifiable groupings
that the social and economic structure of Long Island permitted. I
could not group along social class lines since there appeared very
1ittle social class structure in the community. Ninety-six percent of
the population would have to be considered lower or working class.

In terms of contact with the outside world, the only inhabitants with
rather 1imited outside contact were middle-aged and older females and
these were few. Religion or ethnic grouping could not be used as a
basis for division since the whole population is Protestant and of
English origin. While geographical differences between the four main
communities could have been a basis for division, my preliminary
investigation and my own knowledge as a native of the Island led me

to believe that there were no significant language differences between
these communities existing today. This left only sex, age, education,

and style with which to systematically correlate linguistic variation.
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I decided to divide my sample into two equal groups of twelve
males and twelve females, two equal groups of twelve people over age
fifty and twelve people under age thirty, and two equal groups of
those people who had at least graduated from high school with grade
eleven and twelve people who had not graduated from high school. This
gave me eight separate sub-groups or cells: (1) males over fifty
without grade eleven (-EOM), (2) males over fifty with grade eleven
(+EOM), (3) females over fifty without grade eleven (-EOF),

(4) females over fifty with grade eleven (+EOF), (5) males under
thirty without grade eleven (-EYM), (6) males under thirty with grade
eleven (+EYM), (7) females under thirty without grade eleven (-EYF),
and (8) females under thirty with grade eleven (+EYF).

I then quite arbitrarily through personal contact in the
community sought an interview with twenty-four individuals who met the
criteria outlined above. However, I tried to distribute my sample
population evenly over the different communities<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>