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Abstract

THE DEVELOPMENT OF DIALECT DISCRIMINATION
AND STEREOTYPING IN ADULT LEARNERS OF
ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE
by

MIRIAM R. EISENSTEIN

Advisor: Professor D. Terence Langendoen

Many English learners must function in a speech com-
munity in which they are exposed to both standard and non-
standard varieties of the target language. Yet, most research
in second language acquisition does not consider the role of
linguistic variation in the language learning process.

This study focuses on the developing sénsitivity of
adult English learners to different English dialects and the
extent to which learners have assimilated community norms
regarding dialect speakers. On the basis of a dialect dis-
crimination task, a speaker evaluation task, and a personal
interview, the awareness and attitudes of English learners
were compared to those of a control group of native English
speakers attending the same university.

Reactions to Standard English as well as four non-
standard dialects were investigatea. New Yorkese English
and Black English, present in the learners' speech community,
were matched with the unfamiliar dialects of Irish-accented

English and Hawaiian Pidgin English for purposes of control.
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By the advanced beginning level, English learners
could discriminate fairly well between standard and non-
standard dialects; however, they did not yet show differen-
tial treatment of familiar versus unfamiliar nonstandard
dialects. At the same time, advanced beginners were aware
of the existence of different varieties of English. So the
ability to discriminate among linguistic varieties and the
formation of dialect categories seem to develop in a parallel
fashion in early stages of second language learning.

Intermediate level learners exhibited a great deal
of individual variation. Learners were idiosyncratic in the
extent to which they had achieved dialect sensitivity and
had assimilated cultural norms.

The advanced learners were excellent at dialect dis-
crimination and shared the negative views expressed by natives
regarding nonstandard dialect speakers. However, the advanced
learners exhibited differing levels of consciousness regarding
attitudes toward familiar nonstandard dialects. They were
conscious of the existence of Black English, but did not have
a conscious awareness of the existence of New Yorkese English
as a distinct dialect.

Learner attitudes toward nonstandard speakers appeared
to stem initially from direct contact. Indirect experience
served an essentially reenforcing function. Also, comprehen-
sion problems resulting from the divergent nature of
nonstandard speech may be a crucial elewment in the development

of dialect sensitivity and attitudes toward speakers.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Recent years have been fruitful for research in
the field of second language acquisition. It is now gen-
erally accepted that second language learning occurs in
terms of developmental strategies whose reference is not
exclusively the first language of the learner. Learners
are seen as moVing through developmental states known as
interlanguages (Selinker, 1972) as they progress towards
the goal of target language mastery.

It has been pointed out (Hymes, 1972) that in order
to achieve mastery of the target language, the speaker must
know more than the meaning of lexical items and application
of grammatical and phonological rules; that is, he must
possess communicative competence. The speaker must be able
to judge the appropriateness of specific linguistic vari-
ables in context in order to convey meaning and correctly
interpret the language of others (Tucker and Lambext, 1973).

Native speakers may have variable rules (Labov,
1969), engage in code switching behéviour (Bailey, 1973),
and use varioug registers of language in specific settings

(Exvin-Tripp, 1964; Rona, 1976). They have lknowledge of



language varieties and consistent attitudes about differ-
ent manifestations of their language (Wolfram and Fasold,
1974). .Gumperz (1972) points out that "Features of any
component oxr stratus of a language structure may carry
social meaning." Of course, the extent to which a native
speaker controls the various elements involved in linguistic
and cultural variation is dependent upon the experience and
sensitivity of the individual.

There has been much work investigating how second
language learners acquire the traditional grammatical and
phonological components of the target language, and the
function of variétion within inter-language has been a re-
cent focus in the field (0dlin, 1978; Tarone, 1?79). Green-
baum (1975) noted the importance of considering language
variation and attitude in the second language learning
process. Also, Richaxrds (1972) pointed out that nonstan-
dard varieties of English may be involved in the acquisition
of English by learners in certain communities. Yet, the
role of target language variation in second language learn-— .
ing remains to be examined.

Although mosi text books for English as a second
language assume a single standard variety of English,
learners are exposed to many varieties. In fact, many
English learners acquire a nonstandard variety of English
as a result of their contacts with speakers of nonstandard

dialects (Johnson et al., 1976; Eisenstein and Jimenez,



unpublished paper). In order to help the learner become
aware of the alternative forms of English available, the
teacher must know at what point learners can discriminate
among dialects and to what extent they share community norms.

Swacker (1976) found that speakers of English as a
'secoﬁd language were downgraded even more severely than
native English speakers when they used low prestige forms.
She felt that although the ESL speaker must understand the
language varieties in the speech community, the ESL learner
should avoid low prestige forms in his own speech. In order
to do so, the speaker must recognize nonstandard speech
varieties. |

The purpose of this thesis is to investigate the
development of dialect discrimination and stereotyping in
éecond lénguage learners. This will contribute to the know-
ledge of how second language learners deal with language
variation in the learning process and will reveal the extent
to which they acquire and share the cultural norms of native
speakeré. An understanding of this process will also be
useful for second language teachers in helping their studen£s

cope with language variation.

Definitions

For the purposes of this study, it will be necessary
to clarify and define some relevant terminoclogy.
The study of language attitudes and stereotypes has

been the focus of a great deal of research in the 1960's and



1970's. But the meanings and implications of "attitude" and

"stereotype" are not always clear or consistent.

Attitudes

Taylor and Simard (forthcoming) define attitude
simply as "a person's favorable or unfavorable evaluation of
an object." However, this evaluative aspect of attitude is
only one component of the much broader range of definitions
in the literature.

Agheyisi and Fishman (1970) review several aspects
of attitude including: a mentalistic view defining attitude
as a state of readiness, and a behaviorist view limited to
overt responses. A multiple structure view of attitude is
discussed by both Agheyisi and Fishman and Jackman (1276) in
which attitude comprises: a cognitive aspect—-knowledge; an
éffective.aspect-—the evaluation of knowledge; and a conative
aspect--action taken.

The combination of cognitive and affective aspects
may result in a state of readiness or a predisposition (men-
talist view) and this state may give rise to the conative
aspect, that 1is, overt behavior (behaviorist view).

Katz and Furin (1969) note that attitudes may vary
in intensity and Osgood (1964) points out that attitude may
rate anywhere on a scale from extremely favorable to extremely
unfavorable. He further states that attitude is learned im-
plicitly and may be evoked by either perceptual or linguistic
signs. It is these linguistic signs that are the concern of

this study.




Wolfram and Fasold (1974:23) esxplain the relation-
ship of language varieties and attitudes as follows:
When individuals react subjectively fo the speech
of a particular group, they are expressing their
attitudinal reaction toward the behavioral patterns
of that group on the basis of one bhehavioral mani-
festation-~language.
For this study, the writer wishes to limit the defi-
nition of attitude to a person's evaluation of an object--
in this case a language variety or a speaker, which results

in a predisposition or a state of readiness. This is the

definition implied by much of the current research.

Stereotypes

A stereotype is defined by Gardner and Taylor (1968)
as "a number of images evoked by a....group label." Abraham
(1972) states: '

’ There is no feature of culture which affects be-
havior towards others more deeply than the way in
which these others are typed, that is, put into
a category and interacted with on the basis of -
the expectations carried with that category.

Several definitions of stereotype underscore the
fact thét more than one attribute is part of a stereotype
and (Gardner and Taylor, 1968:67) "....It is not meaningful
to conceptualize an ethnic stereotype as a single relatively
organized construct."

Gordon Allport's view (quoted in Abrahams, 1972)
includes the aspect of exaggeration of belief associated with
a stercotyped category.

It must be said that it is possible for stereotypes

to represent either real or imagined aspects of group




attributes and behavior. "We must distinguish between
traits used to stereotype which are observable actions and
imputed attributes which are neither culture specific nor
inductively reasonable" (Abrahams, 1972).

Taylor and Simard (forthcoming) provide an excel-
lent analysis of stereotyping. They state that stereotypes
are not by definition either desirable or undesirable. They
may be positive and desirable when cultural distinctiveness
is valued. Also, a distinction is made between stereotyping
in general and ethnocentrism, a situation in which "a group
exaggerates its own positive attributes and at the same time
degrades those of an outgroup." This situation is also recog-
nized by Abrahams (1972), who points out that a very negative
result of such a stereotype is that it inhibits communication
between members of both ethnic groups.

This thesis will adopt the view that étereotypes
are neither good nor bad by definition, and that they include
a number of images which may be evoked--in the case of this

experiment, by distinctive language varieties or dialects.

Dialect

Agard (1971) attempts a specific definition of
dialect by including structural criteria, mutual intelligibil-
ity, a shared list of phonologically and semantically similar
morphemes in regular correspondence, phonolegical and gram-
matical criteria. Agard states that he wishes to avoia

socio-cultural factors in the formulation of dialectical



distinctions. This is a very involved and cumbersome
definition. Agard does not clarify how mutual intelligibil-
ity should be measured or justify his exclusion of socio-
cultural criteria. In fact, it is often these very factors
which contribute to the manner in which dialects are set off
from each other.

Gumperz (1972:225) states: "Dialectical relatién—
ships are those in which differences set off the vernaculars
of local groups....from those of other groups within the
| same broader culture." Finally, Berger (1968) defines an
English dialect as "any variety of English set off from other
varieties of English phonetically,vmorphosyhtactically or
lexically." The view of a dialect as a variety of a language
set off from others within the same broader cuiture is one
which is'consistently assumed in research and will be accepted
here. 1In Berger's terms, this dialect may be set apart by its

phonology, syntax or lexicon.

Speech Community

How can the broader culture referred to above be
defined?

Hymes (1967:18) tentatively delineates a speech
community as "a community sharing both rules for the conduct
and interpretation of at least one common linguistic code."
He then suggests a larger unit to be known as “"speech field"
which would be defined as "the total range of communities

within which a person's knowledge of code and speaking rules
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enables him to move." This‘could correspond to the "broader
culture" referred to by Gumperz.' The subjects in this ex-
periment will be considered to be part of a speech community

in Hymes' sense.

Standard vs. Nonstandard Dialects

As the work of Labov and others has shown, varieties
of a language are not treated equally within a speech com-—
munity. And one or several of these high prestige dialects
may become the officially or unofficially recognized stan-
dard form of the language.

On what basis can this standard be described and
determined? Giles et al. (1974) reject the possibility
that a dialect or accent is elevated to a prestige position
because it is inherently the most pleasing forﬁ of the
ianguage; Rather, a prestige variety is chosen because it
has gained consensual validity as the most pleasing form
simply because of cultural norms.

Wolfram and Fasold (1974) define standard language
as "a codified set of language norms which are considered
socially acceptable to the most prestigious social class in
a society."

While it is certainly the case that standard
language is accepted as the norm by the upper classes in
the society, it has been found that these norms are shared
by the society as a whole and are by no means unique to

the upper classes.



Loman (1976) in a study of Swedish dialects, found
that "despite strong differences in their own speech habits,
there was a common abstract norm of the standard language
on which listeners based their assessments of separate
speakers' individual deviations." Labov (1972:120) puts it
this way, "The speech community is not defined by any marked
agreement in the use of language elements, so much as by
participation in a set of shared norms.... ."

The fact that community members share norms does not
presuppose that these necessarily exist on a conscious level.
Taylor and Clement (1974:214) state: "The layman is likely
unaware of the specific linguistic features of different
styles of speech, but he certainly recognizes differences
and draws social inferences from these differences."

Thus, judgements of prestige dialects as well as
non-prestige dialects are shared by the community as a whole,
including the speakers of non-prestige dialects. Gumperz
(1972:223) comments that this kind of sociolinguistic varia-
tion may correlate with socioeconomic status in some societies,
with educational background in some, and with cultural back-
ground in others.

Just as standard forms of speech are judged posi-
tively within a speech community, certain dialects are down-
graded by community norms. These are called nonstandard
dialects. As is the case with standard lamguage varieties,

nonstandard dialects are determined by conzensus within the
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community and may correlate with variables such as socio-
economic status, educational background or cultural background
of the speakers.

How do the categories of standard and nonstandard
dialects relate to American English, the language to be used
in this experiment?

Stewart (1968) in Wolfram and Fasold (1974) refers
to information standardization, a certain "mormalization of
language behavior in the direction of some linguistic usage
with high social prestige." Since an official academy to
formally define a standard is lacking for American English,
we must accept an informal standard in Stewart's terms.

Giles and Powesland (1975) find that in terms of
research, "In the United States it appears that'no one re-
gional dialect has become the recognized national standaxd....
no regional dialect or accent predominates as more correct
than the others." However, Giles and Powesland later mention
that a study of American attitudes toward six American ac-
cents found reactions most favorable to "Network English--
the typical mode of speaking used by nationall newscasters in
the United States."

This study will take the view that sitandard varieties
of English exist within different régions,?mut when justa-
posed, one or several of these standards may be preferred to
others by American English speakers. This study will accept

a dialect of English as "standard" if it is accepted as
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standard by judges within the speech community of Metropol-
itan New York, the areca in which the study will take place.
The possibility remains that some "standard dialects" may
be preferred to others in specific situations.

The nonstandard dialects used in this study have
been identified in the literature and have been judged és
nonstandard by educated members of the New York speech

. 1
community.

Techniques for Measuring Language Attitudes

Since it is that case that members of a speech com-
munity have specific attitudes regarding different dialects,
but these feelings may not exist on a conscious level, the
researcher must answer two essential questions: First, how
should the speech sample be presented and, second, how should
the listener's reaction be evaluated? In the literature, a
variety of approaches are outlined. First we will deal with
the question of how to present the language varieties under
investigation.

Although some earlier studies depended on question-—

naires soliciting the opinions of subjects regarding various

lFor a description of New York nonstandard English,
see Macdavid (1961), Labov (1966), Berger (¥(963), Bronstein
(1971), Kurath (1972) and Hubbell (1972).
For a description of Black English, see Shuy et al.
(1969), Stewart (1971), Wolfram (1971), billard (1973)
Winkler (1973), and Fasold and Wolfram (1975).
For a description of llawaiian English, see Car (1972),
Odo (1973), bay (1973), and Bean (1976).
FPor a description of Northern Irish English, see
Milroy and Milroy (1978) and Douglas-Cowie {1978).
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forms of speech (Wolfram and Fasold, 1974), more recent stud-
ies have relied more on samples of the language to elicit
reactions.

Shuy, Baratz and Wolfram (1969) in a study of speech
identification in Detroit and Washington, excerpted portions
of the interviews of four socioeconomic classes of Whites and
Blacks. (This is discussed in Wolfram and Fasold, 1970:70).
Scherer (1972) used masked voice samples of Mexican and Ger-
man speakers taken from natural speech.

Bell et al. (1974) studied children's attitudes by
taping two different Black women—-one educated and one un-
educated--discussing daily routines. Cachere and King (1976)
had speakers summarize the content of a paragraph that they
had previously read to themselves in order to elicit the re-
actions of ninth graders to Black English, Spanish influenced
English, and Standard English. And Granger et al. (1971)
had different individuals describe the same pictures on a
stimulus tape recorder.

Callary (1974) presented a stimulus passage in
written form, while William et al. (1971) guoted in Wolfram
and Fasold (1974), used video tapes of speakers. Colguhoun
(1978) had several speakers from each dialect under study
relate an experience in which they had been in danger of
being killed and she taped their stories. The problem in-
herent in these approaches is that speakers differ in more

than their use of different dialects. Different speakers
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‘have different voice qualities and non-dialect relafed speak-
ing styles which may influence judgements.

The matched guise technique (described in Lambert
et al., 1960) was designed to investigate reactions to differ-
ent languages or dialects by controlling other variables in
the experimental situation. This is accomplished by having
the same individual read a passage in different language va-
rieties. Since the reader is the same, differences in voice
quality, personality of the speaker, and content of the passage
are assumed to remain constant in the different stimulus tapes.
Subjects who are asked to make judgements about the readers
assume they are reacting to different individuals.

Lambert (1967) states that he has found this method
to have very good reliability and, in fact, it ‘has been used
widely in evaluating language attitudes. However, the matched
guise technique is not without its critics.

| Kramer (1964) claims that people making tapes are

aware of the purpose of the experiment for which the tapes
will be used and may not give natural samples. Agheyisi and
Fishman (1970) along with Remillard et al. {1973) point out
that in the experimental matched guise setting, when judges
make their evaluations of the speakers, some of the things
they may be reacting to could‘well be the congruity or lack
of it between the topic, speaker, and the particular language
variety.

In addition to the lack of social context in the ex-

periment, Tajfel (1959), Lee (1971) and Robinson (1972) are
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critical of matched guise because repeating the same message
is unnatural, as is the use of the-tape itself, and reactions
to a reading passage may not be generalizable to other
contents.

Giles (1973) has reviewed the criticisms of matched
guise in terms of recent research. The question of whether
it is appropriate to use a reading passage was dealt with by
D'Angelan and Tucker (1973). They investigated evaluative
reactions towards varieties of French in Canada by using
recordings of spontaneous speech on a standard topic. French
Canadian listeners rated European French speakers more favor-—
ably on certain personality dimensions than speakers of
Canadian French. The results of this study corroborate those
of Wallace, Lambert et al. (1960) who used reading passages
és a stimulus.

In order to avoid the unnaturalness of using a
message repeatedly, and tﬁe accbmpanying difficulty of having
subjects consciously aware of the judging process, Taylor and
Gardner'(1969) unexpectedly asked listeners +to evaluate speak—
ers. Once again the French Canadian speaker was downgraded.

The problem of using a taped stimulus rather than an
actual person was dealt with in Giles and Bourhis (1976). In
a face-to-face encounter, a British male discussed the meaning
of psychology in front of a group of student:s. He gave the
same talk to a similar group of students in a nonstandard guise.

He was rated as more intelligent when using the standard guise.
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The lack of social context in matched guise was
controlled by Bourhis, Giles and Lambert (in Giles and
Powesland, 1975). 1In this study an athlete in a real
context was perceived as more competent using standardized
speech style than when he did not shift. This was found
to be the case in both Canada and Wales.

The generalizability of results obtained from formal
reading passages to other contexts has been questioned. Ryan
et al. (1977) stated that they deliberately éhose a formal
stimulus passage "to enhance the contrast in reactions between
standard and accented speech." Nevertheless, downgrading of
the same accented speech was also achieved with a less formal,
family context passage (Ryan and Carranza, 1975). They con-
clude that negative judgements of nonstandard speech samples
“can be expected to generalize across passages of varying
style and content."

A problem that remains with the matched guise tech-
nique is acknowledged by Giles and Bourhis (1976:297). '"We
readily admit that a problem of this technique is that it has
not taken into account the social meaning of people's ability
in many contexts and at many linguistic levels to modify
their speech styles.f

Because of the extent to which the matched guise
technique has been used and tested, and also due to the
excellent experimental control it affords, a modified form

of this approach is used in this study.
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Having decided on an approach for presenting the
dialects to be investigated, the next choice to be made is
the appropriate way of measuring attitudes towards these
dialects. One of the difficulties inherent in evaluating
reactions to nonstandard speech is that it may be difficult
to qﬁantify the great variety of possible individual re-
actions. Many studieé deal with this problem by using the
semantic differential to evaluate dialect reactions.

Developed by Osgood (1964), the semantic differential
lists a series of opposite or bipolar adjectives. Fach ad-
jective pair is separated by a number of blanks representing
a scale from one to X (usually five to seven). The subject
rates a concept or, in this case, a speaker, on a point of
the scale for each of the adjective pairs lisﬁéd.

Adjective pairs in past studies have been either
directly elicited from a population like that of the ex-
perimental subjects (Fink, 1978), or may be chosen from the
literature (Gardner and Taylor, 1968). Seven point scales
are most common in the current literature, although six
point scales are sometimes chosen in situations where a
forced choice is desirable (Acton, 1978), and five point
scales have also been employed. Houston (1972) recommends
the seven step scale be used as a standaxd.

Agheyisi and Fishman (1970) point out that one of
the advantages of the semantic differential is that "It is

clear that the focal object or concept stimulated the
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scored response, rather than any other object or concept
introduced through the question or-statement.“

Houston (1972:123) suggests that the semantic dif-
ferential is a good research tool because it helps to achieve
statistical comparison of test results by getting around the
problem that

....5ome people are naturally less verbally fluent

than others....Verbal fluency is not an issue since

the subject is required only to indicate for each

pairing of a concept on a scale, the direction of

the association and its intensity on this scale.
Since normal variation in fluency is magnified in a second
language population, the semantic differential is a particularly
useful techniqde.for this study.

It should also be possible to compare responses of
subjects even though they may come from different cultures.
"That human beings share a common framework for differentiating
the affective meaning of a sign is clearly borne out in this
data" (Osgood, 1964:185). Aghe&isi and Fishman (1970:148) also
feel that measures obtained using the semantic differential
can be compared meaningfully across cultures.

In the case of beginning English stwdents, the neces-
sary translation of the scales does pose a problem. Osgood
(1964) warns that the linguistic frames which define qualifiers
vary with each language, and metaphors of good and bad, for
example, vary with the cultures under consideration. This

problem will have to be considered in this study in the eval-

uation of the data.
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Shuy et al. (1969) found the semantic differential
was an efféctive tool for measuring the reactions of middle
class adults. Therefore, this technique is apbropriate for
the population in the experiment for this thesis.

It must be noted that a real problem with the se-
mantic differential which has been pointed out by Agheyisi
and Pishman (1970) is that respondents may be bored and an-
swer automatically. Thefefore, the length of the scales is

kept to a minimum.

The Personal Interview

Although many attitude studies rely almost exclusively
on objective experimental techniques, the personal interview
has provided helpful and, in some cases, essent}al insights
into the gathering and interpretation of data.

Several studies have found that subjects may not
always reveal their true feelings under formal experimental
conditions. For example, Webster and Kramer (1968) found
that subjects with a middle degree of prejudice over-compen-
- sate for community bias and rate accented guises more favor-
ably than their true feelings would indicate. Schneiderman
and Walker (1978) found that professors at a university in
Ottawa initially failed to rate speakers of formal and in-
formal registers of Canadian French differentially on a
semantic scale, regardless of inappropriate social context
for tﬁe formality of language used. But follow-up interviews

of some of the listeners revealed that although they
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recognized the inappropriate uses of informal language in
formal contexts, they had liberal attitudes which prevented
them from downgrading the informal speakers. These follow-
up interviews were crucial to the coxrect interpretation of
the objective data since judgements of speakers in matched
guise studies have generally been assumed to be a reflec-
tion of the listener's view of the speaker's language
variety.

Hyman et al. (1967:15) state, "The current inter-
est in social perception, and emphasis on the concept of
attitude all imply subjective data. While not unique, the
interview method has certain advantages for the collection
of such data." Hyman et al. go on to point out that the
insight of the interviewer may be helpful in tlHat he might
explain or amplify a given question or probe for clarifi-
cation of an ambiguous answer. Agheyisi and Fishman (1970:
148) point out that an advantage of the interview is that
the respondent can talk at length and does not have to worry
about recording his views in writing. Therefore, he may
speak more freely. They also étress the important function
of the personal contact involved in the interview situation.
"The interviewer is able to focus the attention of the re-
spondent on the desired dimension....assess the mood of
the respondent."

Osgocd, May and Miron (1975) discuss the desirabil-
ity of using open questions in cross-cultural research. It

is important they be certain that subjects interpret tasks
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and evaluate labels in &ays consistent with the assumptions
of the researcher. Kahn and Cannell (1967) recommend the
open gquestion in situations where the respondent has not yet
formulated his opinions clearly. Also:

The open question appears to be more appropriate

when our objective is not only to discover the

respondent's attitude toward some issue, but also

to learn something about his level of information,

the structure or bias on which he has formed his

opinion.... .

Interviewing techniques are widely discussed in the

literature. (Adams (1958), Richardson et al. (1965), Kahn
and Cannell (1967), and Ledvinka (1971) are some examples).

The interviewing techniques used in this study were generally

agreed upon in tﬁe literature.

Review of Attitude Studies

A‘great many studies on language attitudes have
been done, and it is not possible to review them all. The
writer will try, however,'to refer to some of the salient
points in the literature. The focus will be on what we have
learned about attitudes toward various dialects and their
speakers as well as pertinent variables in listeners, speak-
ers, and experimental context that may affect judgements.
Some of the implications of these findings fér this study
will also be discussed.

The extent to which attitudinal evaluations actually
conform to overt behavior has been disputed. Ehrlich (1969)

states that attitudes may or may not function as determinants
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in a specific behavior, and we must understand the inter-~
vening variables. Agheyisi and Fishman (1970) refer to a
validity problem in language attitude studies and warn that
there may be a low degree of consistency between attitude
measures and overt behavior. Of course, any lack of agree-
ment between attitude measures and overt behavior may weil
be attributed to an inaccuracy in the attitude measure it-
self. Weitz (1972) found that White subjects who expressed
the most favorable attitudes toward Blacks had the least
friendly voice tone and behavior towards Blacks. In this
case tone of voice was a more accurate indicator of atti-
tude than feelings consciously expressed by the subjects.

In response to the above criticisms, several stud-
ies have been done which confirm a positive relétionship
between overt behavior and language attitudes found in
previous research.

Gaertner and Bickman (1971), in Giles (1973b) used
a wrong number technique in which a speaker asked the sub-
ject to make a telephone call for him, since he had just
used his last dime and reached a wrong number. It was
found that a Standard English speaker asking for help was
significantly more 1likely to receive it than a Black
speaker making the same plea.

Bourhis and Giles (1976) investigated the rejection
of expressed attitudes and actual behavior by tape recording
a request for cooperation in a theatre in different English

dialects. The extent of cooperation exhibited by theatre
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audiences was dependent on the variety of English used in
the request for help. This behavior measure agreed with
the attitudes of the population toward the varieties of
English employed.

Finally, Howitt and McCabe (1978) found that mis-
directed letters addressed to Irish names in England we?e
less likely to be returned than those addressed to English
names. Once again, actual behavior agreed with the pre-
viously measured attitude of the population.

Now, let us examine the speech sample to be used
as a stimulus in an attitude study. It is desirable to keep
this sample as short as possible in order to reduce fatigue
and boredom, particularly in cases in which a number of
speech samples are being presented. Harms (1961) found that
only 15 to 20 seconds of speech were needed in orxrder for
untrained judges to make valid assessments of the speakers
on the basis of the sample. Shuy, Baratz and Wolfram (1969)
found that from 20 to 30 seconds of speech ware more than
adequate for making judgements.- Therefore, for this study,
a passage.of approximately 30 seconds in length was used for
the stimulus tape.

If a nonstandard dialect will be used in an exper-
iment, what is the effect of varying the amcunt of the
nonstandard features? This is an important question, since

many dialects exist on a dialect continuum €¢{0do, 1973:297)
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and typical samples may vary considerably in the extent to
which non-standard features are represented. DeCamp and
Baird (in Bell, et al., 1974) found in a study of Black
children's speech that decreasing the number of nonstandard
features did not significantly alter judgements of the speech
samples. "A minimum amount of nonstandardness was sufficient
to elicit a complete stereotype of a Black."

This is somewhat surprising in view of»Fasold's com-—
ment (1970:554), "Where stigmatized features are present,
they are present at lower frequencies at socially higher
dialect levels than at socially lower ones.™ This variation
in the amount of stigmatized features present at differing
socioeconomic levels would cause one to expect that listener
judgements would be sensitive to varying amcunts of stigma-
tized features in a speech sample~-an expectation not justified
by De Camp and Baird's study cited above. Ryan et al. (1977:
271) found that judgements of Spanish accented English were
sensitive to degree of accent. "Small increments in accented-
ness are associated with gradually less favorable ratings
of status, solidarity, and speech characteristics." Clearly,
this is an issue whose resolution awaits further experimenta-
tion.

Perhaps some of the confusion can be explained on tﬁe
basis of a distinction made by Wolfram (in Fasold, 1970) in
which -he distinguishes sharp versus gradient grammatical fea-

tures. Sharp features are those representing a definite
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break in frequency of variants bhetween contiguous social
classes. A possible explanation of the apparent disagree-
ment above could be that even a minimum amount of sharp
features will elicit a complete stereotype, while stereo-
types would be affected by varying the amount of a gradient
feature in the stimulus sample. Wolfram states that gram-
matical variables are more likely to show sharp stratification, -
while phonological variables are more likely to be gradient
features.

The relative influence of phonology and syntax in
speech judgements has been investigated although here again
there are some conflicting opinions. Fasola (1970:561)
states that "Grammar features are generally acknowledged to
be more significant soc#ally than are phonological variables."
‘Yet, D‘Ahglejan and Tucker (in Swacker, 1978) note that
judgements are most strongly colored by pronunciation, next
by vocabulary, and least.by grémmar.

Callary (1974) studied the effect of syntax by ﬁsing
a writfen stimulus passage and holding phonology and mor-
phology constant. Male and female judges correctly ascribed
social status on this basis. Ellis (1967} found the same
was true for phonology. He held other factors constant by
simply having speakers count from one to 20 at a set rate.
Remillard et al. (1968) found that "A deviation in both
syntax and phonology elicits stronger adverse reactions than

a deviation in phonology alone." This thesis will test



Remillard's claim, since two nonstandard dialect samples
used in this study will differ from the standard in phonol-
-ogy only (New York nonstandard and Irish English) while two
nonstandard dialects will differ from the standard in both
phonology and syntax (Black English and Hawaiian Pidgin).

In addition to the linguistic elenments in the speech
sample, situational variables must be considered. Ervin-
Tripp (1964) pointed out that important variables in the
speech situation include: locale (time and place), partici-
pants, function of interchange, and channel (spoken, written,
etc.). Bourhis and Giles (1976) find that purpose, setting
and topic of an exchange may influence judgements.

The fact that language choice may be affected by
the formality of a situation has been recognized by many
researchers, including Joos (1961), Remillard et al. (1968),
Fasold (1970), Taylor and Clement (1974). Greenfield and
Fishman (1970) studied views of which domains call for English
and which for Spanish, while Mantell (1971) developed a test
to determine whether subjects could identify appropriate con-
texts for the use of Black English versus Standard English.
Yet, despite the influence of context on language choice,
Ryan and Carranza (1975) in a study of Mexican American
compared to Standard English, discovered that while the in-
tensity of judgements changed with setting of home or school,
general positive or negative judgements remained consistent.

Since for this study a formal reading passage will be used,
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it can likewise be assumed that the general positive

or negative direction of judgements would remain constant
in less formal contexts, although the intensity of the
judgement might be affected.

Gardner and Taylor (1968) found that both mes-
sage content and social pressure can affect judgements.
Remillard et al. (1968) studied reactions to European and
Canadian French by varying written and oral mode of pres-
entation. Interestingly, this change in mode aid not
signifantly affect reactions to either lexical items or
phrases. Since in this study message content, social pres-
sure and model of presentation are all kept constant for
all subjects, these variables should not affect experimental
results.

Additional variables in the stimulus passage that
may influence judgements included the rate of speech and
length of silences in the sample. Ramsay (1968) found that
the relationship of length of silences to utterances was
related to intelligence, and that females spend a higher
proportion of speech time in sound. Smith et al. (1975)
investigated judgements made on the basis of synthetic
voices for which the influence of rate of speech was manip-
ulated. Increased rate resulted in correspondingly higher
judgements of competence, while a rate either faster or
slower than normal resulted in lower judgements of

benevolence.
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Glasgow (196])) varied voice quality (baritone
versus nasal twang), pitch (natural versus monotone), rate
and enunciation (distinct versus moderately slurred). A
good manner of each variable resulted in a higher amount
of favorable judgements on the merits of a literary selec-
tion. A rate_of 130 words per minute was found to be
natural, while 250 words per minute was found to be too fast.

Giles et al. (1974) noted that voice qualities
are perceived differently across cultures. For example,
nasalization is considered unpleasant in Australian accents,
but desirable in Received Pronunciation. Arthur et al. (1974)
found that raters attended to nondialect voice differences
especially for more Standard English voices. In rating
Standard English, students used a different moré conplex
procedure for judging personality than they did for non-
standard varieties. Socioeconomic status of the speaker
may affect not only the kind of judgement made, but the
accuracy of judgements as well. Shuy et al. (1969) found
that accuracy of judgement increases with the socioeconomic
status of the speaker.

The sex of the speaker has also been found to
affect the evaluation of language varieties and speakers
although there are some conflicting results. Lambert (in
Hewett, 1971) has found that subjects generally respond

more favorably to females on tapes than to males. Yet,
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in some studies females may be judged more harshly than
males speaking equivalent languége varieties. Preston
(1963, in Giies and Powesland, 1275), found that while
English Canadian listeners viewed females better than
males in French guise, males were rated better than fe-
males in Canadian English guise. Wolfram and Fasold
(1974:93) note in their Detroit study, "In all four social
classes, the stigmatized variant is used more frequently
by males than females." Lébov (1972) also f£inds that
women show a greater shift towards prestige forms in
formal style. He offers the following explanation for
this finding:

Nonstandard speaking may indicate virtues of

masculinity and toughness for a male....for

females there do not appear to be positive’

values associated with working-class speech

which are analogous to those operating for

males.
Thus, a possible interpretation of some differential male-
female judgements is that since males and females do not
use nogstandard forms equally in a natural situation,
judges adjust their expressed attitudes accordingly when
evaluating speakers. This would mean that differential
judgements would not in themselves be unequal, but would
merely reflect the sex associated differences in real
language use.

Since the effect of sex of speaker is not clear,

this thesis will limit stimulus tapes to male speakers.
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In addition to variables relating to language va-
riety and speaker, linguistic attitudes may be influenced
by various factors in the population of listeners or sub-
jects. Ervin-Tripp (1964) found the important variables in
experiment participants include the judge's status in
society, 'sex, age, and occupation.

Anisfeld and Lambért (1964) obtained differential
results for child judges as compared to adults from the same
population. Lambert, Giles and Picard (1975, in Giles and
Powesland, 1975), studied the Franco-Americans of Maine.
Ten, 13 and 17 year olds, as well as college students, were
asked to rate various speakers using different varieties
of English and French. Ten year olds rated middle class
American English and local accented English supérior to
any form of French. But 13 and 17 year olds found European
French speakers as competent and socially attractive as
English speakers, and by college age, there was no differ-
ence found between the European French dialect, the English
models, and the upper class variety of local French.

The study done in Maine is particularly interesting
in that adults judged a local variety of French to be as ac-
ceptable as its European counterpart. This is in marked
contrast to the Canadian studies whose results, like those
of Lambert et al. (1960) show the European French model
to be more favorably evaluated than the local French

model.
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Bourhis et al. (1973:87) have proposed that the
more positively a group views its own identity, the greater
will be the range of situations in which it is acceptable
for members of the group to use the speech style peculiar
to it. For example, it was found théat Welshmen, a group
with positive self~esteem, took a favorable view of Welsh
accented English used in a radio interview.

In the case of lower status groups, Shuy et al.
(1968:82) found them to be "quite aware of socially stigma-
tized and prestigious speech. Even though low-status groups
may use a stigmatized variety, their overt assessment of it
tends to match that of the high status group." Ryan et al.
(1977) found downgrading of Spanish accented English by
Mexican American adolescents. And Shuy et al. kl969) found
that Black children rated Black English speakers low in the
socioeconomic domain. It is interesting, however, that the
children's ratings of Black speakers were not as negative in
the affective domain.

Labov (1969) has found that nonstandard speakers
can be favorably evaluated on a number of dimensions, in-
cluding integrity, social attractiveness, and toughness.
Preston (in Webster and Kramer, 1968) found that French
accented English guises were more févorably judged by a
French population than English ones.

The social status of the listener may also affect
the intensity and accuracy of judgements. Harms (1961, in

Giles and Powesland, 1975) found that lower status listeners
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rated middle status speakers significantly lower in per-
ceived status than did middle or higher status listeners.
Shuy et al. (1969) notes, "Middle class listeners ére better
judges of social status from speech than are working class
listeners."

Kramer (1964) suggests that listener personality
may glso enter into language judgements, and he relates
ethnocentricity to differences in linguistic attitudes.
Naremore (1971, in Giles and Powesland, 1975) identified
detail oriented versus communication oriented raters. The
latter implies a tendency to be concerned with the totality
of the situation and topic rather than dwell on specific fea-
tures of pronunciation or dialect. 1In general, Naremore
found that White teachers tend to belong to the class of
aetail oriented raters.

Aboud et al. (1974) discovered that a judge's pre-
conception of the speaker'will affect attitudes. In a study
with upwaraly mobile middle class judges, when speakers spoke
a lower'class language than expected, they were more negatively
judged. When speakers spoke a higher prestige language than
expected, they were more positively judged. So the extent to
which a speaker confirms or disconfirms a judge's preconcep-
tion will influence judgements.

In some cases, the sex of the listener was a sig-
nificant variable in speech evaluation. While Callary (1974)
found similar ratings by male and female judges, Preston (1963,

in Giles and Powesland, 1975) found that male and female
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listeners differed in the extent of their reactions. In
comparisoné of Continental French and Canadian English
guises, the characteristics attributed to the speakers
showed males to be more extreme in their judgements than
females. Wolfram and Fasold (1974) found that females
show more awareness of prestige norms than males in their
attitudes toward speech. And Tucker and Lambert (1969:467)
found that "In the few instancés where sex differences in
responding did occur, the females tended to rate the
speakers slightly more favorably."

Now, let us briefly examine some of the attitudes
towards language varieties that have been revealed by
recent research. Lambert et al. (1960) found that Canadian
French and its speakers were downgraded in comﬁarison with
Canadian English and its speakers. It has also been dis-
covered that in Canada, Continental French is often pre-
ferred to the local variety (Preston, loc.cit.) Aboud et
al. (1974) found that the Joual dialect of Montreal was
downgraded as compared with standard varieties of French.
Remillard et al. (1968) found a tendency by some Canadian
speakers to move toward a form of European French in for-
mal situations. As previously discussed, cocllege students
in Maine differ from this view, finding American English,
Maine French and Continental French not significantly
different in status (Lambert, Giles and Picard, 1975 in

Giles and Powesland, 1975). Anisfeld, Bogo and Lambert
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(1962) , in an investigation of Canadian English dialects,
found that Jewish accented English in Montreal was viewed
negatively as compared with unaccented Canadian English.

Attitudes towards Welsh as compared with English
have been studied by Bourhis, Giles and Tajfel (1973, in
Giles and.Powesland, 1975) and it is interesting to note
that Welsh listeners upgraded the Welsh language speaker
on most traits. Welsh accented English was included in a
study of several British dialects by Giles (13873). This
study found that Received Pronunciation is the preferred va-
riety of English as compared with Southern Welsh, Somerset
and Birmingham dialects, listed in declining order of prestige.
And Bourhis and Giles (1976) found that English spoken with
a Broad Welsh accent was negatively judged in comparison to
Received Pronunciation or a mild Welsh accent.

Ramanujan (1967) found non-Brahman dialects in India
were negatively viewed by speakers of Brahman caste dialects.
And varieties of Russian have been investigated by Krysih
(1977). |

Of particular interest for this study is the research
done on reactions to dialects of American English. Tucker
and Lambert (1969) found tha£ both White and Black listeners
in the South preferred Network speech to other American Eng-
lish dialects. Colquhoun (1978) did a study in Canada in
which she investigated reactions to Midwest American English,
Southcern American English, West Indian accented English,

British English (RP) and Canadian English. Judges preferred



34

the British dialect, rated Midwest American, Southern
American and Canadian English about equal, and selectively
downgraded the West Indian variety.

Arthur et al. (1974) found that Chicano English
was negatively stereotyped by Anglo~American university
students on scales related to success, ability, and social
awareness. Ryan and Carranza (1975) showed that Spanish
accented English was also downgraded by Mexican Amerxicans as
compared with the standard variety. And Rey (1977) found
that speakers of Spanish accented English were negatively
judged by potential Florida employers on all job categories.

Labov (1966) found that informants in New York
stigmatized nonstandard forms in New York speech. Further-
more, those who showed the highest use of nonstandard forms
in their own speech were often among the most sensitive in
detecting these forms in the speech of others. Markel et
al. (1967) found that Buffalo girls negatively judged
speakers from the New York Metropolitan area as compared
to speakers from the Buffalo area.

There has been a large amount of research into
reactions to Black English in the United States. In 1955
pPutnam and O'Hern (in Giles and Powesland, 1975) found White
listeners correctly evaluated the sbcial status of Black
speakers. Black English speakers have been generally judged
in negative terms as compared with standard English speakers

(Labov, 1968; Bell et al., 1974; Cachere and King, 1976).
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Buck (1968) investiéated'reactions to both New
Yorkese nonstandard and Black accented English. As has
been the case with many such studies, Black English was rep-
resented only in phonological terms. The study examined
reactions to four dialects: Standard White English, Stan-
dard Black English, and the two nonstandard dialects listed

above. Speakers read a taped passage from Alice in Wonder-

land. Listeners were female college students at Hunter
College. Attitudes towards the standard dialects of White
and Black speakers did not differ significantly. It is
noteworthy that twenty-four of the twenty-six subjects
identified the Black Standard English speaker as White.
Another interesting result was that subjects significantly
preferred the nonstandard dialect of the Black speaker to
the nonstandard White New York speech. Of course, since
only Black ‘accented' English was used, the extent to which
this finding can be extrapolated to relative judgements
between actual samples of Black English is questionable.
Semmel (1968) (in Giles and Powesland, 1975) played
recordings of Black and White children to college students.
Judgements indicated a negative view of the Black children,
particularly in terms of intellectual ability. The im-
portance of the phonological and/or content component of
this experiment is revealed by the fact that typescripts
of the interviews giveg to another group of judges were not

enough to allow them to identify Black versus White speakers.
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Williams (1970) conducted an experiment in which
teachers rated White and Black students based on their
language. Students rated highly were identified by the
teachers as White even when they were actually Black. And
Irwin (1977) found that fifty speakers, Black and White, in
Southern universities were correctly identified as to race
by a majority of thirty-six listeners. Vocal quality and
speech fluency were both perceived to be significantly
better for White speakers.

Experiments involving reactions to unfamiliar
languages have been conducted-in order to shed light on
the questions of whether standard versus nonstandard forms
of speech are inherently distinctive in an esthetic sense.
Giles et al. (1974) found that British college gtudents
failed td significantly distinguish between Athenian and
Cretan dialects of Greek in terms of their relative pres-
tige. Athenian is the préstige'form and Cretan is down-
graded by Greek speakers. Yet, Brown et al. (1975, in
Giles e£ al., 1974) found that non-French speaking Americans
correctly ascribed Canadian French speakers to their respec-
tive social backgrounds. This surprising result has been
explained in terms of possible differences in the recitation
skills of the speakers or perceptible differences in voice

guality which may be judged similarly in both cultures.

A question that has interested investigators of
language attitudes is, "When do native speakers become aware

of dialect differences and community norms?"
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At first, it was thought that dialect stereo-
typing did - not occur until around puberty. Labov (1872)
stated:
It is in the first year of high school that the
speaker begins to acquire the set of evaluative
norms (of the society)....He becomes sensitive
to the social significance of his own form of
speech and other forms.
Labov did not believe that the native had completely in-
ternalized community norms until the age of 17 or 18.
But Rosenthal (1977) found that previous researchers
had failed to use experimental techniques which were ap-
propriate for young children in assessing their reactions

to language varieties. She developed a tool for use which

young children called the Magic Boxes. This new way of

testing children's reactions to language varieties resulted
in the discovery that "the most extensive development of
language awareness occurs between three and four years of
age." She found that children could discriminate between
varieties of different languages by ages four to five. By
age five, both Black and White children had assimilated
community stereotypes of speakers of Black English as com—
pared to Standard English speakers.

Bell et al. (1974) found that children from varied
socioeconomic backgrounds responded according to the values
of society with reference to educated versus uneducated Black

speech; Cachere and King (1976) found that ninth graders in
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New Orleans negatively evaluated Black English, Spanish
influenced English, and White nonstandard English, as
coméared with the Standard form.

Finally, we come to a major question posed by this
thesis. Do learners of English as a second language become
aware of different English dialects and, if so, when does
this sensitivity develop? A related question is--having
become aware of the existence of different dialects, do
English learners assimilate community norms regarding these
varieties? |

In order to make relative judgements about varieties
of English, students must first be able to identify dialects
as being different from each other. Tucker and Sarofim
(1978) conducted an experiment regarding the developing abil-
ity of second language learners to recognize deviant sentences
as compared with normal ones. D'Anglejan (1975) had previ-
ously found that beginning learners are unable to recognize
deviance in the second language. Egyptian learners of
English were asked by Tucker and Sarofim to rate sentences
on the basis of grammaticality and perceived acceptability,
as well as the extent to which the sentence annoyed them--
its "irritability rating." The data suggested a series of
developmental stages for the learner. In stage one the
beginning learner cannot recognize deviance. By stage four
the learner is advanced in his knowledge of the language and

is able to recognize deviance as well as correct any deviant
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sentences to which he is exposed. Of course, not all learners
reach this final stage. While recognizing that nonstandard
speech is not exactly the same as deviant speech, the writer
suspects that both involve similar discrimination abilities

on the part of the learner.

The dialect sensitivity of learners of English as a
second language was investigated in a pilot study by Eisen-
stein and Bailey (1976). They focused on the reactions of
English learners to nonstandard New York English as comparedl
with a Standard English guise. Although beginning English
students did not make consistent judgements, intermediate and
advanced English learners, along with a natiﬁe control group,
downgraded the nonstandard speaker on socioeconcmic and af-
fective variables.

Swdcker (1977) studied the reactions of adult English
learners to various regional dialects of English. She found,
"For the samples tested, the value judgements about the per-
sonality of the speakers were similar for the (native) control
and expefimental groups; students of English as a second
language." But since Swacker used regional wvarieties, and did
not clarify to what extent students had actually been exposed
to these speech varieties, it is not clear to what extent
students were making judgements about the specific dialects.
It is possible that they may have merely been reacting to

differences from a perceived norm. She failed to consider
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the relationship of lanéuage proficiency and dialect

awareness, a question which will be pursued in this paper.

Sources of Attitudes and Stereotypes

Since this study will attempt to explore the de-
velopnent of linguistic stereotypes in second language
learhers, it will be crucial to understand the processes
by which both native speakers and learners acquire their
conscious and unconscious views of linguistic varieties
and their speakers.

Why do stereotypes develop? Kroch (1978) suggests
that:

Dominant social groups tend to mark theﬁselves
off symbolically as distinct from the groups they
dominate and to interpret their distinctiveness
as evidence of superior moral and intellectual
qualities.
But Steréotypes are not limited to dominant or dominated
groups. Furthermore, stereotypes may serve positive or
neutral as well as negative functions.

Stereotypes and attitudes have been found to come
from bofh direct and indirect experience. Abrahams (1973)
comments that "we type other people as we observe, meet,
and interact with them." William Stewart (in Rosenthal,
1977) insists that we must deal with the plausibility of
direct social experience as the source of attitudes. Tajfel
(1959) in reevaluating Lambert's data, suggests that many
of the negative traits attributed to Canadian-French speakers
correlate with lack of socioeconomic success of this group and

relate to direct experience with these speakers in Montreal.
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Yet, lack of direct experience has also been impli-
cated in the formation of attitudes and stereotypes. Lambert
(1967), in Williams et al., 1971) points out that "lack of
experience with different persons contributes to ethnocen-
tric attitudes." And from the point of view of both groups,
Abrahams (1972:22) notes "The less we know and are known by
those with whom we are in contact, the more we are subject
to being involved in what has been refered to as a stereco-
typing situation.”

There are many sources of attitudes and stereotypes
from indirect experience. Social attitudes of peers, au-
thority figures and the individual's culture in general
have all been cited.

In a study on attitudes toward French-Canadian ac-
cented English, Gardner and Taylor (1968) showed that
subjects' judgements were influenced by social pressure
applied in terms of fictitious ratings subjects believed
were made by other subjects. Rosenthal (1977) found that
attitudes may be transmitted by adults to children. And,
of course, the role of authority figures, such as teachers,
should be considered. Giles (1972) observes that lis-
teners' social attitudes affect the evaluation of person-
ality of standard and nonstandard speakers. Of particular
interest for this study is the suggestion of Lambert and
Klineberg (1969:250) that "the conceptions people develop
of their own national group in relation to others may very

likely have long-term consequences." Thus, the differing
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views which are brought by learners from a variety of native
cultures must be considered in this study.

The role of television, movies and the press in
influencing cultural attitudes has been a source of concern
to researchers and the public alike. Gerson (1966) in an
investigation of media influence on attitudes explains that
"Media can function as an agehcy of socialization by rein-
forcing existing values and atﬁitudes and by serving as a
source of norms and values.... ." The extent to which media
influences socialization depends upon several factors, in-
cluding the degree of integration of the individual into
peer culture. Gerson found that "More Negro than White
adolescents used the media as an agency of socialization"
and he suggested that the Negro's lack of direét experience
with the dominant culture along with the availability of
the media as a way to learn behavior in the society at
large results in this discrepancy. He also observed that

. +..Negroes and members of other minority groups

generally receive unfavorable symbolic treatment

in ?heir presentation by the media to the broader
society.

Roger Shuy (1975) reviews the image of language
variety in the popular press. He finds that informal and
nonstandard linguistic variation is viewed in extremely
negative terms. He discusses Edwin Newman's book,

Strictly Speaking - in which Newman blames the decline

of language on the rise of minorities, the generation gap,

and television. The New York Times also cites television
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“as having had a negative influence on language. Finally,

Shuy quotes Jean Stafford of The New York Times who claims

that the variability of language used in this country is a
direct result of mental disorder, laziness, and a stupefied
community brain!

Fink (1978) found that American students studying
German had negative images of German speakers that stemmed
in part from war movies and television programs that pre-
sented Germans in derogatory terms. He discovered that the
use of a text book portraying Germans in nonagressive and
more favorable terms resulted in a much more positive view
of German speakers on the part of American learnecrs.

Experiences in college have been cited by several
studies as contributing to changes in stereotypes towards
linguistic groups and, in a larger sense, changes in more
general attitudes were noted. The function of college in
influencing language attitudes is important to this study
because both experimental and control groups have been
chosen from a college population.

Plant (1958) found chanées in ethnocentrism among
female college students in the direction of less ethno-
centric ideology. Webster (1958) noted that college seniors
express more uniformly than freshmen, "a greater degree of
tolerance for nonconforming ideas and behavior." It is
therefore not surprising that Giles (1971:187) found that
"Twenty-one yecar old college students evaluated accented

IEnglish speech more favorably than 17 year olds." He
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argued that "The sociai qualities of college life are often
such as to mould less ethnocentric and more liberal attitudes
towards the éharacteristics of outgroups."

We have seen that many variables may be involved
in the processes of dialect discrimination and stereotyping.
Linguistic variables include lexical, phonological, syntactic
and pragmatic differences. Speaker and listener variables
influencing judgements include age, sex, socioeconomic
status and personal experiences, such as the presence or
absence of a liberal college education.

Listener variables were identified on the basis of
a detailed questionnaire submitted to each participant in
the experiment (see the procedure section) and some speaker
differences were controlled through the use of 'the matched
guise technique. Variables were examined to the extent
permitted by the population and the limitations of the ex-
perimental conditions. The semantic differential was used
to assess speaker attitudes and the personal interview was

used to ‘investigate the formation of dialect stereotypes.



CHAPTER II

PROCEDURE

The experiment consisted of three parts: a speaker
evaluation task, a dialect discrimination task, and follow-

up interviews with a subset of the populations tested.

Subjects

Subjects for the experiment consisted of a control
group of 33 undergraduate students at Queens College, and an
experimental group of 74 students of English as a second
language attending the English Language Institute at the
same university.

The control group was made up of native speakers of
English who were also natives of the New York City metropolitan
areé. Hubbell (1972) defines a distinct New York metropolitan
dialect area and notes that the suburban communities of Nassau
County, and some of the nearby towns of Hudson and Essex
Counties in New Jersey are lingﬁistically part of the city.

The English learners in the experimental group came

from a wide variety of countries and language backgrounds.l

lNative languages are listed in Chapter III of this
study in the section on Population.

45



46

They are in the process of studying English at the ELI for
a variety of'purposes and reside in the New York area.
Students at the ELI are placed in one of six differ-
ent levels (level 1 ~ beginners; level 6 - advanced) on the
basis of their English proficiency. The ELI determines
proficiency on the basis of four measures. These consist
of an aural test, a structure test, a cloze test,2 and a
composition. These tests have been used for séme time at
the college for purposes of pre~ and post~testing, and some
normative data is available for them. The cloze tests are
evaluated on the basis of the exact word scoring method.
(Oller, 1972, discusses this method of scoring). The compo-
sition grades are the average of two grades assigned by two
teachers in the program. (There was close agreement among
the grades given to compositions by the different readers).
Subjects' scores on these - tests will be considered in the

data analysis.

2The cloze procedure was originally developed by
Wilson Taylor in 1953, and was initially used to measure
ability to read prose. It has since been used widely as a
test of general second language proficiency {(Oller, 1972,
1973, 1975; Oller and Hinofotis, 1976; Jonz, 1976; Darnell,
1970). Briere et al. (1978) review some of the existing
experimentation and state: "The ....results clearly demon-
strate the ability of cloze tests to discriminate learners
of foreign languages by instructional levels." It is inter-
esting to note that the highest correlations with the cloze
test and subtests of standardized tests have been with
measures of listening comprehension (Oller, 1973).
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It was decided that-Level 1 students (absolute
beginners) would not be appropriaﬁe subjects for the ex-
periment, since it has been shown that beginning language
students cannot yet discriminate differences between
language varieties (D'Anglejan, 1975). Also, Eisenstein
and Bailey (1976) found that beginners did not yet have
clearly defined attitudes towards non-standard dialect
speakers., Therefore, the group of lowest proficiency used
in the experiment were students from Level 2 (advanced be-
ginners). Other ESL students in the study were chosen from
Levels 4 (high intermediate) and 6 (advanced). The purpose
of this distribution of subjects was an effort to obtain a
clear distinction of proficiency levels between experimental
groups. Thus, there were three experimental gfoups (ESL
étudents.at three different levels of proficiency) and one

control group (native students attending the same college):

ESL students Level 2 25 subjects
" 4 2 2 1"
n 6 2 7 n
BRI
Natives 33 "
Total 107 "

For the discrimination task and the speaker evalua-
tion task, an entire class was tested rather than a subset
or a sample of a class.

A detailed questionnaire3 was administered in

order to determine relevant background information for the

3A copy of the questionnaire appears in the appendix..
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populations tested. This included age, sex, current place

of residence, native language or ianguages, other languages
spoken, place of birth, time in the United States, time in
the New York area, other periods of residence in English-
speaking areas, previous English instruction, location and
exteht of instruction, employment information, planned future
career, parents' occupations, and student status. This back-
ground was necessary in order to control and examine the
variables (discussed in Chapter I) that have previously been
found to affect linguistic attitudes. ESL students were also
asked to rate the extent of their English experience on scales
from one to four in terms of number of English—speaking
friends, time spent speaking English, time spent watching
English television, or listening to English raéio, and abil-
'ity to understand English. Finally, ESL students were asked

to list their purposes for studying English.

The Stimulus Tapes

. The two non-standard dialects spoken in the Metro-
politan New York area that will be used in this experiment are
New York non-standard English (New Yorkese) and Black English.
In order to be certain that the reactions to these dialects
would represent reactions to specific patterns of speech and
not simply the result of responding to language that sounds
different but unfamiliar, these two dialects were matched
with two dialects that differ from the standard in ways that

are analogous to the two dialects being examined.
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New York non-standard English differs from the
standard in essentially phonological ways. It exists on
a continuum, although the more extreme examples of it con-
tain definite syntactic differences, such as the use of past
tense verb forms instead of the past participle. For purposes
of control it was decided to choose a less extreme example
which differs from the standard in phonology only. There are
many speakers in the New York area whose syntax is standard,
but whose speech differs from the standard in essentially
phonological ways.

Irish accented English was chosen as a match for
New Yorkese since it was found to be unfamiliar to the ESL
students and it has phonological differences that could be
considered analogous to those of New Yorkese. Although the
casual speech of the Irish Ulster dialect does differ from
the standard in some syntactic ways, for purposes of control
only phonological differences were included in the recording
for the experiment.

Black English is both syntactically and phonologically
different from the standard, and also exists on a dialect con-
tinuum. The Black English tape chosen for the experiment,
like the New Yorkese tape, was not the most extreme example
of the dialect but one that was judged intermediate in the
continuum by three judges; it was found appropriate for the

reading style of the experimental passage. Winkler (1973)
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found that Blacks change intonation for reading or casual
style, so it was important that the style of Black English
was appropriate for the reading context.

Hawaiian Pidgin was chosen as an analogous dialect
to Black English because, like Black English, it is both
syntacticélly and phonologically different from the standard
language. Hawaiian Pidgin also exists on a continuum and,
once again, an intermediate version was chosen as most ap-
propriate for reading style. The variety used in this study
is Japanese ipfluenced Hawaiian Pidgin.

The stimulus tapes were readings of the same shert
excerpt telling about the battle of Lexington. (See appendix
for text). This was a reading passage in prose and so would
be somewhat less formal than some kinds of public speaking
or readings from text books. Tapes were played for three
judges before being included.

Each tape lasted about 30 seconds, ample time for
consistent opinions to be formed by the subjects. (Trans-
scriptions of the tapes appear in the appendix).

The readers were four males between the ages of 24
and 38 years. They were all university educated individuals
who could speak a non-standard dialect of English as well as
the standard variety.

The New York non-standard speaker was 33 years old
and lived in Brooklyn, New York all of his life. His New

Yorkese intonation was slightly influenced by Yiddish--—
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a language in which he is also fluent. His standard English
was found to sound careful by the judges. He is a chemistry
teacher, and a doctoral candidate in Chemistry.

The Black English speaker spent most of his life
in Essex County, New Jersey, part of the New York City lin-
guistic dialect area discussed above. Now in his 30's, he
currently resides in a suburban town nearby. His Black English
dialect was judged to be a moderate one appropriate for read-
ing style. His Standard English was considered very good by
the judges, but something in the voice quality made two of the
judges suspect he might be Black. He is a university in-
structor in English.

(Another tape done by a different Black English
speaker was further from the standard and found to be inap-
propriate for reading style by the judges).

| The Irish English speaker was a 38 year old who lived
in the Kingsbridge section of the Bronx (then a heavily Irish
area) until he moved to a suburban town as a teenager. His
mother was from Northern Ireland and he had many friends and
associations from the same area of Ireland. He is employed
in the publishing field and his Standard English was con-
sidered to be a high status vériety-by the judges. One judge
thought it was "superstandard."

The Hawaiian Pidgin speaker was a 24 year old grad-
uate student in Engineering at the University of Honolulu,

Hawaii. He is a native Hawaiian of Japanese descent and his
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‘Hawaiian was found to be intermediate on the dialect con-
tinuum--not representing the most divergent form. His
Standard English was considered appropriate for Hawaii, but
distinct Hawaiian influences made it a bit different from

the regional standards accepted as norms on the mainland.4

The Speaker Evaluation Task

This was a projective test of subjects' attitudes
towards speakers of the non-standard dialects and their stan-
dard guises. The function of this task was to examine the
extent to which students of English as a second language at
the three levels of proficiency tested share the attitudes
and stereotypes of their native speech community towards Stan-
dard English versus Black English and New Yorkese English.

It was hypothesized that there would be signifibant differ-
ences in expressed attitudes for the familiar non-standard
dialects between Levels 2, 4 and 6, as well as Native, with
judgements going in the direction of analogous judgements of
Native speakers. It was also hypothesized that the unfamiliar
non-standard dialects for the ESL students wwould be inter-
mediate between the standard samples and the familiar
non-standard samples.

Subjects listened to nine tapes in the following

fixed order:5

4Thanks are expressed to Barbara Schwartz who did the
recordings for the Hawaiian speaker in Honolulu.

>The fact that it wae necessary to test subjects in

groups and the inclusion of the unfamiliar dialects made it nec-

essary to adopt a fixed order of presentati:on for the tapes.
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Tape 1: A tapé of standard English played for the
purpose of practice with the test materials.

EEEE;Z‘ The Black English tape. It was played at
this point so that the listeners would immediately hear the
two extremes of dialect differences in the experiments.

Tape 3: Standard English (matched guise of Irish
tape).

Tape 4: New York non-standard English.

Tape 5: Standard English (matched guise of the
Black English tape).

Tape 6: Standard English (matched guise of the
New York non-standard tape).

Tape 7: Irish-accented English tape.

Tape 8: Standard English (matched guise of Hawaiian
‘Pidgin tape).

Tape 9: Hawaiian Pidgin tape.

Irish and Hawaiian tapes were placed at the end so
that exposure to thém would not influence the reactions to the
other tapes in the experiment.

The semantic differential was used as a framework for
evaluative judgements. Ten bi-polar adjectives were chosen
by three judges from a list of 30 taken from the literature.
These represent level of education (well-educated; not
educated), socioeconomic status (rich/poor; job status
explained below), intelligence (smart/stupid), personality

(friendly/unfriendly; lazy/hardworking; honest/dishonest;
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brave/cowardly), and physical appearance (tall/short;
handsome/uély; slim/fat).

A seven point scale for occupation was included.

This was adapted from the occupational scale used by Shuy
et al. (1969) for employability ranking.

The ten bi-polar adjectives were presented on a seven
point labeled scale with one and seven meaning very, two and
six meaning somewhat, three and five meaning a bit and four
as a neutral midpoint. The seven point scale was chosen es-
sentially because this is the most frequently used scale in
the current literature and results will be comparable. Also,
there was no reason to insist upon a forced choice in this
experiment.

Three questions were included asking how the subject
would like to relate to the speaker: as a friend, neighbor
or fellow worker. Again, a seven point scale was used to
evaluate subjects' desires for affinity with the speakers.

Thus, in all, the speaker evaluation task consisted
of 14 variables, all rated on a scale from one to seven.

On the chart favorable and unfavorable adjectives
were put at either side of the scale at random (suggested
by Williams, 1970b) so that subjects evaluated the adjective
pairs individually. Responses were reordered during the
scoring procedure sco that 1 = a negative judgement, and 7 =

a positive judgement.
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In all cases language was kept as simple as possible.
For ESL students at the beginning lcvel, the instructions as
well as the charts were translated into the native languages
of the students tested. This was to insure that test results
would not be influenced by the limitations on their knowledge
of the English language itself.6 (Text of the instructions

and charts are in the appendizx).

The Dialect Discrimination Task

The second part of the experiment, the dialect dis-
crimination task, was done to determine at what point students
of English as a second language are able to discriminate be-
tween two dialects of English and a determimation of which
language varieties they considered to be betteg English. All
four non-standard varieties in the study were included so
that it was possible to control the relative effects of syn-
tactic and phonological differences in discrimination ability.
While the speaker evaluation task represented an indirect
examination of linguistic views by focusing on judgements
about speakers, this task caused the subjecis to directly
make judgements about language itself.

A test of 15 sentence pairs was played through twice.

The first time, for each of the pairs the subjects had to

61 wish to express my thanks to the people who did
the translations of the instructions: Chang Yu Guey (Chinese),
Heasun Kim (Korean), Chagit Heller (Hebrew) , Carmen Jimencz
(Spanish) , John Moyne (Persian), Fumiye Momiyama (Japanese),
Marcia Ostfeld (Italian), Peter Sambanidis X{Greek) and
Robert Vage (llungarian).
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mark the pair as the same or different. The second time,
(in the case -of those sentence pairs which were different))
the subjects had to choose the sentence which was better
English. The first two sentence pairs were Standard English
sentences that were the same. These were used for practice
with the test and for purpose of balance in the task. The
other 12 sentence pairs consisted of three groups for each
non-standard dialect in the study. Of the three pairs, one
pair was the same and two were different. Thus, there was

a total of five responses for each of the non-standard
dialects. These 12 sentences were presented in random order.7

(The instructions and forms for the task appear in the

appendix).

The Interview

Sixteen subjects, four from each group, were given
personal in-depth interviews as a follow-up to the objective
parts of the study. The interviews, which took place from
one to two weeks after the first two parts were administered,
were done in order to gain additional insights into the
judgements disclosed by the evaluative component of the study.

In the follow-up interviews, an atmosphere of mutual
trust and confidence was first established. (Recommended in
Adams, 1958). A few moments were taken at the beginning to

chat with the subject in a relaxed manner. This kind of

7Randomizing was done with a table of random numbers
taken from Kendall and Smith (1939).




interview atmosphere haé been found to result in greater
productivity and less resistance.on the part of the re-
spondent. Pope and Siegman (1968) also cite the importance
of warmth in the interview setting.

Unlike the first two parts of the experiment, which
were administered in groups, the interview was done on a
one-to-one basis in a quiet room. The respondent was reas-
sured as to the confidential nature of the interchaﬁge and
was asked for permission to have the interview recorded.
After a brief initial chat, the respondent was told:

1. “The purpose of this talk is to learn more about
your feelings about the people on the tapes.you heard last
time. I also want to understand your experiences with people
in the United States. When the interview is over, I will be
happy to answer any gquestions you would like to ask about
the study."

2. "Now you will hear the tapes agéin, one at a time.
- Aftexr you hear each tape, choose the photograph that you think
looks most like the man on the tape."

The photographs were color prints taken by a pho-
tographer who was instructed to take 30 candid shots of indi-
viduals in the New York area. They were to be outdoors,
front view, and represent the diverse social and ethnic
make—-up of the New York City area. From these 30 pictures,
ten were chosen for the experiment.

The pictures chosen included some photographs that

represented definite ethnic and socioeconomic groups, while



a few others were chosen that cogld be more ambiguous in
association. These would allow fof more personal inter-
pretation on the part of the subjects.

Another reason for using photographs is that it
is sometimes embarrassing oxr difficult for people to make
judgements of others which include racial or ethnic identi-
fication or place them on a low socioeconomic level. The
function of the pictures was to allow individuals to make
these judgements in a subtle and unselfconscious way. Then,
if the respondents wished to verbalize their impressions,
they were free to do so. If they did not, their impres-
sions of the speaker were still communicated to the extent
of choosing a certain picture over the others.

After choosing the picture, the subject'was asked
8

the following guestions, one at a time:

Why did you choose this picture to represent the
speaker?

Have you ever met anybody who speaks this way?
Tell me about it.

Have you ever heard anybody in the media speak
this way? (If necessary, media was explained as
TV, radio, or movies).

What do Americans think of this way of speaking
English?

Would you like to speak this way? Why? °~Why not?
Is there anything you would like to add?

81nterview questions were cheosen form a larger list
of questions which were pretested on three adult English
learners who were not attending formal English classes.
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When necessary, probés were used to gain further
information or clarification on these questions. When sub-
jects resisted answering questions, the interviewer tried
to reassure them as to the anonymity of their responses and
the positive motivation of the study--to understand English
learners better. If subjects continued to resist, the
interviewer did not press the issue. High pressure probes
were avoided (Adams, 1958).

After the tapes were listened to and subjects
responded to the above questions on the tapes, respondents
were asked when they first became aware of the existence of
different ways to speak English,-which way they would most
like to speak and who spoke the English they would most
like to learn.

Finally, a few moments were taken to answer the
questions of the respondents and to explain the exact pur-
pose of the study. Respondents were asked to keep this
discussion confidential, as some of their acquaintances
might be participating in the study.

Interviews for the elementary ESIL students were
done with the help of translators who were totally fluent

in both English and the native language of the subjects.

Statistics

Statistics were calculated by computer, using the

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, et al.,

1975).



CHAPTER IIT
ANALYSIS

Population

The English learners came from a variety of lin-
guistic backgrounds. The most common native languages were
Spanish, Persian and Greek. Others included Arabic, Armenian,
Chinese, French, French Creole; Hebrew, Hungarian, Indonesian,
Italian, Japanese, Korean, Portuguese, Russian, Rumanian,

Thai and Yiddish. The control group consisted entirely of
native English specakers brought up in the New York area.

Of the 74 English learners, 21 could speak a second
language in addition to their native languages and English,
while 53 could not. Of these, only four could speak a third
additional language.

The native English speakers showed a similar 1lin-
guistic background in that 13 could speak a second language,
compared with 20 who could not. Only five could speak a
third language.

Age

There was a difference in average age between the
ESL and native groups. - The native English speakers had an
average age of 18.61, whereas ESL Groups 2 to 6 averaged
23.08, 22.64, and 23.89 years old respectively. This differ-

ence will be considered in the evaluation of the data.

60
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Sex
The English learners were roughly balanced in terms
of sex with 38 males and 36 females; Levels 2 and 6 had a
majority of males, while Level 4 had a majority of females.
- The native group was unevenly divided with only nine
males and 24 females.

Table 1
Subjects by Group and Sex

Level Males Females Total

2 14 11 25

4 9 13 22

6 bE] 12 27

ESL (total) 38 36 74

Natives 9 24 33

Total 47 60 107

Neighborhood

The neighborhoods in which the subjects resided were
rated by natives of the boroughs in which they were located
on the basis of socioeconomic and ethnic makeup. It was pos-
sible to categorize them in one of three possible ways--upper
class (not mixed), middle class (not mixed) and a third
category comprising either middle class mixed or lower middle
class mixed:

1 - upper class, not mixed

2 - middle class, not mixed

3 - lower middle or lower class, mixed
The majority of each group resided in middle class neighbor-

hoods which wers not ethnically mixed. Four subjects in each

ESL group and six subjects in the native group resided in
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mixed areas. Only two students each in Levels 2 and 4,
and three sudents each in Levels 6 and native resided in

upper class areas:

Table 2
Neighborhoods
ESL Students

Level Upper Class Middle Class Mixed

2 2 18 4

4 2 16 4

6 3 16 4
Natives 3 24 6

Although there were not enough subjects in upper
class or mixed categories to evaluate the effect of residing
in these divérgent arecas as opposed to middle class areas,
the dispersion of the population does show that the groups are
roughly equal in terms of the areas in which they live. There-
fore, this variable should not affect the outcome of the data
in this study. 1In other words, observed differences in be-
havior between groups will not have resulted from a difference

in where the subjects live.

Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic status was determined based on parenté'
occupations. Status was rated as upper, middle or lower class.
Level 2 ESL students were rated as follows:

Table 3

Socioeconomic Status

Level Upper Class Middle Class Lower Class
2 3 19 3
4 2 10 4
6 4 9 4
Natives 6 20 3
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(There was a large number of missing values--20 in all. Per-
haps students were reluctant to provide information on their
parents becausc they did not see where it was relevant to the
study; or perhaps they considered this question an intrusion).
The majority of subjects were middle class with only
a few students in each group in the upper class and the lower
classes. We can therefore say that groups are approximately
matched for socioeconomic status, and this variable should

not affect the data.

Student Status

Almost all of the English learners were nonmatricu-
lated students who were studying at the ELI. Eighteen of the
native English speakers were college freshmen, eight were
sophomores, two were juniors, and two were non-matriculated

students.

Previous English Study

A substantial portion of the ESL population had
studied English previous to coming to this country. Average
time of study is given below:

Table 4
Previous English Study

Level Previous English Study No Previous Study
2 6 (20 months) 21
4 8 (39 months) 14
6 10 (41 months) 15

Scores for years and months of previous study may be mislead-

ing in that some courses were minimal in usefulness and others
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were gqguite intensive. Also, note that some students had ad-

ditional study in this country.

Average Time in the New York Area

Time in the New York area was consistent with level
of English achievement. Those here the shortest time were in
Level 2 and those here the longest were in Level 6. Although
a few students had spent some time in other English speaking
areas, the group averages for total time in English speaking
areas were not significantly different from total time in the
New York area:

Table 5
Average Time in the New York Area

Level Months
2 7
4 11.5
6 19.5

Proficiency Tests

Scores for all four proficiency tests differed accord-
ing to level of ESL with lowest scores for Level 2 and highest
scores for Level 6. The greatest range of scores from high to

low was provided by the composition test:

Table 6
Proficiency Tests
Level Aural Structure - Cloze Composition
2 36.35 43.48 35.00 24.17
4 58.01 68.30 44,62 49.65

6 71.13 78.17 56.61 68.92



English Experience Outside Class

Amount of English use outside of class was rated by
the English learners on a four point scale (l=none, 2=a little
or a few, 3=some or sometimes, 4=many or a lot). The three
measures included number of native English speaking friends,
time spent speaking English, and amount of TV watching done
in English. Time spent speaking English was consistent with
achievement level in that Level 2 students rated themselves
lowest, Level 6 students rated themselves highest, and Level 4
students were intermediate between the two. But Level 4
students rated themselves highest in number of English friends,
with Levels 2 and 6 almost the same. Levels 2 and 4 were
similar in amount of English TV watching, with Level 6 higher.

Students rated their own abilities to understand
English on the same four point scale. Ratings were consistent
with level, as were objectively administered proficiency tests
with Level 2 rated lowest, and Level 6 rated highest.

Table 7
English-American Contact

American Time Speaking
Level Friends English v Understanding
2 1.96 2.50 3.04 2.39
4 2.19 . 2.68 3.00 2.72

6 1.93 2.93 3.30 2.97
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Purpose for Studying English

The most common purpose for studying the language
for the Level 2 and 4 English learners was to help them in
future studies in the United States. However, Level 6
students, the advanced learners, differed in that a plurality
of this group stated that their purpose for studying English
was to help in a future life in the United States. It is not
possible to say whether this difference in purpose is actually
related to the student's level of achievement, or whether more
students who intended to stay in the United States continued
their English.studies long enough to reach the advanced level
class; or, perhaps at an advanced level of achievement, more
students are in a position to determine their futures and
have decided to stay. '

Table 8
Purpose for Studying English

Level
2 4 6 Total

To help in my work
when I return home 3 7 4 14

To help in nmy :
studies in the U.S. 17 9 5 31

To help in my
future life in
the U.S. 5 5 12 22

Other reasons - .- 1 1

(Six students did not answer these questions)
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The Discrimination Task

Su¥prisingly, scores on the dialect discrimination
task were relatively high. (See Table 9 for scores). It has
been previously found that very beginning students cannot make
reliable judgements with regard to speakers of different
dialects in the target language, nor can they recognize de-
viant sentences (Tucker and Sarofim, 1978). So, it is inter-
esting to note that on the advanced beginner level (Group 2)
subjects averaged a score of 14.52 as compared with 16.70 for
advanced ESL students, and 15.87 for native speakers. This
indicates that the ability to discriminate among dialects of
a target second language develops very early in the language
learning process, after only a few months of study or exposure.

Intermediate learners (Level 4) did not improve sig-
nificantly over advanced beginners in total score. (See
Table 10). In fact, there was a significant decline in their
ability to discern which of two different sentences was better
English; in other words, which was considered more prestigious
in the speech community. (See Figure 1l). This could have been
due to the fact that at this point they were more involved in
attending to meaning than the lower level learners, and this
may have interfered with their judgements. In order to make
a more definitive comment on this unexpected result, it would
first have to be shown that this is consistent behavior for
these‘levels, and that the drop in judgement scores is not .

simply a statistical artifact. The average score for dialect
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discrimination rose from Level 2 to Level 4, although the
improvement was not found to be statistically significant.

Advanced English learners (Level 6) showed a signif-
icant improvement in both their abilities to discriminate in
general and in their Jjudgements of the more desirable dialect.
In fact, by this level there are no significant differences
between the advanced ESL students and native English speakers
in their performances on this task. Figure 1 shows the prog-
ress of ESL learners on the discrimination subtask, the judge-
ment subtask, and the discrimination task as a whble.

It is‘interesting to note that although the discrepancy
was not a statistically significant one, Level 6 students out-—
performed natives in both the discrimination and judgement
categories. Why should this occur? It is poséible that ad-
vanced ESL students are more in the habit of looking at
language in terms of its structure and phonology than are
native speakers. Natives use language primarily for purposes
of communication, and their linguistic judgements tend to be
secondary to this main focus. .ESL learners who are attending
formal classes are constantly working with the structure and
phonology of language and thus judgements about linguistic
features may come more easily to them in this sense.

The groups' relative performance on the different
dialects is confusing. (See Table 1l1). In all cases, subjects
had higher scores on Black English and Irish accented English

than on New Yorkese and Hawailian Pidgin. The variables of
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Table 9

THE DISCRIMINATION TASK

Level Level Level Natives
2 _ 4 6
Discrimination
(out of 12) 9.12 9.42 10.41 10.03
Judgement -
(out of 8) 5.36 5.11 6.15 5.90
Total Score
(out of 20) 14.52 14.79 16.70 15.87
Table 10

T SCORES FOR BETWEEN LEVEL MEAN DIFFERENCES

Level 2-4 Level 4-6 Level 6 - Native
T p T p T P
Discrimination .68 (.501) 2.67 (.011) *1.12 (.268)
.Judgement 2.45 (.019) 2.45 (.019) .11 (.482)
Total Score .32 (.751) 2.67 (.011) 1.29 (.204)
" Table 11

SUBSCORES FFOR INDIVIDUAL DIALECTS

Level Level Level Natives'
2 4 6
New Yorkese 3.56 3.16 3.93 3.73
Black English 3.92 3.89 4.30 4.63
Irish English 3.60 4.00 4.30 4,17

Hawaiian Pidgin 3.44 3.47 4.00 3.30
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syntax and phonology do not provide an explanation since

the Irish énd New Yorkese samples differ only in phonology,
while the Hawaiian and Black English samples differ in both
phonology and syntax. The familiar-unfamiliar dialect dis-
tinction is similarly unilluminating. Perhaps the key to
this question lies in the fact that the standard samples in
the pairs of the Black and Irish English sentences were more
clearly standard than those of the New Yorkese and Hawaiian
samples. This might mean that there was actually a greater
linguistic distance between the standard and non-standard
sentences in the Black English and Irish English pairs, caus-
ing a distinction to be more easily made. However, justifica-
tion of this interpretation of the data must await further
research. '

The discrimination task clearly shows that by the
advanced beginner level learners of English as a second
language are able to discriminate between varieties of the
target language on a fairly reliable basis. They have also
begun to form a conception of the community norm of the de-
sirable variety of English, and they can to some extent
pexceive language that diverges from that norm. From ad-
vanced beginner to inteérmediate level there is no significant
evidence of progress, and there may even be a possibility for
a decline in the judgement area. However, there is signif-
icant development in both dialect discrimination and judgement

ability between intermediate and advanced levels, to such an
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extent that advanced English learners (appear to) have
achieved a native-like ability to discriminate and make
judgements among clearly divergent nonstandard varieties of
English, when juxtaposed with the standard. Of course, it
is not possible to extrapolate to what extent advanced
learners could perform in a natural situation in which they
would have to attend to the meaning of language and preplan-
ning of responses. This is an empirical question to which
we do not yet have an answer.

Male and female learners were significantly
different in ﬁheir relative performance on the total score
for the discrimination task. The females achieved an average
score of 16.15 as compared with 14.79 for the males. Thus,
the female English learners were significantly better at
dialect discrimination than were the males.

Native female specakers achieved an average total
score of 16.14 on the discrimination task, almost identical to
that of the average female performance for the ESL learners.
Native males achieved an average score of 15.13, lower than
native females but higher than male English learners. The
disparity in native male versus female scores did not reach
significance. However, since there were only eight native
males included in the calculation, it is possible that the
lack of statistical significance between the male and

female scores may be due to the small size of the sample.
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Table 12

Male versus Female Discrimination Scores

Average Total Score

(n) Males (n) F'emales T Score
ESL (38) 14,79 (33) 16.15 -2.,10%
Natives (8) 15.13 (22) 16.14 - .97

* p< .05 (2 tailed)

Since the control group was somewhat younger than the
experimental groups, a test was performed to be certain that
results on the discrimination task were not influenced by this
age difference. The ESL population was divided into two
groups, one under 20 years of age, and the other over 20.

A T test was pexformed on the variable of total score for

the discrimination task. When average scores for the learners
under 20 were compared with those of older learners; no sig-
nificant difference was found.

Table 13

Discrimination Scores by Age Group

English Learners
Under 20 20 and over T Score

Average

Total Score 15.68 15.31 -.52
(n.s.)
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Speaker Evaluation Task

Overview

In order to get a general overview of the relative
judgements of natives and ESL students at different levels
regarding the different stimulus speakers, the average scores
for each group on each variable were computed. Scores are
listed on 14-27.

These average scores for each group on each of the
14 variables in the speaker evaluation task wére then ranked
in terms of the relative scores assigned to the speakers on
Tapes 2 through 9. (The first analysis tape was for practice
only, and will not be considered in the data analysis).
These ranks appear on Table 28, The range of scores from the
lowest average score to the highest was also computed for

each group on each variable (Table 29).

Native Judgements

For nine out of the 14 variables the speakers on
Tapes 3 and 5 (Standard English) were rated the highest by
the native speakers. The speakers on Tapes 2 and 4--Black
English and New Yorkese respectively--were rated the lowest.

For educated, rich, neighbor, fellow worker and
handsome, the standard guise of the Irish speaker, Tape 5,
was rated the highest. Thus, it would appear that the two
standards on Tapes 3 and 5 were rated approximately equal

by the native control gxoup.
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Table 14

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

JOB STATUS

Level
2 : 6 N
3.32 3.59 2.52 1.47
5.29 4.91 5.70 5.53
2.91 3.14 2.77 2.42
4.91 5.59 5.00 5.70
3.96 3.19 3.70 3.58
3.45 3.96 4,26 4.50
4.67 4,29 5.22 4,03
3.64 4,46 4.19 4,15
Table 15
MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL
RICH
Level
—z S _6_ N
3.52 3.55 3.15 2.53
5.30 5.05 5.15 5.73
3.17 3.77 3.52 2.97
5.21 1 5.68 . 5.37 5.55
4.04 3.68 4.41 4.28
3.70 3.96 4.74 4.65
4,58 4.41 4.48 4,47
4,33 4,82 4,26 4,13



Table 16

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

HARDWORKING

Level

2 4.91 3.36 3.30 2.84
3 5.95 5.96 6.41 6.39
4 5.20 3.91 3.78 2.64
5 5.68 6.00 5.78 6.23
6 5.25 4.68 4.70 4,38
7 5.00 4,77 5.04 5.28
8 5.09 4.64 5.04 4.59
9 4,88 4,86 4.54 4.09
Table 17

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

EDUCATED

Level

Tape 2 4 6 N
2 4,91 4,46 3.30 2.84
3 5.95 5.96 6.41 6.39
4 5.20 3.91 3.78 2.64
5 5.68 6.00 5.78 6.23
6 5.25 4.68 4.70 4,38
7 5.00 4.77 5.04 5.28
8 5.25 5.00 5.59 4.97
9 4.71 4.96 4,67 4,16




Table 18

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

INTELLIGENT

Level

Tape - & _& N
2 4.10 4.82 4.48 3.31
3 5.44 5.86 6.04 5.94
4 4.96 4.32 4.37 2.61
5 5.61 5.82° 5.70 6.06
6 4.67 4.55 4.85 4,50
7 5.04 4.46 5.31 5.31
8 5.48 4.73 5.33 4.25
9 5.44 4.73 5.19 4.44
Table 19

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

HANDSOMI:

Level

Tape - 1 & W
2 3.64 4,09 3.85 3.36
3 5.25 5.05 5.77 5.70
4 3.65 4,09 3.93 3.24
5 5.13 5.05 4.63 5.12
6 4,08 4,27 4.48 4,38
7 3.55 4.00 4.70 4.28
8 3.96 4.18 4,37 4.01
9 3.92 4.18 4,04 4.00



Table 20

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

TALL

: Level

Tape 2 4 _6 N
2 3.72 3.86 5.00 5.56
3 4.70 5.00 5.15 4.97
4 4.16 4.68 4.22 4,12
5 4.36 4.36 5.19 5.46
6 4.08 4.36 4.67  4.03
7 3.92 4.00 4,89 4.53
8 4.16 4.50 4.50 4.53
9 4.84 4.46 4.26 4.00

Table 21
MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL
SLIM
Level

Tape _2 _4 _5 N
2 4,52 4.09 4.85 5.59
3 5.00 5.09 5.26 5.73
4 3.75 3.96 3.89 3.61
5 3.63 4.41 4,19 5.15
6 3.83 4.23 4.59 4,22
7 3.96 3.73 4,89 4.81
8 3.72 3.50 4.04 4.25
9 4.20 4,09 3.82 4.31
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MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

Table 22

HONEST
7 = _ ¥
4.54 4.77 4.46 4.13
5.48 5.48 5.33 5.46
5.44 4.64 4.85 4.09
4.96 5.36 5.07 5.58
4.43 4.77 4.52 4.84
5.00 4.64 4.19 5.56
5.04 4.73 4.85 4.28
4.36 5.23 4.77 4.34

Table 23
MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL
BRAVE
Level

2 4 _6_ _N
4.38 4.68 4.63 4.52
5.30 5.41 4.59 4.39
4.18 4.18 4.30 3.85
4.74 5.41 5.37 4.97
4.48 4.18 4.44 4.09
4.77 3.64 4.15 4.84
4.71 4.00 4.56 4.06
4.50 4.62 4.63 4.03
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Table 24

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

FRIENDLY

Tape 2 & & %
2 5.25 4.96 4.63 4.41
3 5.82 5.96 5.74 4.67
4 5.04 4,05 4,59 4.53
5 5.46 5.82 5.44 5.19
6 5.55 5.09 4,93 4.52
7 5.17 4.41 4.70 4.94
8 4,71 4.23 4.78 3.69
9 4,22 4.91 4.22 3.84
Table 25

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

NEIGHBOR

' Level
Tape 2 4 6 N

2 3.83 4.41 3.89 2.81
3 5.33 5.18 5.59 5.47
4 4.13 4.00 4.11 3.41
5 5.09 5.00 5.26 5.06
6 4,23 4.09 4,07 4.38
7 3.67 3.82 4.22 5.06
8 4.00 4.55 4.85 4.66
9 3.75 4.86 4.15 4.31



Table 26

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLE AND LEVEL

FELLOW WORKER

Level

Tape - 7 4 — 6. N
2 3.57 3.64 3.96 2.90
3 5.14 4,18 5.52 5.29
4 3,13 3.33 3.22 2.91
5 4.74 5.09 5.04 5.25
6 3.50 3.46 4.04 4.31
7 4.05 3.46 3.74 4.97
8 3.83 3.82 4.78 4.28
9 3.13 3.68 3.58 4.07
Table 27

MEAN SCORES BY VARIABLES AND LEVEL

FRIEND
Level
Tape 2 4 6 N
2 3.61 4,50 4,07 2.91
3 5.05 5.21 5.67 4.70
4 3.5? 4.06 3.93 3.09
5 5.00 5.05 5.04 5.10
6 4,42 4.00 4.37 4.13
7 4.14 3.58 4.39 4,68
8 4,17 3.90 4.77 4.30
9 3.44 4,32 3.88 4.20
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Table 28

SPEAKER EVALUATION TASK

(Rank orders of average scores for tapes
by level for the fourtecen variables)

Job Edu- Intel- Hard- ‘:Neigh— Hand-
Status cated ligent Rich working bor some
Level 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N
highest 3535 3533 5335 3553 5355 3333 3333
5383 5355 8553 5335 7533 5555 5 % 75
8957 6887 9277 8977 3287 698 4 6656
68729 é 9 7 8 3886 9888 89 78 4876 8 806 7
7798 7766 7 é 99 6766 9896 8298 9 g 8 8
9266. 4699 4668 7499 2669 2649 420929
2644 2242 6722 2644 4722 9464 2 i 4 2
lowest 4 422 9424 2444 4222 6444 7722 7724
Fellow Friend- .
Worker Friend Slim 1y Tall Honest Brave
Level 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N 246N
highest 3533 3335 3333 3335 9352 3335 3355
5355 5553 2572 6557 3435 4557 5 é 27
7887 6287 9625 5663 5823 8943 7292
8966 8978 7967 2284 8978 72 é 6 8933
2228 7469 6 é 59 7976 £ 556 ; 5 é 99 9686
6679 2626 4486 4722 6 é 84 2868 6 4 6 8
9 % 94 4844 8748 8849 7796 6422 28409
lowest 4 4 42 9792 5894 9498 2249 9 4 74 4774
Tape 2 Black English . _Tape 4 New Yorkese
Tape 5 Standard Tape 6 Standard
Tape 9 Hawaiian Pidgin Tape 7 Irish-accented English
Tape 8 Standaxd Tape 3 Standard

(Tape 1 was a Standard English tape used for practice only).

X .
{ shows ticd ranks
Yy



Level

2 (high)
(low)}

(range)
4 (high)
{low)
(range)
6 (high)
(low)
{range)
N (high)
(low)

(range)

Level

2 (high)
(low)

{range)

4 (high}
(low)
{range)
6 (high)
(low)
{(range)
N (high)
(low)

(range)

Table 29

RANGE OF JUDGEMENTS ON THE SPEAKER EVALUATION TASK

{High to Low)

83

Job Edu- Intel- Hard- Neigh- Hand-

Status cated ligent Rich working bor some
5.29 5.95 5.61 5.21 5.17 5.33 5.25
2.91 4.71 4.10 3.17 4.32 3.67 3.55
2.38 1.24 1.51 2.04 .85 1.66 1.70
5.59 6.00 5.86 5.68 5.64 5.18 5.05
3.14 3.91 4.32 3.55 3.82 3.82 4.00
2.45 2.09 1.54 2.13 1.82 1.36 1.05
5.70 6.41 6.04 5.37 5.56 5.59 5.77
2,52 3.30 4,37 3.15 3.30 3.89 3.85
3.18 3.11 1.67 2.22 2.26 1.70 1.92
5.70 6.23 6.06 5.73 5.94 5.47 5.70
1.47 2.64 2.61 2.53 2.84 2.81 3.24
4,23 3.59 3.45 3.20 3.10 2.66 2.46

Fellow Friend-

Worker Friend Slim ly Tall Honest Brave
5.14 5.05 5.00 5.82 4.84 5.48 5.30
3.13 3.44 3.63 4.22 3.72 4,36 4.18
2.01 l1.61 1.37 1.60 1.12 1.12 1.12
5.09 5.21 5.09 5.96 5.00 5.48 5.41
3.33 3.58 3.50 4.05 3.86 4.64 3.64
1.76 1.63 1.59 1.91 1.14 .84 1.77
5.52 5.67 3.26 5.74 5.19 5.33 5.37
3.22 3.88 3.82 4,22 4.22 4.19 4.15
2.30 1.79 1.44 1.52 .97 1.14 1.22
5.29 5.10 5.73 5.19 5.56 5.58 4,97
2.90 2.91 3.61 3.69 4.00 4.09 3.85
2.39 2.19 2.12 1.50 1.56 1.49 1.12

(High and Low scores are group means).
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The lowest rating of all was given to the New
Yorkese spéaker by the native judges on the variables edu-
cated, intelligent, hardworking, and handsome, while the
Black speaker was rated lowest on job status, rich, neighbor,
fellow worker and friend. Thus the New Yorkese and Black
English speaker were rated about equally low by the natives.
Initially, this was. somewhat of a surprise, since the Black
English stimulus passage, differing from the norm in both
syntax and phonology, was more divergent than the New Yorkese
passage, which was only phonologically different. Also, lower
class Blacks are more stigmatized and negatively stereolyped
in the society than are Caucasians of a corresponding social
class. However, neither of the two familiar nonstandard
dialect and passages represented the most extreme sample of
the dialect, and the choice of these intermediate dialect
samples may have resulted in a leveling effect. Further,
since judges are aware of the frequently unequal status ac-
corded to Blacks in American society, they may adjust their
judgements accordingly.

Native judgements differed somewhat on the variables
slim/fat, friendly, tall, honest and brave. The Irish ac-
cented speaker was rated higher than the Tape 3 standard
speaker on honest. The Black English speaker was rated
higher than all the others on tall, second f£rom the highest
on slim, and third on brave. The New Yorkese speaker was

rated sixth for tall, and last for slim and brave. Black and
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New Yorkese speakers received intermediate ratings on
variables that affect personality. Labov found that non-
standard speakers could also be rated highly on a variable
he called "toughness."

The reason why Black English speakers should be
considered taller and slimmer than the average is open to in-
terpretation. A possible explanation is that Black people
are stereotypically thought to be athletic, and Black basket-
ball players, who tend to be taller and slimmer than average,
are particula;ly visibkble in the culture.

The range of scores from low to high for native
judgements went from a high of 4.23 for job status to 1.12
for brave. It is interesting that the five variables showing
the greatest range in scores were those relating to the socio-
economic status of the speakers while the affective and
personality variables were lower in range from lowest to
highest score. A possible explanation is that socioeconomic
factors can be objectively observed in lower and upper class
populations, while personality factors are smwore open to |

personal interpretation.

The English Learners

How did ESL students at the differemt levels rank the
speakers relative to each other? First, lekt us examine the
reactions of the English learners regarding the variables for
which natives consistently ranked speakers 3 and 5 (Standard)

highest and 2 and 4 (Black English and New Yorkese) lowest.
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English learners on Level 2 ranked the standard
speakers of Tapes 3 and 5 highest on seven out of the nine
variables, for which native judges had this ranking, namely,
job status, educated, rich, handsome, neighbor, fellow worker,
friend. This, in addition to performance on the dialect
discrimination task, is evidence that even at this early
stage, advanced beginners have some sense of the norm for
the standard language. In the cases of intelligent and hard-
working, t he standard speaker on Tape 5 was still ranked
highest, but an intermediate rating was given to the standard
speaker on Tape 3.

Level 2 ratings for the speakers of the familiar non-
standard dialects, Black English and New Yorkese, were less
consistent. These two dialects were rated lowe} than all the
others for only two of the nine variables--job status and rich.
There were four cases in which unfamiliar nonstandard dailects
were ranked lower than one or both (educated, neighbor, hand-
some, fellow worker) and five cases in which a standard speaker
was ranked lower (neighbor, fellow worker, intelligent and
hardworking). This would seem to indicate that for learners
at this level, nonstandard dialects are not clearly differ-
entiated from each other. (The role of unfamiliar dialects
in this study will be discussed at length later on). The fact
that some standard guises could be judged more negatively than
their nonstandard matches shows that for this task learners

on the advanced beginner level could not yet make relative
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"~ decisions about a continuum of standard speech forms. At
this level, either a dialect agrees totally with a perceived
norm or it does not. Although they did not perform as well
as the other groups, Level 2 learners were more successful
on relative judgements when standard and nonstandard English
forms were juxtaposed on the sentence level in the dis-
crimination task.

Level 4 English learners, like Level 2 learners,
agreed with natives in rating the Standard English speakers
on Tapes 3 and 5 highest on the nine variables under consider-
ation. However, in the case of six variables, one of the
familiar nonstandard dialects was rated higher than an un-
familiar nonstandard, namely, intelligent, hardworking,
handsome, neighbor, fellow worker, and friend; and in seven
cases, one of the nonstandard familiar dialects was rated
higher than a standard speaker on job status, intelligent,
hafdworking, rich, handsome neighbor, fellow worker, and
friend. Intermediate English learners ranked both Black
English and Nevaorkese lower than the others for only one
of the nine variables--—educated. So, in their relative
judgements of the various dialect samples, intermediate
English students appear to be similar to Lewel 2 learners.
They can recognize a clearly standard sample and deviance
from that norm. But, like the beginners, they do not appcar
able to identify either a continuum of standards or specific-

nonstandard dialects as opposed to others.
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Level 6 learners came closer than those at lower levels
to native judgements on the nine variables. In four cases,
education, infelligence, wealth, and hardworking, they agreced
with natives in ranking the Standard speakers on Tapes 3 and
5 the best, and in ranking the Black English and New Yorkese
specakers the lowest. Level 6 learners differed essentially
on variables of desired friendship and personality. In the
case of the variable job status, the standard guise for the
Hawaiian speaker on Tape 8 was rated higher than the Standard
guise for the Black English speaker on Tape 5. In another
case, on the variable handsome, the Irish accented speaker
was rated higher. For the variable neighbor, a standard
speaker was rated lower than the New Yorkese speaker, and
for fellow worker and friend, a nonstandard unfamiliar dialect
was ranked lower than one or both of the familiar nonstandard
dialects. Therefore, for the nine variables, Level 6 learners
most closely approximated the judgements of the native group.

On the five variables for which natives ranked
speakers differently, Level 2 subjects agreed with their
judgements only in part. On the slim variable, the Black
English speaker was ranked second by both natives and Level 2
learners, while the New Yorkese speaker on Tape 4 was ranked
as intermediate by the Level 2 learners; he was assigned the
lowest ranking by the natives on this variable. The advanced
beginner English students ranked the speakers on Tapes 2 and 4

intermediate on friendly, as did the native judges. The
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intermediate ranking by Level 2 students of the familiar
nonstandard dialects was not shared by the ﬁatives who gave
the speakers of these dialects the lowest ranking on this
variable. Finally, the Level 2 students did not share the
natives' positive assessment of the Black English speaker
on the variables tall and brave. The Black speaker was
given the lowest ranking on tall by the Level 2 learners,
while the New Yorkese and Black English speakefs were ranked
low on brave by this group.

Like Level 2 learners, Level 4 English students
did not rank the Black speaker high on tall. However, in-
terestingly, the New Yorkese speaker was ranked high on
this variable. The intermediate learners did, however, agree
with natives in ranking the Black English speaker third on
brave. They did not agree with native judgements on slim,
ranking both Tape 2 and 4 speakers intermediate on this
variable. Speaker 2 was ranked intermediate for friendly
by both natives and Level 4 learners, but the English stu-
dents ranked the Tape 4 speaker lower than did the natives
on this variable. Finally, the intermediate learners ranked
the Black English speaker higher on honest, but agreed in
the low rating assigned by natives to the New Yorkese
speaker on this variable.

Although agreement for these five variables was

less consistent than for the first nine considered, Level 6
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learners made judgements closer to those of natives than
did the other. two groups. Along with natives, advanced
English learners found tﬁé Black English speaker to be rel-
atively slim, tall, brave, dishonest, and slightly friendly.
Leve; 6 subjects agreed with native judgements of the New
Yorkese speaker in considering him relatively fat, and not
brave. Howevexr, the advanced English learners found the
New Yorkese speaker shorter, less friendly, and more honest

than did the native judges.

Reactions to Familiar Nonstandarxrd Dialects
and Standard Gulises

For purpoées of clarity, it will be helpful to ex-
amine subject reactions to the familiar nonstan@ard dialects
in the study namely, New Yorkese and Black English, as com-
ﬁared witﬁ their standard guises. A summary of subjects'
relative ratings of these speakers is found in Table 30.

Natives rated both of the nonstandard dialect
speakers lower than either standard guise on ten of the 14
variables in the speaker evaluation task. As has been pre-
viously pointed out, relative judgements on the two non-
standard speakers were evenly divided with the New Yorkese
speaker rated higher on job status, rich, neighbor, fellow
worker, and friend, while the Black English speaker rated
higher on educated, intelligent, hardworking, handsome and
honest. The standard guises were not equally rated. The

standard guise for the Black English speaker on Tape 5 was



RATINGS OF FAMILIAR DIALECTS

Table 30

Job Status Educated Intelligent
Level 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N
5 5 5 5
4.91 5.59 5,78 5.70 5.68 6.00 5.78 6.23 5.61 5.82 5.70 6.06
6 2 6 6
2 2
4 4 4 4
2.91 3.14 2.52 1.47 4.91 3.91 3.30 2.64 4.10 4.32 4.37 2.6l
Range 2.00 2.45 3.26 4.23 .77 2.09 2.48  3.59 1.51 1.50 1.33 3.45
high to low
Rich Hardworking Neighbor
Level 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N 2 4 ) N
5 5 5 5
5.21 5.68 5.37 5.55 5.17 5.41 5.56 5.94 5.09 5.00 5.26 5.06
6 2 4 6
6 4
4 2 2
3.17 3.55 3.15 2.53 4,32 3.82 3.30 2.84 3.83 4,00 3.89 2.81
Range 2.04 2.13 2.22 3.02 .85 1.59 2.26 3.10 1.26 1.00 1.37 2.25

high to low

6



Table 30 (continued)

Handsome Fellow Worker _ Friend
Level 2 4 K< N 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N
5 5 . 5 5 5 5 . 5 - 5 5 5 5
5.13 5.05 4.63 5.12 4,74 5,09 5.04 5.25 5.00 5.05 5.04 5.10
6 ’ 6 6 2 2 6 6 6 2 6 6
4 4 2 6 4 a4 2 4
2 2 4 4 4 2 4 4 2
3.64 4.09 3.85 3.24 3,13 3,33  3.22 2.90 3.57 4.00 3,93 2,19
Range 1.49 .96 .78 1.88 1.61 1.76 1.82 2.35 1.43 1.05 1.11 2.91
high to low
Slim Friendly Tall
Level 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N 2 4 6 N
2 2 2 6 5 5 5 5 4 5 2
4.52 4.41 4.85 5.59 5.55 5.82 5,44 5,19 4.36 4,68 5.19 5.56
6 5 5 6 6 4 4 5 2 5
4 5 6 2 2 2 6 6 6 6 4
4 4 4 4 4 2 2 2 4 6
3.63 3,96 3.61 3.61 5.04 4,05 4,59 4.41 3.72 3.86 4.22 4.03
Range .89 .45 1.24 1.98 51 1.77 .85 .78 .64 .82 .97 1.53
high to low

26



Table 30 (continued)

Honest Brave

Level : 2 4 & N 2 4 6 N
4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
5.44 5.36 5.07 5.58 4.74 5.41 4,27 4.97
5 2 4 6 6 2 2
2 6 6 2 2 6 6 6
6 4 2 4 4 4 4
4.43 4,64 4.46 4,09 4,18 4,18 4.30 3.85
Range 1.01 .72 61 1.49 .56 1.23  1.07 1.12

high to low

€6
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consistently rated higher on these ten variables than was
the standardguise for the New Yorkese speaker on Tape 6.
This is not surprising since in pretesting judges had found
the Tape 6 stimulus reading to be superior to all of the
nonstandard samples, but more obviously studied and less
fluent than standard samples 3 and 5. This is not a prob-
lem for the study, since it was originally assumed. that the
variocus samples would not necessarily be rated equally.

Level 2 advanced beginning English learners
agreed with relative native rankings for six variables, job
status, educated, rich, handsome, neighbor and friend. 1In
the cases of four variables, intelligent, hardworking, hon-
est, and fellow worker, the New Yorkese speaker was rated
higher than his standard guise. And in three cases, hard-
working, honest and fellow worker, the Black English speaker
was rated higher than his standard .guise.

Level 4 intermediate learners totally agreed with
native rankings on two out of the ten variables under dis-
cussion-—-education and handsome. For two variables, rich
and friend, the New Yorkese speaker was rated higher than
his standard guise. And surprisingly, on seven variables,
job status, intelligent, rich, hardworking, neighbor, fellow
worker, and honest, thé Black English speaker was rated
higher than both the New Yorkese speaker and his standard
guise! Since this occurred for only two variables among

Level 2 judges, this phenomenon is hard to explain. Perhaps
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" learners at this intermediate level become particularly
sensitive to fluency and self-confidence in their language
judgements. This is certainly an area that needs further
investigation.

By Level 6 relative judgements closely agreed with
those of native speakers, with advanced English learners
duplicatihg the natives' relative ratings of the four di-
alects under discussion on eight of the variables (job
status, educated, intelligent, rich, hardworking, fellow
worker, friend and handsome). In two cases, neighbor and
honest, the advanced learners rated the New Yorkese speaker
higher than his standard guise, but maintained the lower

rating for the Black English speaker.

Unfamiliar Nonstandard Dialects

In order to determine to what extent students were
evaluating specific nonstandard dialects and not simply
speech varieties that diverged from a norm, the familiar
dialects of New Yorkese and Black English were matched with
unfamiliar but analogous nonstandard dialects, Irish ac-
ceﬁted English and Hawaiian Pidgin.

To assess reactions to each unfamiliar dialect,
mean scores for some of the variables in the speaker evalua-
tion section were placed in rank order for three speakers--
the unfamiliar dialect and its standard guise, and the

familiar nonstandard dialect with which it was matched.
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This was done for cach level of English learners with
both New Yorkese and Black English. Ten of the 14 vari-
ables in the speaker evaluation task were chosen for this
comparison, since for these ten variables natives ranked
the speakers highest for standard, lowest for nénstandard
familiar, and intermediate for nonstandard unfamiliar
speaker. (The four variables for which natives had dif-
ferent rankings will be discussed separately). Rank order
evaluations for the speakers are listed on Table 31. The
number of each variable in the rank order of the eight ex-
perimental tapes is listed--1 = highest judgement;
8 = lowest judgement relative to the score for other
speakers) .

Level 2 subjects agreed with the native ranking
éf speakérs on six out of ten varigbles for the New Yorkese
speaker as compared with the Irish-accented speaker and
standard guise. Level 2 éubjecfs agreed with native rank-
ings on five out of ten variables for the Black English
speaker; as compared with the Hawaiian speaker and standard .
guise. So advanced beginners agreed with native judgements
just a bit more than half the time. It is interesting to
note that for the nine cases in which Level 2 judgements
differed from those of natives, eight represented occasions
in which the nonstandard unfamiliar dialect speaker was
judged lower than the standard dialect speaker. In these

cases both nonstandard speakers were still judged lower



Table 31

RANK ORDERS OF FAMILIAR VERSUS UNFAMILIAR NONSTANDARD DIALECTS
' WITH STANDARD GUISE - A

Job Edu-~ Intel~ Bard- Neigh- Hand-~ Fellow

Status cated ligent Rich workina bor some Worker Friend Honest
Level 2 46 2 4 6 2 4 6 246 2 46 24 6 4 6 2 4 6 246 2 4 6
Ranks
Tape 4
New Yorkese 8 87 6 8 7 6 8 8 8 67 7 88 47 6 6.5 7 8 8 7 757 2 7.5 3.5
Tape 7 ‘
Irish 554 5 5 4 5 7 3 6 3 274 8 8 2.5 8 2 36.53 584 4 7.5 2
Tape 3 . 4 .
Standard 121 1 2 1 4 1 1 122 312 11 1 1.51 1 2 1 111 11 1l
Tape 2
Black English 768 7 7 8 8 3 7 788 6 37 65 8 6.5 8 5 5 8 6 6 6 .. 7
Tape 9 .
Hawaiian 6 35 8 4 6 34.55 4 36 545 73 5 4.5 6 7 4 6 8 48 8 3 5
Tape 8.

tandard 342 3.53 3 24.5 4 344 453 54 3 4,5 5 4 3 5 4 73 3 6 3.5

(1 = highest rxank; 8 = lowest rank)

L6




Table 32

RANK ORDERS OF FAMILIAR VERSUS UNFAMILIAR NONSTANDARD DIALECTS
WITH STANDARD GUISE - B

98

Slim Friendly Tall Brave
Level ' 2 4 6 N 246N 2 4 6 N 4 6
Ranks
Tape 4
New Yorkese 6 6 7 8 6874 4,5 2 8 6 5.5 7
Tape 7
Irish 4 7 2 3 5652 7 7 4 4.5 8 8
Tape 3
Standard 1 1 1 1 1113 2 1 2 3 1.5 4
Tape 2
Black English 2 4.5 3 1 4 4 66 8 8 3 1 3 2
Tape 9
Hawaiijian Pidgin 3 4.5 8 4 8 587 i ~4 7 8 4 3
Tape 8
Standard 7 8 6 7 77 4 8 4.5 3 6 4.5 7 5

(1 = highest rank; 8 = lowest rank)
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than the standard guise. This means that Level 2 English
learners have a very definite idea of what constitutes
standard speech as opposed to speech which diverges from

that standard. This is supported by their relatively high
scores on the discrimination task. It appears, however,

that either they are not yet able to distinguish the spe-
cific nonstandard dialects in their speech communities with
any kind of consistency, or that they have not yet formulated
clear negative opinions about the speakers of these specific
dialects. Thus, the extent to which speakers of ény dialect
which divergeé from the norm are downgraded is not consistent
with this level.

For the ﬁew Yorkese speaker, the Irish accented
match and its standard guise, Level 4 subjects judged speak-
ers in a manner similar to that of Level 2 learners. The
intermediate English learners agreed with native judgements
on six variables. On four variables they judged the un-
familiar dialect speaker superior to or the same as the
familiar nonstandard speaker. There were no cases in which
either the New Yorkese or Irish accented speakers were
judged superior to the standard guise.

But this was not the case for the Black English
speaker, the Hawaiian match and its standard guise. There
were three variables for which the Black English speaker
was rated higher than both nonstandard dialect speakers,

and one (honest), for which the Black speaker was rated
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higher than the standard guise for the Hawaiian tape.

From this information alone, it is not clear to what ex-
tent this represents an inability of the intermediate
learners to discriminate between the norm and nonstandard
dialects (surprising,’since Level 2 learners can do so)
and to wﬁat extent it merely represents their differing
judgements. This gquestion will be dealt with further in a
latexr part of the analysis.

By Level 6 the advanced English learners agreed with
the relative native judgements of speakers with only one
exception. For all ten variables on the New Yorkese tape,
its Irish match and standard guise, the New Yorkese speaker
was rated lowest, the standard speaker highest .and the Irish
speaker intermediate between the two.

The Black English speaker, the Hawaiian match, and
the standard guise were similarly rated for nine out of the
ten variables. In one case (friend) the Hawaiian speaker
was rated lower than the Black English speaker, but the
standard speaker was ranked higher than either nonstandard
speaker.

Now, let us examine the four variablés for which
native judgements were not coﬁsistent for both nonstandard
speakers, namely, slim/fat, friendly, tall and brave.
Interestingly, these all relate to personality and appear-

ance of the speaker.
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Relative native reaétions_to the Irish accented
speaker, the standard guise and the New Yorkese speaker
for the four variables listed above are similar to the rank-
ing of the other ten variables in the speaker evaluation
task, in that the familiar nonstandard dialect was ranked
lower than the standard, or the unfamiliar nonstandard was
found to be intermediate between the two. Level 2 and
Level 6 learners agreed with the native judgements in three
out of four cases. Level 4 learners agreed in only one out
of four variables. (See Table 32). Note that native judges
rated the Black English speaker higher than either the
Hawaiian speaker or the Standard guise on the four variables
mentioned above.

To what extent did English learners agree with the
high native ratings for the Black speaker on these vari-
ables? Level 2 learners rated the Black speaker higherx
than the others on two out of the four variables, friendly
and slim. Level 4 learners also rated the Black English
speaker highest on two variables; in this case, friendly
and brave. The Black English speaker was rated higher
than the Standard on slim, but the Hawaiian speaker was
rated as highly as the Black English speaker. Finally,
the advanced level subjects rated the Black English speaker
highest on the variables slim, brave and tall. In the case
of the variable friendly, the Black speaker was rated lower

than the Hawaiian match by the advanced learners, but higher
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than the standard guise. Thus, by Level 6 judgements

closely paralleled those of the native population.

Factor Analysis

A principal component factor analysis was performed
followed by varimax rotation. This was done for all of
the factors of Tape 2 and then repeated for each tape, such
that eight separate factor analyses were performed. The
purpose of this procedure was to see which of fhe individual
variables functioned together and to reduce the dimension-
ality of the data.

Eigenvalues were computed for each factor. Eigen-
values, which are roots of the matrices, are considered to
be significant at the level of one or o&er. Table 33 rep-
resents scores for significant factors. Eigenvalues are
included.

For each tape, two significant factors emerged--
an intelligence economic factor and a social affinity
factor.

1. The intelligence-economic factox. This is a

non-affective factor essentially reflecting an individual's
achievement. Level of intelligence and level of education
are perceived as consistent with job status and economic
level. In some cases, hard work is also recognized as being
involved in this relationship.

2. The social affinity factor. This factor reflects

how the individual wishes to relate to the "“specaker on a social




Tape

2.

Factor

1

Table 33

FACTOR ANALYSIS

Variable

Job status
Educated
Rich
Intelligent
Hardworking

Fellow worker
Friend
Neighbor
Hardworking

Corre-
lation

103

Eigenvalue

.84
.75
.70
.52
.44

.72
71
.66
.53

4.88
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Educated
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Rich

Job status
Neighboxr
Friend

Fellow worker
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Neighbor
Fellow worker

Job status
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Friendly

Educated
Intelligent.
Rich
Hardworking
Job status
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Variable

Neighbor
Fellow worker
Friend
Friendly

Job status
Rich
Educated
Intelligent

Table 33 (continued)

Corre-

lated

.83
.77
.75
.47

.78
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Eigenvalue

4.18
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Neighbor
Friend

Fellow worker
Friendly

Job status
Rich
Educated
Intelligent
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Job status
Wealth
Intelligent
Educated
Hardworking
Friend
Fellow worker
Neighbor
Hardworking
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Tape Factor
6 1
2
7 1
2
8 1
2
9 1
2

Friend

Fellow worker
Neighbor
Handsome

Honest
Brave
Intelligent
Hardworking
Tall
Handsome

.51

.62
.60
.58
.45
.43
.41

1.22




105

level. Subjects made consistent judgements of the three
areas defining their desired sociél relationships with
the speaker, as a friend, neighbor, and fellow worker. It
had been initially assumed that there would be a hier-
archical relationship among these variables with neighbor
status being the most difficult for speakers to attain and
fellow worker the least difficult to attain. The relation-
ship of neighbor was thought to be intermediate between the
two. But it turned out that subjects ranked the relative
importance of these relationships in idiosynchratic ways.
For some people the status of fellow worker was the most
highly rated in an association, and the same speaker could
be rated somewhat lower as a potential fellow workexr than
as a friend oxr neighbor. There are examples of this high
briority.being placed on neighbor as well. This makes sense
1f we consider that a neighbor, due to his proximity, may
have a real effect on the.qualify of someone's life. Finally,
some individuals, as expected, accorded highest priority to
the relétionship of friend. Whichever relationship was con-
sidered highest, the factor analysis shows that the other
relationships were rated similarly.

In many cases, judgements of the friendliness of the
speaker were consistent with the way in which the listener
wished to relate to him. 1In the case of Tape 5, the listen-

er's view of the speaker in terms of honesty also correlated

with this factor.
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Statistical Significance
of Group Differences

The data were analyzed to see whether judgements
on the speaker evaluation task represented a significant
difference between groups. The two factors of socioeconomic
status and social affinity were considered separately along
with a third group of remaining variables relating to ap-
pearance and personality. The analysis was done using
Hotelling's T sguared. This is a multivariate test used to
compare significant differences between vectors of group
means. In other words, group reactions to a set of vari-
ables are considered. For the purpose of between level
comparisons, this is superior to the traditional T test
which considers only one variable at a time. The Hotelling's
T test takes into account the intercorrelations among the
individual variables.

The results, listed on Table 34, show that, as
hypothesized, in most cases between groups differences were
found to be statistically significant, with 52 out of 72
significant group differences, much more than could occur
by chance. The largest number of variables showing sig-
nificant between group variables were found for factor one,
socioeconomic status. Comparisons were done for groups

two to four, four to six, and six to native.



Socioeconomic Status

Table 34

2

. HOTELLING'S T

Social Affinity

Appearance ~ Personality

5 Level

Tape (T7) 2-4 4-6 6-N
2 52.67%%* B3.30*%*  159,61*%*
3 22.54*%%  108,30%% 112.35**
4 35.19** S 47,78%* 23.41*%*
5 5.46 12,47%* 30.46%*
6 29.80%*%* 31.45%* 36.91**
7 26,39%%* 20.75%% 26.18%%
8 8.87 . 20.21%* 27.40%*
9 14.16% 8.86 15.23%

* .05
**g 81 vVariable
' Groups

Level

2-4 4-6 6-N
28.65%*% 12.64%* 20.55**
15.05** 10.13%* 6.79
24,17%% 21.28%% 31.88%*%*
5.35 4.02 1.30
49.88%%* 28.46%* 5.29
12.47% 13.84%%* 3.70
3.10 2.46 6.31
20.81** 20.77%* 9.20%*

Level

2-4 4-6 6~N
11.66%* 9.00 54,13%*
5.88 9.63 58.56**
24.,85%* 15.45= 15.89**
30.00** 19.14%*%* 16.34**
4.49 2.07 3.94
15.60% 4.41 5.36
13.70%* 14.81%* 8.32
7.49 23.34%* 10.44

(Appearance-personality = looks, slim-fat, tall, honest, brave

(Socioeconomic status = job status, education, wealth, intelligence, hardworking
(Social affinity = fellow worker, friend, neighbor, friendly

LOT
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Sex

Was sex of the listener a significant variable in
the speaker evaluation task?

T tesls were done for both ESL and native popula-
tions with males from Levels 2, 4 and 6 in one group and
females from these levels in another. Males and females
in the native control group were compared separately.

For the ESL group, only three variables out of
112 on the speaker evaluation task were found to differ

significantly in male versus female ratings.

Table 35

Sex Differences on the Speaker Evaluation Task

T-score
ESL Students Males Pemales (2 tailed)
Tape 2 honesty 4.16 5.06 ~2.43%
3 height 4.63 5.32 -2,11%
5 brave 4,86 5.51 -2.05%
Natives
Tape 3 education 6.00 6.54 -2.07
9 " 5.67 3.57 3.16%
intelligence 5.44 4.04 2.14%
job status 5.67 _ 3.58 2.62%
friend 5.57 3.78 2.56%
neighbor 5.63 3.88 2.84%%
*p < .05
**p{.Ol

For the native group, six out of 112 variables were
found to differ significantly in male versus female ratings.
The ESL judgements agree with Tucker and Lambert's

findings (1969) in that females have rated the speaker
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higher when there are differences, but in five out of the
Six cases; native males rated the speaker higher than did
the females.

It must also be pointed out that in the native
group there were only nine males compared to 24 females and
with such small numbers the findings must be considered
tentative.

With only three and six cases out of a possible 112
differing in significant terms for judgements between sexes,
(this number of differences would be expected by chance)
we must conclude that for the speaker evaluation task, sex
of the listener was not an important variable. Of course,
all of the speakers were male, and it is possible that a

female speaker might have resulted in greater disparities

between male and female judgements.

Age
The average ages of the English learners were four
to five years higher than the average native age, 22.64 to
23.89 and 18.61, respectively.
Although the studies that mention age differences
as meaningful in measuring attitudes normally contrast young
children and young teehagers with adults, it was important
to determine whether the different ages of the experimental
population and the control group might have affected the

results in this experiment.
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In order to test for the variable of age, the ESL
population wés divided into two groups--one group under
age 20 and a second group 20 years old and over. T tests
were performed on all variables in the speaker evaluation
task for each tape. Out of 112 variables, there were sig-
nificant differences between the groups in only five casecs.

(This would be expected by chance).

Table 3¢

Age Differences on the Speaker Evaluation Task

Group 1 Group 2 T Score
(under 20) (20 and over) (2 tailed)
Tape 3 friendly' 6.29 5.64 2,59%
rich 5.67 4.96 2.,58%
hardworking 6.05 5.41 2.56%
intelligent 6.24 5.61 - 2.54%
9 tall 5.09 4,27 2.07%

*p .05

Four of the differences_occurred for the Tape 3
sample, a Standard English speaker, and one for Tape 9, the
Hawaiian speaker. Older students assigned higher judgements
in four out of the five significant cases. The range of
significantly different scores was small--less than 1.0 in
all cases.

Since there were significant differences in ratings
for only five out of 112 cases, and since these differences
were relatively small, it can be assumed that the higher
average age of the ESL population as compared with the native

control goup did not have a significant influence on the data.
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Commehts on the Tapes

Tape 2 - Black English

Level ~ Native

All four subjects chose the picture of the lower
class Black and all stated that this was a Black person
speaking. Generally, there were low evaluations of educa-
tion and socioeconomic status of the speaker. He was thought
to be lazy, not articulating, not making an effort to speak
well. One subject felt he was similar to other Blacks in
that, "They're more careless."‘

Natives commented on his speech in that it contains
different words,‘grammar that isn't as good as that of others,
different intonation, and a voice that "sounds Black." The
subjects also thought the speaker was young and uneducated.

People in the media recognized as having similar

speech included actors in Sanford and Son, J.J. from Good

Times, disc jockeys on the radio, and some individuals in

Welcome‘Back Kotter.

The subjects claimed to interact with similar
speakers only in casual situations on the street, on buses,
in school, or at work. One native remarked that this
sounded like a dark-skinned Puerto Rican he had met. This
is not surprising, since there are many Latins who live in
areas where the main form of English spoken is Black English,

and so this is the English that they learn.
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Natives did not want to speak this way because
they did not think Black speech was appropriate for them

or, in one case, because "....Mother wouldn't like it."

Level 2

Advanced beginning English learners expressed the
general view that this is not a very good way to speak.
Only one out of the four subjects interviewed was willing
to speak this way. But this speech was not associated with
a specific population. The speaker was viewed either as
uneducated or having an average education. There were no
clear statements referring to known individuals who speak

this way.

Level 4 '
Two of the four subjects on the intermediate level
chose the picture of the Black lower class male, and clearly
identified this as a Black nonstandard speaker. Both sub-
jects pointed out experiences with Black English speakers

on the street, and recognized television personalities with

similar speech. One subject suggested J.J. on Good Times,

also cited by natives.

One subject recognized the negative aspect of the
speech, but could not place it. He chose a picture of a
White working class person. He thought perhaps this was not
a native English speaker.

The fourth subject did not recognize the speech

as nonstandard. She felt it reminded her of an acquaintance
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who is a lawyer. She may have had some sense that this
speech was deviant from the norm since she found it more
"kindly and romantic" than average, and thought the speaker

could be a poet.

Level 6

Résults of Level 6 reactions to this tape on the
interview confirm the similarity of the objective data to
native reactions for this speaker. All four subjects chose " -
the picture of a Black. Three chose the lower class Bléck,
and one chose the middle class Black. All four stated that
they recognize Black speech and judged it to be undesirable
as a model for their own English.

The speaker was described as not educated. Subjects
commented on the language in terms of how difficult it was
to understand. Comments included, "They eat some part of
their words," and "Would say, 'Hey, man.'"

Some subjects expressed sympathy for the way Blacks
are treated in American society: "The Blacks don't have
opportunity;" "Sometimes Americans say they don't like the
Black guys;" "Americans don't like this speech." One sub-
ject showed considerable insight and commented, "Some
young people try to copy." |

All four advanced English learners described casual
contacts with Blacks, such as in the subway, and with a
friend's cleaning lady. Two subjects correctly identified

language similar to Black English in the media~--J.J. in
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Good Times and What's Happening. One referred to an in-

dividual on television with Black "music" (intonation-?)
but "good" (standard-?) grammar. Another subject had only

noticed "perfect" (standard-?) speech on television.

Tape 3 ~ Standard English; Irish English Speaker

Level - Native

All of the native judges recognized this speech
as different from that spoken in the New York area. Three
felt it resembled a British accent, and one thought it
might be a Boston accent.

Since the speaker was actually a native New Yorker
of Irish descent, these reactions were surprising. The
same tape was played for several native speakers of British
English. These definitively identified the speaker as
American. In pre-testing the speaker had been thought by
oné judge to be "hypercorrect." The tape was found to con-
tain a few features which are in fact not typical of even
most standard English speakers in the New York area. The
most obvious is the use of an intervocalic 't' pronounced
[t] rather than the flap which is more common to the area.
The judgements that this was a British or Bostonian speaker
may have been made on this limited basis.

All of the natives felt that this was a well
educated speaker, as well as a gentleman, and all reacted

favorably to the possibility of speaking this way themselves.
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Level 2

All Level 2 subjects chose pictures of middle or
upper class Caucasians to represent this speaker. They
agreed that he was an intelligent individual of relatively
high social and economic status. His personality was
viewed positively, as he was characterized as being honest,
musical, good and orderly. Three subjects thought they

would like to speak English this way.

Level 4
All intermediate learners chose pictures of
Caucasian middle ox upper class males. One subject thought

the speaker's accent reminded him of Bentley on The Jeffer-

sons—-an actor with a British accent. Another.subject
thought the speaker might be an American actor. A third

thought he sounded like Mike Stivick in All in the Family--

an incorrect assumption since Mike speaks New Yorkese
English. It is interesting that this same subject thought
this spech was "So, so" and was not eager to use it as a
model. The other three subjects viewed the linguistic
variety on this tape more positively, and were willing to

speak this way themselves.

Level 6

Three of the four advanced English learners inter-
viewed thought the speaker had some kind of accent. One
thought the speaker was Southern, and two thought he was

foreign., Yetl subject 6-2 thought the speaker tried to
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"Speak English in the fight.way.“ Judgements were mixed on
the extent tq which this speechIWOuld be a desirable model
to emulate.

It is interesting that both natives and advanced
learners thought this speaker had either a foreign or a

regional accent.

Tape 4 - New Yorkese

Level - Native

Two subjects chose Picture #6, a young student type,
and two subjects chose #7, a Caucasian working class indi-
vidual. This reflects the dispersion of the New Yorkese
dialect since it'is used by working class and middle class
speakers. In fact, many speakers of New Yorkese can be
found in the New York City college population. One subject
stated that the speaker might get a college education
later on.

Three subjects suggested working class occupations
for the speaker, including street vendor, truck driver of
maintenance man. The tape elicited two comments about the
speaker "hanging out," reflecting the association of this
dialect with casual speech.

The New Yorkese dialect was consistently downgraded
to varying extents by the four native judges. The tape was
clearly identified by three subjects as New York nonstandard
speech. It was referred to as a Brooklyn accent, a Brook-

lynite or Bronxite kind of speech, and like a certain accent
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in Brooklyn. It is a popular myth_in the New York area
that New York nonstandard speech is particularly typical
of Brooklyn and the Bronx, although it is prevalent in
the New York Metropolitan area as a whole. The extent to
which New Yorkese differs from borough to borough is an
empirical question.

Natives felt that to some extent this kind of speech
was related to lack of care in speaking, and they commented
that it sounds sloppy, slurred, rushing and careless. It
was also found to sound comical, dumb and awful. More ob-~
jective comments referred to accent and pronunciation of
specific words like dog [d5'gl.

While one subject felt this speech was essentially
a reflecﬁion of the peer group, three subjects were quite
critical of the speaker. The most negative of all was
Subject 1-4 who was oblivious to the fact that he is himself
a speaker of this dialect.

Three natives identified media figures who speak
this dialect, including John Travolta, Archie Bunker and

Barbarino in Welcome Back Kotter.

Level 2

Although three out of the four subjects in the ad-
vanced beginner group chose the same pictures as did the
natives, they expressed very different judgements about the

speaker on Tape 4.
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Three subjects thought this might be an ordinary
person, a student or somebody from a university. One

subject correctly identified Horshack from Welcome Back

Kotter as speaking this way, but she made no comment to
indicate that she had any sense that this kind of speech
was associated with any particular group of péople. She
downgraded the speech in a way similar to that of natives,
expressing the view that it is a careless manner of
speaking.

The Level 2 students did have some sense that this
is not the most socially desirable way to speak, since all
four stated they would not care to speak this way and

would like to speak better.

Level 4 subjects expresced mixed feelings about
this tape although none of the judgements were particularly
positive.

One subject incorrectly identified this as rep-
resentative of Black uﬁeducated speech. This indicates
that she is aware that some Blacks do speak differently.
The fact that she claimed the speech of a college graduate
she knew was similar is somewhat confusing. Perhaps this
person's speech was similar in a limited way--such as voice
quality or intonation. This must remain speculative,

since she did not elaborate.
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Another subject thought this might be a foreign
student, and a third thought the speaker spoke too slowly.
One student thought the speaker might be a salesman. Three
subjects did not think this was an appropriate model for
the English they desired to speak, although one of them found
it temporarily acceptable. A fourth subject thought it was
"O.K."

New Yorkese speech was not clearly associated in
the minds of the intermediate students with either people
they knew or with media personalities. One subject did
think it was reminiscent of some young people on a TV

interview.

Level 6

All four subjects downgraded the New Yorkese speech
yet all categorized it incorrectly.

As was the case for the intermediate subjects, one
subject thought this was typical of Black speech. Two sub-
jects thought the speaker had a foreign accent~—again
similar to an intermediate level judgement. Only one sub-
ject identified this as middle class but uneducated speech,
closer to the correct iptérpretation. However, inexplicably,
this same subject concluded that the accent was not from
New York City.

The failure of advanced English learners to recog-
nize New Yorkese as a specific linguistic category is

surprising in view of the extent to which they have agreed
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with native judgements so far. Level 5 subjects correctly
identified Black nonstandard English and expressed judge-
ments very similar to those of natives regarding this speech
variety and its speakers. Yet, although New Yorkese speakers
were judged anal gously by natives and advanced English
learners on the speaker evaluation task, the subjects inter-
viewed do not recognize Néw Yorkese speech except to comment
on its divergent and negative qualities. Why is this so?

A possible explanation is that New Yorkese speech
is not uncommon among middle class New Yorkers, while
Black English tends to be more limited to lower classes,
particularly in cases of interracial converSations.1 Also,
a large proportion of Blacks with whom the English learners
come into contact may be speakers of Black English, so that
English learners would be more likely to categorize them
differently in terms of their language. The fact that they
are physically different from others and that they are
culturally differént from other New Yorkers may reenforce
the development of a separate category for Black English
speakers.

In contrast, New Yorkese speech can be found among
fellow students at Queens College and is even spoken by some
teachers in the University. New Yorkese speakers are not
physically different from other standard speakers and are

less culturally divergent. Thus, the English learners

lIt is not uncommon for some middle class and
upwardly mobile Blacks to use Black English among Blacks,
and switch to Standard English when Whites are present.
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do not single out New Yorkese speech and its speakers on

a conscious level. Nevertheless, when presented with a
linguistic judgement ask and when focusing on the language
only, the ESL students recognized that the New Yorkese
speech variety does not conform to the standard norm. It
would be interesting in future investigations to see whéther
English learners at later stages of development do in fact
develop a separate category fdr New Yorkese speech. Per-
haps opportunities to travel to other areas of the United

States might be influential.

Tape 5 - Standard English; Black English Speaker

Level - Native

Three of the four subjects interviewed,chose the
picture of the Black middle class male, #5. The fourth
chose picture #4, a middle or upper class Caucasian male.

Three of the subjects expressed positive attitudes
about the speaker. They judged his socioeconomic status
to be high, felt he was well educated, precise, clear.
Only one subject did not feel this speech was a suitable
model, since he was not Black. However, this subject did
not make any negative judgements about the speaker.

These reactioné are quite different from some
reports in the literature, e.g., Williams (1970) in which
judges assume that Black speakers of Standard English are
Caucasian. Since the same judges in this study have rated

a Black English speaker in negative terms while judging
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Black Standard English speaker positively, the study shows
that negative judgements, at least for the population tested,
are related to language alone and do not correlate with the
speaker's ethnicity. This agrees with the findings of Bell
(1974) who found that although choice of race did not sig-
nificantly correlate with other variables, those who identi-
fied a Standard English speaker as Black still rated her
positively.

On what basis did subjects identify this speaker
as Black? One subject cited his pronunciation of “road" and
"one-half an hour" as revealing. This speaker does have an
aspect of voice quality associated with Black speakers. The
vowels in the items cited by the subject seem to be a bit
longer and to possess a laryngeal quality not present in the
speech of Caucasian Standard English speakers in this area.

This would be a fruitful area for further investigation.

Level 2

Although this speaker was rated highiy by Level 2
subjects on the speaker evaluatipn task, one subject felt
the speaker sounded "too hoarse" and another was not sure
about his use of grammar. Expressed opinions were generally
favorable, and the speaker was. judged to be a good man--
formal, mature, possibly a college §raduate, someone who
speaks well and firmly. The subject who felt the speaker
sounded hoarse also thought he might be foreign. Perhaps

the same vocal quality which suggested to natives that this
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was a Black person influenced another to comment on the

speaker's hoarse voice quality and lack of clarity.

Level 4

One subject recognized this as a Black speaker.
Although this subject did not want to speak this way
"because I'm not Black" he evaluated the speaker posi-
tively. The other three subjects made consisteﬁtly
positive evaluations of the speaker and chose pictures
#3 and #l--middle-upper class Caucasians--as possible

representations of him.

Level 6

Two subjects chose pictures of Caucasian middle-

upper class males for this speaker and made generally

favorable comments about him and his speech, i.e., "pretty
good;" "it's perfect;" "very intelligent;" "middle educa-
tion;" "it's one of the best ways to speak.™

Two subjects identified the speaker as Black. Both
made favorable comments about the speaker and one showed
insight into American society stating, "....for them to give
credit, people must speak good, like an American." This
subject did not wish to speak this way.

Once again, advancedhEnglish learners came close

to native judgements.
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Tape 6 - Standard English; New Yorkese speaker

Level - Native

Although this was a standard tape, the speaker had
previously been judged to be making an obvious effort to
control his speech. This was reflected in the view of the
native jﬁdges. They regarded the speaker more favorably than
his New Yorkese guise but less favorably than the Standard
English speakers of Tapes 3 and 5.

The speaker was found to be an average individual
with a middle level education. His speech was perceived as
slow, and judgements of his personality ranged from "un-
sophisticated and lethargic" to "a complete jerk." Only one

subject said he would find this speech acceptahle for himself.

Level 2

Two subjects thought this could be a student at
Queens College, and a third thought this was a college grad-
uate--views that would be consistent with the students'
experience. These subjects felt that this standard speaker
spoke clearly, worked hard, and was of average intelligence.
Two advanced beginners felt this speech would be a good
model to emulate.

One subject mistakenly thought this was a Black
English speaker. On the basis of personal experience, he
had found that Blacks "speak with a different sound." It

would appear that even at this early stage, this learner
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is aware that some Blacks speak differently. The statement
that this speech is "very ugly," may reflect the fact that
the learner has assimilated the negative view of the speech
community regarding Black English. However, at this early
stage, the learner is not yet able to recognize the dialect
out of ifs natural context.

Judgements of the speaker were mixed. One subject
commented on the speaker's slow speech and felt he was a
lazy person. Another subject presented the contrasting
view that the speaker was an active person. One learner
commented on the clarity of the speech, and another thought
he sounded like a college graduate and a very relaxed

person.

Level 6

Advanced learners had mixed judgements on this
speaker, similar to those of natives. The speaker was
thought to be a young person who may or may not have at-
tended college. One subject thought his speech was similar
to that of most Americans. Suégested occupations for the
speaker ranged from that of simple office workéf to law
student. Two subjects felt they would like to speak this

way.
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Tape 7 - Irish-accented English

Level - Native

Two native subjects recognized this as Irish.
Another guessed Scottish, and a third thought it was a
Cockney accent. This subject had been in England and may
have drawn a mistaken conclusion about Irish-accented
speakers she encountered. One subject was reminded of a
television program about going to Ireland. Soﬁe subjects
found this accent reminiscent of some Irish people who had
come to America, Or some tourists. Pictures chosen to rep-
resent the speaker varied in age and social class, but all
were pictures of Caucasians.

Two subjects thought they would like to speak this
way, and only one was strongly negative. Other native
judgements characterized the Irish accent as different,
nice, smart and funny. There was also a comment by a sub-
ject of Irish descent indicating that the Irish in Ireland
would "break your face" if yéu laughed at the Irish accent.
This comment came about because many people laughed at the

speech sample during the speaker evaluation task.

Level 2

Level 2 judgements about this speaker were generally
limited and vague. One subject thought the speaker had an
average level of education. Another subject thought the

speaker sounded relaxed, and a third thought he sounded like
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a talkative and funny person who likes jokes. This last

comment agreed with one native's view of the speaker.
Interestingly, one subject claimed that none of

the pictures resembled this speaker and stated, "You can't

tell the personality from somebody's speech."

Level 4

All Level 4 subjects found the Irish-accented
speech generally divergent. Two subjects thought this was
a foreign speaker, and a third chose a picture of a lower
class Black and thought this was native speech representing
a poorly educated person of low social status.

A fourth subject thought this sounded like the
speech of priests she had encountered. In fact, she thought
this language variety was learned in the monastery. These
remarks are of interest, since there are a considerable num-
ber of priests in the New York City area who are of Irish
descent. This subject also imitated the speaker's intonation
as indicative of this speech variety. Thus, for this subject

it was not an unfamiliar dialect.

Level 6 :

All four Level 6 subjects assumed this was a foreign
speaker. Two subjects'chose pictures of a working class
Caucasian, one chose a middle or upper class Caucasian, and
a fourth chose an Oriental. Perhaps because of the trilled
'r' used in this dialect, two subjects guessed this might be

a German speaker, and the others guessed Russian and Italian.
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Tape 8 - Standard English; Hawaiian Pidgin Speakex

Level - Native

Three of the four native judgements for this
standard speaker were favorable. One subject thought there
was a slight accent and this could have been an Oriental
speaker. -This standard sample from Hawaii did have a small
influence from the native Hawaiian accent of the speaker,
so although it is accepted as standard in Hawaii, it is not
surprising that a "slight accent" was detected. One subject
chose the picture of the Oriental and =said the speaker
sounded "slurrish" and unfamiliar.

The speaker was judged to be introverted but in-

telligent, and to be a successful business man or executive.

Level 2

Two subjects from Level 2 thought this was a speaker
of Black English. Once again, this shows that they are
aware that Black English is a specific category of speech,
and they view it negatively. However, they are not yet able
to identify Black English on thé basis of speech alone.

For some reason, two subjects thought this person was
overweight. If is interesting that although Level 2 students
as a group generally rated the speaker in average or inter-
mediate terms on the speaker evaluation task, their judgements

on the interview tended to be rather negative.
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Level 4

Subjects in Level 4 felt this was an average
speaker, similar to many others they ﬁad encountered. One
subject thought the speaker was fat, an opinion shared by
one Level 2 subject. The speaker was also thought to be

not very tall.

Level 6

The most favorable evaluvations of this speaker were
provided by the advanced English learners. They thought
him to be well educated and a business man or scientist.
Three of the four subjects on this level thought his speech
would be a good model to emulate. One subject thought his

voice sounded “"older." .

Tape 9 - Hawaijan Pidgin English

Level - Native

Three of the native subjects interviewed felt this
speaker had a foreign accent. One guessed he was Chinese
and anothexr guessed he might be_Slavic. Interestingly,
one subject thought his divergent speech was due to old
age and that some words sounded "mumbled" because he was
tired. To represent the speaker, two subjects chose a
picture of an older Caucasian male énd two chose a picture
of an Oriental.

One subject thought the speaker was educated, while
the others failed to comment on his educational or economic

status.
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Level 2

Two subjects chose the picture of a Black middle
class individual for this speaker, one chose an Oriental
and the fourth chose a Caucasian male.

Two subjects thought the speaker sounded old (as
did one of the natives), and three of the subjects noted
the divergent nature of the speech sample. Two subjects
felt that his voice had a hoarse guality, and other con-
ments included lack of clarity, heavy accent, and difficulty
in understanding his speech.

It is worth noting that one subject, in addition
to choosing a picture of a Black, stated that the speaker
could be Black, and pointed out the hoarse quality of the
voice and the lack of clarity in the sample. It would
appear that even at this early stage at least one, and
possibly two, of the four advanced beginners were aware
that some Blacks speak a divergent form of English. How-
ever, they are not yet able to correctly identify this
speech from tape recordings alone at this stage of

proficiency.

Level 4

Two subjects chose the picture of the Oriental,
and one chose the picture of the older Caucasian. Once
again, a subject thought this was a foreign speaker, and
another attributed the divergent nature of the sample to

the speaker's advanced age.
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Level 6

The advanced English learners paralleled native
judgements in the picture they selected with two choosing
the Oriental and two choosing the older Caucasian.

Two advanced learners thought the speaker had a
Chinese accent. Subject 6-1 thought this was the case be-
cause the speaker 'tut things off words.” The other two sub-
jects on this level commented that the speaker sounded old.
Almost one-third of the total subjects interviéwed made this
comment! Yet the speaker was actually a college student in
his twenties. It is possible that the pharyngeal constric-
tion found in Japanese-influenced Pidgin may be responsible
for the subjects perceiving this speaker as old (William
Stewart, personal communication). Many subjects thought

the speaker was foreign as well.

Subjects' Additional Comments

How long did it take subjects to become aware of
dialect differences in English? Many subjeéts claimed that
it took a very short time, with some estimates ranging from
only a few moments to one or two weeks. Only one advanced
beginner said it took the longer period of three months. At
more advanced levels of English proficiency, and after having
been in the United States longer, subjects commonly said it
took them from a few months to six months. Only one subject
said it took longer than six months and estimated that two

years had ¢one by before dialect differences were obvious.
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Since advanced beginners were relatively successful
on the dialect discrimination task, the writer feels it is
possible that those learners who estimated that it took them
only a few days to a few weeks to notice dialect differ-
ences are most likely correct. These students had some
experience with English before coming to the United States.
For a new learner, the three month interval seems a more
reasonable estimate. But it takes a good deal longer, pos-
sibly the six months to two years suggested by the more
advanced students, before English learners can actually
identify specific dialect differences in linguistic terms.

Where do dialect attitudes and stereotypes come
from? In the interview, subjects generally cited thelir own
personal experiences with speakers of other dialects as
‘major soﬁrces of their attitudes. ILearners met speakers of
different dialects in varying circumstances. They noted
whether the dialect was éimilaf to the English that they
were learning. Divergence from this norm was frequently
interpreted as lack of clarity or care in speaking, whereas.
speech which was closer to the norm was easier to under-
stand and more favorably viewed.

Some of the subjects were able to point out media
personalities with similar speech, but the media seemed to
reenforce linguistic attitudes rather than act as the

primary stimulus for their development.
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In the case of Black English, it is interesting
that some subjects, while commenting on the divexrgent and
even negative nature of the speech, made positive comments
about the speakers in terms of their personalities. Several
subjects expressed sympathy for the difficult position of
Blacks in American society.

To what extent do cultural stereotypes come from
the expressed opinions of others? This appears to be idio-
syncratic. In some cases subjects have access to American
opinions, and American friends or family do seem to have an
influence. But many subjects state they have virtually no
American friends, and do not interact with Americans on
anything but the most casual terms. Of course, the possi-
bility always exists that the subjects' non-native friends
and acquaintances have greater contacts with Americans, and
that American linguistic views may be passed on to English

learners through them.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Considering the interviews along with the objec-
tive data, that is, the dialect discrimination task and
the speaker evaluation task, it is now possible to suggest
how dialect discrimination and attitudes develop in English
learners.

By the advanced beginning level, when learners have
been in this country for an average of seven months, they
are able to discriminate between dialects fairly well when
different dialects are juxtaposed, and when the learner is
free to focus on the form of the language. However, di-
alect discrimination at this eariy level appears to be
essentially restricted to judging whether a speech sample
is similar to or different from a linguistic norm or stan-
dard. Level 2 subjects did not clearly show differential
treatments of familiar versus unfamiliar nonstandard
dialects. Nevertheless, the interviews did show that
advanced beginners were aware of the existence of different
varieties of English and had some definite ideas and at-
titudes about them.

Three of the four advanced beginners interviewed
incorrectly identified at least one of the stimulus tapes

as a Black English speaker. These learners described their

134
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own direct experiences with Black English speakers. A
typical comment was, "I hear Black people speak and you
can't understand anything. Speech is not clear." And the
Level 2 students had clearly developed negative attitudes
towards this language variety, e.g., "This speech is very
agly.” : _

So it appears that the ability to discriminate
among language varieties and the formation of differing
linguistic categories develop in a parallel fashion during
the first months of exposure to the language. At this low
level, however, the learner is not yet able to associate
differing varieties with the appropriate linguistic category
without the contextual cues normally present in, a face to
face interchange.

The intermediate level of proficiency appears to be
one of transition in which there is a'great deal of varia-
tion among individuals. This is revealed both in terms of
objective and subjective data. Learners are idiosyncratic
in the extent to which they have achieved dialect sensitivity
and have assimilated cultural norms. For example, inter-
view reactions to the Black English stimulus tape were
divergent for different subjeéts. Two subjects identified
the speaker on Tape 2 as Black and made judgements similar
to those of the native control group. But one subject noted
the divergent aspect of the stimulus passage in only a general
way, and another Level 4 learner interpreted the speech pat-

tern as poetic.
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As was true for Level 2 subjects, at the in-
termediate level there were learners who had developed
categories for and attitudes towards divergent linguistic
forms, but could not yet identify them from linguistic cues
alone. For example, one intermediate learner thought that
the New Yorkese tape was typical of Black uneducated speech.

Now, let us consider the advanced learners.

In the case of Black English, the interviews
corroborated the objective data in that advanced English
learners recognized the nonstandard dialect from the stim-
ulus tape and shared the natives' views of the low socio-
economic status indicated by this language variety. Level
6 subjects also shared the natives' view of the Black
speaker's personality and physical appearance in finding
him to be brave, tall and slim. The advanced English
learners were so linguistically sensitive that two of the
four subjects interviewed also correctly identified the
Black Standard English speaker on the basis of voice quality
in a manner similar to the natives. This speaker was judged
positively by both natives and advanced learners. This
shows the extent to which advanced English learners have
assimilated native views. It also underscores the importance
of the linguistié element in language stereotypes. It shows
that, for this population, negative views of Blacks who speak
Black English come not from their ethnic identities as re-
vealed by their language, but rather from associations with

the language itself.:
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The views of the édvancgd English learners re-
garding the New Yorkese speaker are more difficult to
interpret. 1In terms of the speaker evaluation task,

Level 6 judgements of the New Yorkese speaker relative

to the other speakers were quite similar to those of the
native control group. At least on an unconscious level,
learners would seem to have tacit knowledge of the negative
aspects of this kind of speech. The dialect discrimination
task did show the advanced learners to be very capable of
identifying the difference between New Yorkese and Standard
English. Or, as was previously suggested, English learners
may have failéd to develop a specific category for New
Yorkese speech because of its wide dispersion in both

lower and middle classes, and its prevalence among some
students, and even some professors, at the university that
these students attend. Nevertheless, exposure to this di-
alect has not prevented the English learners from recognizing
its divergence from the standard in situations in which the
two varieties are juxtaposed and learners are free to focus
on the form of the language.

The fact that advanced learners failed to recognize
the New Yorkese dialect as such does show that the develop-
ment of dialect discrimination and the attainment of advanced
proficiency in a language are not sufficient conditions for
the formation of stereotypical attitudes towards standard
and nonstandard speakers. The speakers of language varicties

must be set apart in some way so that the learner is able to



categorize them. Conversely, there were several examples
of English learners who had developed categories for
language varieties which were associated with specific
attitudes but were unable to associate them with the cor-
rect language variety on the basis of linguistic cues alone.
For example, one subject noted that President Carter had a
Southern accent but mistakenly attributed this categoxry to
the Standard English of the speaker on Tape 3. Another
subject erroneously categorized the Irish accent as being
typical of priests and assumed they had learned to speak
this way in a monastery. [Clearly this is an area which
calls for further research].

How do learners develop their stereotypical at-
titudes towards standard and nonstandard speakers? The
limited nature of the interview data allows only an
impressionistic answer. Relevant learner comments suggest
that their opinions regarding speakers stem initially from
direct contact with speakers. Indirect experience appears

to serve an essentially reenforcing function.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

One of the limitations of this study is that the
speakers were evaluated under a condition in which subjects
were free to focus on the form of the language they were
reacting to. This is different from a real language situa-
tion in that listeners would have to decode and interpret

the language they were hearing in order to understand it,
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and would at the same time be planning appropriate responses.
Thus, one airection for future research would be the repli-
cation of these findings with English learners hearing
language in more realistic contexts.

Another area that requires further investigation is
that of sex differences in speakers. For purposcs of control
in this experiment, only male stimulus speakers were used.

It would be interesting to see to what extent females speak-~
ing the same dialects are judged in comparison with males.
Also, age of speaker would be an interesting variable to
manipulate.

One of the unanswered gquestions posed by this study
has to do with the reactions of the English learners to the
New Yorkese dialect. In this study, as well as a pilot
study (Eisenstein and Bailey, 1976), it was found that ESL
students at the advanced level downgrade New Yorkese speakers
in a manner similar to natives. Yet, the subjects inter-
viewed in this experiment did not show any evidence of
awareness that this nonstandard dialect is typical of this
region of the country. The reason why a conscious category
for this dialect does not develop up to this stage, and
the possible formation of such a category after either a
longer stay in the country or development of further English
proficiency, remains to be investigated.

Finally, the relative difficulty of comprehending

input from different dialect speakers may be a key factor
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in the learner's development of dialect distinctions and
attitudes. Several of the subjects interviewed commented
on their inakility to conmprehend nonstandard speakers, and
others referred to a perceived lack of clarity in nonstan-
dard specech.

The continuing investigation of these and other
related questions will, hopefully, shed light on the role
of linguistic variation in the second language acquisition

process.
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APPENDIX I

Questionnaire

Instructions for Dialect Discrimination
Task

Sentence Pairs {(Answer sheet)

Instructions for Speaker Evaluation
Task

Personality Chart (Answer sheet)
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QUESTIONNAIRE
FAME ' BECTION ___ BEX, ASE
ADDRESS RATIVE LAISUAGE(S)

{ro. stresct)
CTHER LARNGUARES

(city, state) SPOTEN
PLACE OF HERTH

TIME IX U.8, TIME IH LY, AREA
(years, montus)

Other places in the U.B, you have lived Othor Erglish cpesking countries you have visited
end length of stey, &nd length of stay.

English stuldied ocutzide U,S,
{waere, how long)

Are you curruntly exployedi Pianned future cereer

Job title
Pather's occupxticon S8tudent statuc

(freshman, cophomors, junicr, fenior,
HNotber's occupsaticn . gredunte student, not matriculoted)

€17 YOU ARB STUDYING LNGLISH A8 A BECQUD LAIGUAGE, YIEASEH AXUSHER THE QUESTIGB EXLUH.

T

Hov many of your friecuds cre native English speekersy (circle one)
wany . some a few none
How much of your time do you spend speaking English?
s lot BoDe a little . noae -
How often do you watch t.v. or listes to the radio in English?
¢ lot soastines & 1little uoae
How well do you think you understand Erglish?
very vell fairly well with difficulty poorly
Why ere you studying Iuglishl (check ome)
%o help me in ry work vhen I return home.
.to holp me in oy ctudies in the U,S.
_to belp me n sy future Life in the U.S,

. Other
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DIALECT DISCRIMINATION TASK

(Instructions)

Nane Section

You are going to hear fifteen (15) pairs of sentences.

Sometimes the two sentences in the pair will be exactly
the same.

Each pair of sentences will be played twice.

The first time you hear a sentence pair, listen to hear
whether the sentences are the same or different.

If the sentences are the same, check the word SAME.

If the sentences are different, check the word DIFFERENT.
Now you will hear the sentence pairs again. '

if you think the sentences are different, put a check next
to the number of the sentence which you think is better

English.

(If you think the sentences are the same, don't do anything
the second time the pair is played).

BETTER ENGLISH

1. same different a b

—_—




Name

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

same

Sentence Pairs

_____different
_____different
____different
____different
____different
____different
____different
_____@different
_____different
_____different
____different
_____different
_____different
____different

____different
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Section

BETTER ENGLISH

a

a

AU L

L
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SPEAKER EVALUATION TASK

(Instructions)

THANK YOU FOR HELPING WITH THIS STUDY:

You are going to hear nine tapes of people reading
a story. Each reader was allowed to change the words
a little so that the reading would sound more like

the way he speaks.

As you listen to each tape, try to image the person
who is reading. (It's a little like speaking to some-
body you don't know on the telephone).

When the tape is over, fill out a chart based on what
you think the reader might be like. Of course it will

only be a guess.
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NAME, SECTICH TAPE#
PYRSCNALITY CH&RT
[ N
VERYEWEATHR ¢ IBITEIWES
FFIEIDLY: : : : : : : «UNFRIENDLY
SHORT: : : : : : :TALL
WELL =DUCATED: : : : : : : +NOT' EDUCATED
SLIN: : : : : : : :FAT
LAZY: : : : : : : +HARDWOEKING

DISHQNTWST: : : : : : : +HONEST

SMAET . : : : : : : :STUPID

COVIARDLY: : : : : : : :BRAVE

" FCC®: : : : : : : :RICH

=
3
.
}.<

EBANDSCHM™: : : :

Circle the JQOE of the reader.

JANITOR TRUCK-DRIVER FOLICEMAN SALESMAN REFORTER ACCOUKRTAN DOCTOR

. I would like this person to YES YES yes .. ne KO NO
S : : : : : : :

H{

be my friendes.ceecescsacscsseee RS

I would like this verson to
be my neirhbor. YES: : :

I wuld like this person to
be my fellow worker. YES: : : : : : : N0
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APPENDIX II

Key for Phonetic Transcriptions
Phonetic Transcriptions of Experimental Tapes



KEY

SE

NYE
BE
IE
HE

o

MY e

Moax U

FOR PHONETIC TRANSCRIPTIONS

- Standard English

~ New Yorkese English

- Black English

- Irish English

- Hawaiian Pidgin English

SYMBOLS

- slightly unvoiced
- slightly voiced

- nasalized

- pharyngealized

~ dentalized

- raised
- lowered
- backed
- fronted

~ rounded

149
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3 10\“"‘ BQCNTN PQ"\‘O n ’RJL\

O 3. [NBO“\“Ec\l din ext hiz \/\V\%j
SE 3h W hez oSlredr Won hzz 1andl]

St o, € fo¥ar latks o kapav 'an ¥a ma‘rmg]
Tewb. [ fad; Vatks 3 Kap {evdan 43 marnand

WE Sa.. L hora%a ")a‘ ot wo a7
Se §h. CWUASQ lazk SAmelg {5 dr:rbk]

NEbe. [ 83 loak steorbers $oME kezk T
SE b, U ax lazk sheaher: Sort K&‘L‘kl

. BE Tath. [ Pethouvbast qag) bijaha kars]

NME fa. Cwid wli watns ?53,"5 Yo test ]

SE Fh cwi  alt wdanis pRs Y5 test]

T1E Qasb C djcm jus{a vzt haz ant W/\m}-w{k balsly
clr.t.cl-_l .

JE oo L 261 woz mozndon mioun biznseTd
JCioh. L ar whx mcundlrb max’ oun brznas ]
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SE Jla.  LCar ju Panudt war kg ]
HE ub. [ he Ju paha na

NYE 1-ash, [ malte (Jﬂgks Su mntﬂ-g kM7

BE 13, Cder) Dwerz bi telan j? watadu’]
SE13). ( Tex! ar olwer= 'f,‘é(lg ju hwots dyJ

WE iwash T hi livzrn woz kz kij 1

(.Senj\eme pairs 1%, 00d IS tonsished of 3 sels of 'ra?eq\ﬂ\ seit ences
m Shoand ard Eno\'\s\n.)

JE = andard E“Slask

NYE = New Yorkese Enslis\\

RE - Dlak Enﬁkis\'\

TE = Tyish accented Ens\{s‘}x
HE - Hawaiian Pidgin _t;ﬁahs\q
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/.Tape, 2 (Black Eng\@%)
[92 bmrals leksznlon/ do fart 220t kank208d 7

b Jeksanton maelt®H menz [we de? steenzn zhs
laon 2itlamer® wanads pravaks an 47 sfasaz wor
foendin strext an 200 Jden sl [/ ds fart
kf\ma‘?anz A Saldgaz ggt\d{j Sens{(? kglounlJ'a}z//
Qert souldza da /?(us ten /hnowav/\m/ wh2 WUndad//
da 2\'{)\93 Sw\dsa stal  wonad 2 Lrﬁl\& 1nwtagy
tavan/ bot da 25F1sA megan matd op da kankotad

roud // daer hed Pagt / Rean, Lok bat haels hqu“"//]
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Tope 3 (Stonoed English)
[ 3a bael'sl ov Icksigt'sn/ 35 Konkord Pt |
72 Jelsznton ale 8o wor Jaand ap [ 28vrL meer
m sbasar /e Sjrmlhc\lg strad an Lol 2olavs
SAdan )f{jJCJVGZnS )«Ampgni; v SOu\C(BQZ/ tA.Sardé*‘
To kalunnisle | 2eat amgrakon= doxd [ aen
€eh mor wor wandad | T121gh} wental £ bresk
ks Ts Levarn [ bt Jere SPysarz med  Tom
martd  ap T2 konkaed roud [ 5 hed Rark/tvk
ounlt  hefan wolan //J

('Ir‘\'s\'\ EY{)\":\\ spemker’w
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Tapert (NewYorkee (:’nal:sﬁ
Cda baecals |eksagton [ ¥ kankzid Lozt [
da ieks:tgéan malz wa 8andnp | €ver miaman
v fiss siﬁa"r\dmg streat  an ‘ﬁ,:)"'// 2oMava
sdan/ dzjadveetns kampanzjd seullyoz £J8dyds
ks lou nl‘ja‘% || ezomerskonz dazeon ten "
wy wundad [ dijzygltd wontods brezk antata

Jg&Vah b dem :)‘neasaz meTL tam m"c?.’t’\S /\pcb

kon kord  roud // da heul —?Qljcvk. ounl1 ka‘:é/‘?gn;.e,wa//j
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Tage §  (Stondord English)

£ bkl ov \eksagbon [ T kenkod faat |

T lekazghan malz)s wi laznd ap ] v man and
24355 stoendin shebon sl | olve sadan/
Y1 advaens kampani yav SoLl\c\sarL {XQ*AJL\ CE

o lonaple | ek amerakom dosd [ 2 *en
por wer  wundad ' 1 za)d wontad s
bregle  zats ¥y Lzvon / bak Fear sPaserz yexd
Tom workd ap T kanksrd voud | 4 hodl
Pork | tok oenlt hoefan  aur [/ 7

C Blak Ev\a\is\w S?querj
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Tape & (Stendard  English)
[¥s bressl av leksantan/ 5 kankord tazt [
¥ Iiks;u){an mslifs  wor laxnd Ap [ ewrL msen
2 obewr sﬁmlis shest aen tal ) alovs sadon/
Trladvsens kampantiav  souldzara 4Tardzd 2
kolounzplz | 2e1tamerskona daxd/ an Len mor
war  wunded | T1 13\35 wontad  to hrezk wvitu
o Lovorn| bat Terr oshsea mead  Tom martd
Ap To kanksed voud | T2 heu Fart tok cunh
hee b an cwr

( New Yorkese Sch\ke,r)
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Tape. 7 (Trish owerted Englsh)
C¥s betal leksipton/ 7o kankad Pzt
Yo lekszybon wmaleds vor leandap -
o ofrsor  stenden stRerfan tal [ alova
sadon | T2 3dvans  Kampanzia sw-lcléoi Hardy d
o kdlounjsla // el ameez ks doxd anten
ma- wo wundsd [/ A5 Tyl wantyd, ta brewk
Irke 75 teevern/ bat Yez ofisr meziom mad
rp W kaokad roud [ Tp houl Przt ok onls
hoefonaug J
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Tape § (Stondard Tnglish)

[1a beral av leksagton | & kavkord Pzt |
ds Ieksigtan malids  war Jaand ap] 2wz men
on ofrsir  stiendsy stresran Lol [ 22lave sadan/
da  2secdysens kampanz® Av sw\ésarv_ -Eforclj T
kalowzyslz [/ 2ext Pomerskons dezd 22 £en
war  wundyd || Fa 15\13‘ wonrtu brezk. 2 zrlucs
toevorn | bat dear ofasarz meadem markl Ap ¥
kankord  roud Yo hed ezt lastsd ounlz
haefon  adr |7

(HawsiionPdgin s peaker)
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Tape 9 (Howaiian £ c'\jin)

[y beeol 2av leksaqtan]ds kanksd fazt

ds (Eksxgézn pamt wn laznd np | Evrr meen
2een >f1se wy steendzy shres€oen haz [ 25hFs
sndan [da feant kampanz’ av souldy 1z

tla- &y J da prps | Rext Amesksnz wan
bashalad an Len wor £fzle bak haek dAEl'hliy
baga wamtu  brouk anty s ‘Eae,\fah/ bada
bos3a wex da gume metd ap o Kanleod 1o.d]

do hol 42y lestzd B panlz wan hief 2aus 3
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APPENDIX III

Judgements on Pictures
Interviews



Picture #1 -

Education
Job status
Personality
Other

Picture #2 -

Age
Education
Job status

Socio-
econonic
status

Personality

Other

Picture #3 -

Age ,
Job status
Personality
Other

Picture #4 -

Age
Job status

Education

Socio-
economic
status

Personality

Other
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JUDGEMENTS ON PICTURES

SUMMARY

Caucasian male wearing gray jacket; holding
paper and coat over arm

Well-educated

Professional--doctor, lawyer or businessman
Intelligent; perhaps high in society
Possibly Irish or Germanic

Caucasian male wearing a gray three piece suit

Young

Well-educated or possessing mid-level education
Reporter, actor, newscaster or business person;
simple office worker

Appeared well to do
Funny, likes jokes; slow and lethargic
He was 'properly' dressed

Caucasian male wearing brown ralncoat and
carrying briefcase

Not young or old; old

Doctor, lawyer, college professor, priest
Introverted, shy, tired, formal, good

Like older teachers; could be European, British
or Irish

Caucasian male in blue sports coat with ascet

Most judged young; minority said middle-aged,

not old

Businessman, tourist guide, bus driver, policeman,
blue collar worker, unemployed

College degree, good education, has some education

Comfortable

Active, relaxed; wants to enjoy himself; honest,
selfish

Possibly European~--English, Scottish;

or from the South




Picture #5 =~

Age
Education
Job status
Personality
Other

Picture #6 -

Age
Education
Job status

Personality
Other

Picture #7 -

Education
Job status

Personality
Other

Picture #8 -

Age
Education
Socio-
economic
status
Personality

Picture #9 -

Age
Education
Socio
economic
status
Personality
Other

Picture #10 -

Education
Job status
Personality
Other

le2

Black male in gray overcoat carrying briefcase
Middle~aged; late 40's

Well-educated

Doctor, accountant, salesman, cashier

Nice, polite

Has Black cadence; voice quality associated
with being fat or heavy

Caucasian male wearing ski jacket and shoulder bag

Young

Average or some education; educated

Accountant, journalist, clerk, construction

worker, student

Not sure of himself, indifferent; John Travolta type
Could be foreign student from Middle East,

Greece, South America; like some Persians

Caucasian male with glasses and moustache,
rolled up sleeves

Ranged from not much educatlon to possibly
college or self-educated

Artist, writer, truck driver, maintenance worker,
worker in supermarket, salesman

Average person; not self confident but relaxed
Possibly foreign; not too sophisticated

Black male with open jacket and blue jeans, sneakers

Young
Not well educated; student in training school

From a low level in the society;
from a lower class neighborhood

Ordinary person

Male caucasian with cap, glasses and short jacket

OClder; like an o0ld man
Not too well educated

Working class
Has wisdom in his voice
Could be Slavic or Polish

Oriental male with glasses in raincoat carrying
camera

Educated; not well educated

Doctor; a visitor

Has a firm hold on what he's talking about
Chinese; Oriental



THE INTERVIEWS
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For ease of analysis, transcripts from the interviews have

been reorganized by tape,

level and subject.

The following key words will be used to represent the main
questions asked:

Picture #

Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Add

Note:

The picture chosen in response to the

question "Which picture best represents

the speaker?"

Why did you choose this picture to represent

the speaker?

Have you ever
way? Tell me

Can you think
in the movies

speaking?

met anybody who speaks this
about him/her.

of anybody on TV, radio oxr
who speaks this way?

What do Americans think about this way of

Would you like to speak this way?

Is there anything you would like to add?

When subjects were unable to provide answers for
guestions or could not think of individuals with
speech similar to that of the speaker, their
negative answers are not recorded here.



164

INTERVIEWS: COMMENTS ON THE TAPES

Tape 2 (Black English)
Level: Natives

Subject - N~-1 (native female)

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject N-2

Picture #£8
Met

Media

Americans

You

Add

Subject N-3

Picture #8
Why

Met

You
Add

Younger person; lower class.
Probably--on the street.
Somebody from Sanford and Son.

Undesirable; comes from being in the Black world.
It's Jazy; not articulating or even making the
effort to.

No. It wouldn't portray the person I think I am.
(native female)

Yes. Where I worked. The guy from the fruit and
vegetable store talked like that. He was a dark
skinned Puerto Rican; didn't have much educational
background.

Like a deejay on the radio or JJ from Good Times.

It's not the greatest. People are used to hear-
ing regular talking. He had an accent he
stuttered a little.

No. It sounds like a Black person. I don't
particularly care to talk like &hat.

An accent from where he grew up——£from his
ethnic background.

(native female)

The person speaking didn't sound educated. Also,
the Blacks have a certain way of speaking.

Yes, on buses and stuff. They wuse different words.
Their grammar isn't as good as a lot of people.
They use different intonations.

No way!

They're more careless



Subject N-4

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Add

Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture #7
Why

Met
Media
Americans

You

Add

Subject 2-2

Picture #9
Why
Americans

You

165
(native male)

He sounded like he was Black. He sounded young,
like he was from a neighborhood that was not
well educated.

Of course. I met people in junior high school.
They talked like they came from a ghetto or
something, even in high school.

The dumb roles on Welcome Back‘Kotter, like
Horshack~--a dependent person.

You're not really up to par. Most people think
if you cannot speak good English you cannot fit
into the society.

No. I'm not Black. My mother wouldn't like it
if I came home and started speaking Black.

Just hearing the voice, he sounds like how a
Black person would talk.

(Hispanic male)

His way of talking, the way he expresses himself,
he works in a supermarket or as a salesman. He
doesn't have much education.

An acquaintance
I've never heard anyone speak this way.
I have no idea what they think.

No. I'd like to express myself the best way I can.
This doesn't sound like the best way to me.

He sounds very hoarse,
(Persian female)
He speaks like an old man.

Opinions—-not good, not bad.
NO.
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Subject 2-3 (Japanese female)

Picture #7

Why Impression.
Americans Not that nice voice.
You No.

Add He has to improve.

Subject 2-4 (Hispanic female)

Picture #2

Why The voice sounds young; a person not very
strong~~average education. Could attend a
university.

Americans Hard to say. I don't know Americans. .

You Yes, why not?

Level 4

Subject 4~1 (Persian female)

Picture $#2
Why Maybe reporter.
Met Yes--somebody I met. He is a lawyer. Several

times I met him--my boy friend's friend.
Americans Yes. They like it.

You Yes.

Add This kind of speaking, it's more kindly, romantic.
He's a poet or a writer. :

Subject 4-2 (Persian female)

Picture #8

Why All the Black people they talk differently;
not really clear. The voices--not soft.
Met Yes, all the time. I ask them the address or

I see them on the street.
Media Yes. He's medium age on a weekly program.

Americans I think they don't like. It's impolite and it's
not clear talk.

You No!



Subject 4-3

Picture #7
Why

Americans

You
Add

Subject 4-4

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

You

Level 6

Subject 6~1

Picture #8
Why

Met
Media

Americans

Add

Subject 6-2

Picture #5
Why

Met

Media

You
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(Chinese male)

This person is not very tall, not very fat;
maybe has a good education.

They think it's not a good English--not speak
frequently (fluently(?)).

No! No! No!

I think he speak English as a second language--
speak not very good like me.

(Hispanic female)

Speaks like the Black people--not a good language.
Maybe somebody on the street.

Like JJ on Good Times.

No.

(Brazilian female)

I think he has a Black accent. His voice is very
young.

Several people. They don't have good education;
they are among the poor people.

Lady on Channel 13 has this music, but she has
good grammar.

They give very little credit to person with accent
and bad English. They say is very bad the culture.
The Blacks don't have opportunity.

I met very few Blacks who speak without this
accent. Almost all. He's a young uneducated guy.

(Hispanic female)
Black sound.

A Black lady--my friend's cleaning lady.
Yes-—-funny programs-- What's Happening.

No.



Subject 6-3

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject 6-4

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You
Add

l68

(Persian male)

Student in training school. Blacks, their tone
is that way.

Not close contact. Would say "Hey, man" is in
Black people culture.

Like JJ on Good Times; also in
What's Happening --the fat one--also other
one, not tall.

Some young, they try to copy. Some young peoople
like that.

Oh, no! No! I feel is not good way to speak.

(Greek male)

Voice of the person talking - young, not well
educated guy, and he's Black, of course.

Yes.. I was in subway. There was a Black guy
standing next to me. I asked him how long it
would take to get to Manhattan. He told me some-
thing, and I compared his words to the guy I was
talking to. ’

Not in TV. They speak very perfect in television.

They don't like it. I don't know why. Some-
times Americans say they don't like the Black guys.

No.

Most of the people can't understand as I couldn't
when they talk in that way--they eat some part
of their words.
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Tape 3 (Standard English)
Level: N

Subject - N-1
Picture #7

Why Sounds like a Boston accent, or some place in the
U.S.--artist or a writer. Definitely college or,
if not, self-educated.

Met . Could have come across people. A couple of years
ago a cousin had friends over from Albany and others
from Boston.

Americans I tend to think it's acceptable.
You Yes.

Add I worked in customer relations and spoke with
a lot of people.

Subject - N-2

Picture #2 ‘

Why It sounds like an English accent.

Media On TV shows.

Americans I don't think Americans have anything against it.
You Yes, I wouldn't mind.

Adda ' He knows the language quite well, but still has

the accent. I like it. It sounds quite nice.

Subject - N-3
Picture #4

Why He reminds me of English people I've met.
Met ' Yes. One of my friends. Nice, open--a real gentleman.
Media "I must have, but I can't place it.

Americans Most Americans are very impressed by the English
accent--even the lower ones.

You I wouldn't mind it.
Add This is the middle English accent.

Subject -~ N-4
Picture #4

Why Not that young and not that old--English or some
European country.

Americans It's proper. He sounds intellectual, like he's
had some education.

You I wouldn't mind. He sounds pretty good.
He's got a good voice.



" Tape 3
Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture #4

Why

Met

Media
Americans
You

Add

Subject 2-2
Picture #2
Why
Met

Media

Americans
You
Add

Subject 2-3

Picture #4
Why

Met

Media

Amerxicans

You

Subject 2-4
Picture #6
Why

Met

You

170

He has some education. Speaks with a different
voice from Tape 2. More clear than #2.

Yes, but I don't remember his name.

No, I don't think so.

0.K. So-so. Average.

I'd like to speak more clearly than this.

He sounds like a business man. You can understand
him.

He speaks very good--with class.

Yes. He's from school; 20 years old; handsome.
He's very smart. He studies muasic.

Yes. I forgot his name. He tells, the news--
a newscaster.

Very good
Yes, of course.

He's a good man--very handsome.

He's young and honest.

Yes.

Announcer on TV,

Intelligent and orderly person.

Yes

Could be an accountant or journalist.
No.
Probably.



Tape 3
Level 4

Subject 4-1

Picture #1

Why
Met

Media
Americans

You

Subject 4-2
Picture #1
Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject 4-3

Picture #2
Why

Media
Americans

You

Subject 4-4

Picture #2
Media

Americans

You

171

Sounds young. He's educated.

Somebody who works in insurance company--
a college graduate.

Some person; news.
Yes, it's good.

Yes.

No.
Bentley on The Jeffersons; his accent.

They would like his accent.

Yes, I would.

I think he is maybe an American actor or a
news broadcaster; speaks fluently; tone is
not bad.

Newscasters.
I think they like it.

Yes.

All In the Family - Mike Stivick.

So-so; not too bad; not too good.

No--not really.



Tape 3
Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #4
Why
Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject 6-2

Picture #2
Why
- Americans

You

Subject 6-3

Picture #6
Why

Met
American

You

Subject 6-4
Picture #2
Why

Met
You
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From other part of the country--from the South?
Yes. People like President Carter's accent.
President Carter.

New Yorkers don't like the people who speak that
way. Actually, New Yorkers like the New York
accent.

No.

Young, middle level education.
Much better than #2.

Now, yes, but not in future. (Speaker) was
Spanish, but here a long time.

' Sounded foreign. He tries to speak English

in the right way.
Like some Persians.
Yes, 1is good.

Yes

His voice fits on his; very clear. This is
business man.

Yes, my uncle's lawyer.

It depends on the sociéty I will enter. When
you enter into a society, it changes. (Your
speech(?))
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Tape 4 (New York Non-standard)
Level 1 (Natives)

Subject 1-1

Picture #6
Why

Media
Americans

You

Add

Subject 1-2

Picture #6
Met

Americans
You
Add

Subject 1-3

Picture #7
Why

Met
Media
Americans

You

Add

The way he said man. I attribute it to a
Brooklyn accent.

The John Travolta type.

People might poke fun, but it's acceptable.
Some parts are comical.

Not especially; no. I don't find it attractive--
and an accent that you're really mispronouncing
different words.

Kings that hang out--like the John Travolta type.
Has high school education; might get college
education later on. Reflects his peer group
more than anything else.

A friend of mine, about 18 years old, talks about
the same way. The tone of his voigce--how I hear
certain words are slurred; also, vendors on the
street downtown.

No. He wasn't speaking clearly.
No.
It's a rushing slurring type of speech.

The person with this accent isn't educated. He.
doesn't care about the way he's speaking.

A lot of New Yorkers.
Archie Bunker talks that way.
People look down on people who speak this way.

No. I try not to. As a New Yoxrker, you have a
tendency to say llke[djq], ‘and

if I hear myself do it, 1 Consc10usly say "It
sounds awful; you don't want to speak that way.

He might be a Brooklynite or a Bronxite. It's a
careless way of speaking. It just doesn't sound
as nice.



Subject 1-4

Picture %
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Add

Level 2

.Subject 2-1

Picture %6
Why

Met
Media
Americans
You

Subject 2-2

Picture #7
Why

Media
Americans

You

Looks like a truck driver, or somebody that works
in buildings as maintenance man or something
like that.

Most of the people that hang out in the coffee
corner, their intellectual capability is like
downhill. Like in Brooklyn they pick up a certain
accent. They talk a certain way. He sounds like
Brooklyn--sounds dumb.

Barbarino in Welcome Back Kotter.

They think it's a stupid way to speak. So do I.
It sounds stupid.

No, definitely not. I'd rather speak like the
Black guy instead.

Voice pattern is sloppy and not organized.
You're not talking properly at all. You're not
even thinking of what you're talking about.

All he's doing is slumping over and talking
like he's some half-wit.

Sounds more educated than the others; speaks
more clearly.

Yes, a student or éomething similar.

When I watch TV I try to understand what peoplé
are saying. I don't pay attention to the way
they speak.

They think it's gocod because this is good for
communicating among themselves.

A bit more clearly than this.

He just let everything come out. He don't
emphasize every word. He speaks not very well.

Yes on TV--Horshack on Welcome Back Kotter.

Don't know,
No, because it doesn't have any character.
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Subject 2-3

Picture #8

Why " Ordinary person.

Media Yes—--somebody on Sesame Street.

Americans So-so.

You More fluently than this person.

Subject 2-4

Picture #7

Why Not very old, but mature. Middle level education.
Could be from a university.

You No, I'd prefer to speak like #2.

Level 4

Ssubject 4-1
Picture #8

Why His pronunciation; he's speaking like Black people,
not educated.

Met Somebody who works in insurance company-~-a college
graduate.

Americans Not bad, but this is not good.

You No. Just I don't like it.

Subject 4-2

Picture #2

Why Like salesman.

Americans I don't know about American feelings. It's hard
for me to find out.

You Yes. It was O.K.
Subject 4-3
Picture i6
Why The voice in the tape is very loud and strident.
I think he's young. Education, maybe, is not bad.
Media Some young people in show; in an interview.
Americans They think it's a foreign student.
You Now I think like to; in the future, I don't think
' I like it.
Add Maybe a foreigh student, lived here for three

or four years, but not a native.



Subject 4-4
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Picture #6 or #4

Why
Media
Americans

You

Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #6
Why

Met

Anericans

Subject 6-2

Picture %8
Why
Media

Subject 6-3

Picture #7
Why
Met

Media

Americans

You

Like my cousin.

No. On TV you speak fast.
Well but slowly.

No.

Young voice. Foreign accent, very light;
maybe Greek.

I have some friends here for 10-15 years.
They speak very good English.

Pretty good for foreign; for American, pretty
heavy to speak like that.

sounded like #2; that's the way they speak.
Like #2. Funny programs, What®s Happening.

N

No self-confidence; not very good speech.

Yes. No rhythm in speech; clear but not
smooth. It's cut.

In movies--guy from another country try to
speak English.

Depends. Some are friendly and try to listen.
Some are not patient and they don't like that
kind of speaker.

I guess I am speaking that way, but I don't
like. No.
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Subject 6-4
Picture #4

Why He doesn't have any job, I think. He wants
to enjoy himself.

Met Yes. When I was in a bus, one guy and one woman.
The guy was talking that way; middle class--~but
not good education.

Media Yes; a show about Christmas party. I think
accent is not from New York.

Americans Actually not.
You No.
Add I think he's retired from life.

Tape 5 (Standard English)
Level 1 (Natives)

Subject 1-1

Picture #5

Why The way he said 'road' and ‘one-half an hour.'
There was a slight accent to it. It was well
educated.

Americans I would say acceptable; fine; understandable.

You I don't care either way.

Subject 1-2

Picture #5

Met People én school--black kids in high school.
You No. It sounds like a Black person and

I don't think it would fit mne.

Subject 1-3

Picture #5

Why He reminds me of a doctor or an accountant;
very precise; very careful.

Met Yes. My boy friend's father--he's a doctor.

Americans They're impressed by it. :

You I wouldn't mind it.

Add Not sloppy. No'uh's'~--clear. Person sounds

educated.



Subject 1-4

Picture #2

Why

Media
Americans

You

Level 2

Subject 2-1
Picture #10

Why
Met
Media

Americans

You

Sub '!ect 2—_2_
3

Picture #
Why
Media
Américans
Add

Subject 2~3
Picture #1

Why
Met
Media

Americans

You

Subject 2-4

Picture #4
Why

Add
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He's properly dressed so. Talks well and has
a good job. You know he had to have ‘well'
education.

Like Orson Welles.
They think it's a good way.

Sure.

Sounds like a foreign speaker.
No. I haven't seen.
Maybe in some show or something.

Very bad; too hoarse. English should be spoken
more clearly and distinctly.

A little better than this.

Not too old and not young; speaks well and firmly.
Newscasters.
He's a very formal man. He's a good man.

He's sure of what he's saying.

Business man.

Yes, but not people I know well.

Yes, but I don't remember the person.
Good.

Yes.

Adult; no accent; not a foreigner. Mature;
comfortable; can have a college degree.

I don't know if he uses grammar well.
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Level 4

Subject 4-1

Picture #3

Why Maybe a doctor, lawyer, chairman in an office.
Met Yes, a doctor.

Media On TV. Host on Midday Live-

Americans This is good.

You Yes

Subject 4-2
Picture #5

Met Yes. People in supermarket. I ask few question
to Black. They was very nice. They answer you back.

Americans It was O.K. I think. But Americans, it depend if
they like the people. They like when they talk with
him; they understand him.

You No. Because I'm not Black.

Add The voice is different than the whites.

Subject 4-3

Picture #1

Why Maybe had a good education; maybe famous in
society. He has a good job.

Met Yes. Persons in an office business. Lawyer or
doctor speaks like this. _

Media Yes.

Americans Very good.

You Ah, yes.

Subject 4-4

Picture #3

Why He speak well; normal, not slow or fast. He
speak clearly.

Met Yes, I had a friend. He speak like him.

Americans It's not too bad. I like to speak like him.
Add Lawyer or doctor; something like that.



Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #5
Why
Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject 6-2

Picture 4
Why
Americans

Subject 6-3

Picture #5
Why

Media
Americans
You

Add

Subject 6-4

Picture #
Why
Media
Americans

You

180

Has accent.

I met several people among the colored who speak
like that. Hard tryers in life; still have to
improve more.

Like a guy on CBS Reports--colored man, news
reporter.

Still don't give too much credit for them to
give credit. People must speak good, like an
American.

No.

Middle age. I know he's White; middle education.

You can't correct. He's speaking pretty good.

At first I thought him (Picture #1) but at end
it still has little Black people dialect.

News reporter.
Nice.
Yes.

Level was very good.

Very intelligent and business man.

Yes. On TV most of the reporters speak this way.
It's perfect.

Yes. I think it's one of the best ways to speak.
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Tape 6 (Standard English)
Level 1 - Natives

Subject 1-1
Picture {4

Why His speech was a little slow. He wasn't reading
it that well. It was a young voice also.

Met My father. He doesn't read an awful lot, so he
would be slower.

Media Archie Bunker

Americans It's slow. Shows you're not very adaptable.
You No.

Add Some people don't read well.

Subject 1--2
Picture #7

Why Doesn't sound too sophisticated. An average
person who doesn't want to do much with himself.

Met No.
Media On Taxi, the one that runs the cab thing.

Americans It wouldn't be too great.

You No.

Subject 1-3
Picture #2

Why Speaking slowly, lethargic.

Americans Takes his time. He is educated, but not that
well educated.

You It would be acceptable.

Add Wasn't bad. Not as intelligent as the last person
(Tape 5) but not as ignorant as a New Yorker.

Subject 1-4

Picture #6

Met Yes, but I wish I didn't. He's a complete jerk.
Media Jerry Lewis, when he was acting like a clown.

Americans They don't think it's that bad, but they think’
you can improve it.

Add Sounds undecided in his words. When he was talking
he wasn't sure what he was saying.



Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture ib

Why This person is more educated. I think he's a
college graduate.

Media In some show, on The Crosswits, the MC.
Americans Good for the Americans,

You A little more clearly; better than the others.
Add I understand him better than the others.

Subject 2-2
Picture #6

Why Not stupid and not very smart.
You Well, yes.
Add He goes to college.

Subject 2~3
Picture #6

Why Sounds young--student.

Met Like the students at Queens College.

‘Americans Quite young.

You No.

Add Sounds like somebody who works hard; could have

a good job in industry.

Subject 2-4
Picture #8

Why Sounds Black. They speak with a different sound.
Met I've heard it in the streets. I don't know them.

Americans I don't know.

You No. This speech is very ugly.



Level 4

Subject 4-1

Picture #7
Why
Met

Americans

Subject 4-2

Picture #4
Why

Americans

You

Subiect 4-3

Picture #4
Why

Met

Media
Americans
You

Subject 4-4

Picture #7
Why

Americans

You
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Very relaxed person. Sound also was relaxed.

One of my friend's friends. He is college graduate.
He studies abhout computer.

I'm not sure.

He spoke clearly. But he sounds selfish.
He's sure about himself.

Some of them like it.
No.

Voice is not very old. I think he's a tourist
guide or a policeman; a very active person.

Yes.

Yes; some persons.
Not bad.

Yes,

He speak slowly, without feeling.
He's lazy; is not a good way.
No, I don't like it.



Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #7

Why

Americans
Add

Subject 6-2

Picture #6
Why

Met
You
Add

Subject 6-3

Picture #2
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You
Add

Subject 6-4

Picture i#6
Why

Met

Media
Americans

You
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Not sure about himself. Not uneducated,
but a slow talker.

They don't give him too much credit for this
kind of speech.

I don't think he went to college.

I have a friend who is young and speaks like that.
He's a student. He finished college--is studying
law. ‘

In California.
Yes.

Everybody has different accents. They can't make
everybody speak the same.

A regular person. He has some education.
Yes,
Not sure.

Most of the Americans talk like that. They don't
care.

Better than that.

He is a simple office worker.

Voice was young. I think it’s a student.
I heard a student in school.

They speak more perfectly than that one.
I think it's a good way to speak.

I think so.



Tape 7 (Irish accented English)
Level 1 - Natives

Subject 1-1

Picture #3

Why The Irish accent--typical Irishman.

Mef€ Yeah, a friend whose father and relatives were

from Ireland and came here.
Media A If there's an Irish character actor.

Americans A combination of things native to another language--
putting their own traits into it. You wonder when
he'll speak like us.

You A nice sound to it, but practically, I wouldn't
want to speak like it.
Add It was different. I don't think they (students)

should have laughed.

Subject 1-2

Picture #4

Met I've heard that accent; to me it sounds Scottish.
Like some tourists I've met at the World Trade
Center. .

Americans Recognize it as a European country. They don't
have anything against it.

You Yes, I think it's nice.

Add There was one part that sounded like he rolled
a word out.

Subject 1-3

Picture #6

Why Sounds like a Cockney accent; not a business man.
Maybe clerk or construction.

Met I heard it a lot in England.

Media I don't think they'd be on TV with that accent.

Americans A general Americah would probably be impressed,
thinking it was English--not knowing about the
social classes.

You No. I associate it with the lower classes in England.

Add : Worker; not intelligent; physical labor. That's
not the desired accent in England. It's the one
that people frown upon.



Subject 1-4

Picture #5-
Why

Media

Americans
You
Add

Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture #9
Why

Met
Americans
You
Add

Subject 2-2

Picture #4
Why
Media

You

Subject 2-3

Picture #2
Why
Media

You
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Sounds Irish. I always goof on Irish because
I am Irish myself--sounds smart. The brogue
sounds so funny.

There's one program they show every St. Patrick's
Day. An American goes to Ireland and visits his
family--meets Maureen O‘'Hara or something.

Funny, because they're not used to it.
Yes. It sounds good. I like the way they speak.

It's funny because he sounds different. He has
a different voice, not like yours or mine. When
you're from another country you don't speak
properly--not the way we speak. If you laughed
at somebody in Ireland, they'd break your face.

More educated; clear; not hoarse. Average level
in society. He has studied, but I can't say too
much; working class.

Somebody in the bus.
0.X. Average.
More or less, relatively. He can be understood.

I hardly have any friends here ocutside of my
classmates.

He speaks in a very relaxed way.
Yes. I don't remember name.

No. I don't like the way he speaks. He's a very
common, vulgar person.

Talkative and funny; likes jokes.
Comedians.

So-s0.



Subject 2-4

187

Picture - no choice (None of the pictures resemble the person)

Why
You
aAdd

Level 4

Subject 4-1

Picture %6
Why

Americans
You
aAdda

Subject 4-2

Picture #7
Why
Americans

You

Subject 4-3

Picture %8
Why

Met
Media
Americans

You

Twenty-two to twenty-five years old.

Maybe.

You can't tell the pcrsonality from somebody's
speech.

Sounded foreign--Middle East or Greece or South
America

For foreign people this is good.
I think I do speak like that

All students in ELI from different counEries——
they speak like that.

Not American; German accent or something.
No, they don't like accent.
No. He's got an accent.

The way he put words together in his pronunciation.
He didn't take a good education; low level in the

society.

No, I never met,
No, I don't know.
It's not good.
No, I don't.



Subject 4-4

Picture #1
Why

Media

Anmericans
You
aAdd

Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #1
Why

Met
Americans

You

Subject 6-2

Picture #7
Why
Met

Americans

You

Subiject 6-3

Picture #10

Why

Subject 6-4

Picture #7
Met

Americans

You
Add
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Like a priest I know. All the priests are the
same for me. They speak like him--la la la la....
(imitated intonation).

When Pope Paul died, the reporter asked something
to someone who speak like him.

Not normal.
No.
They learned to speak like that in the monastery.

Doesn't look like American. Is foreign speaker—-
German or Austrian.

Yes. - Heavy accent on 'r' like péople from Austria.
They like it better than born here with accent.
No.

Sounds foreign, like Italian.

Yes, in my building.

They don't speak clear; they don't understand them.
No.

Accent. Strange for me. Seems to be foreign
person, but the voice--I guess German.

Yes. He's not from America.

Americans no like; maybe somebody else from his
own country.

No, I haven't come from Russia.
Maybe from Russia.
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Tape 8 (Standard English)
Level: Natives

Subject 1-1

Picture #2
Why

Met

Yes

Subject 1-2

Picture #10

Why
Met
Anmericans

You

Subject 1-3

Picture #3
Why

Met

Media
Americans
You

Add

Subject 1-4

Picture #3
Why

Met
Media

Americans

You

Add

Younger; slight accent. Could have been Oriental
but spoke too well to be a tourist. Well educated.

Business people--announcers at times.

Yes

Voice was mumbled; sounded slurrish.

I haven't heard anybody speak that way.

Not something they particularly care to hear.
No.

Sounded introverted and shy.

I must have. )

No. In media mostly have Midwestern accent.
Neutral. Would have to get to know the person.

No. But I wouldn't be as upset as if I spoke
like #2.

Work involves intelligence but not interacting
with a lot of people.

Not old, not Black. Sounds like a man that would
either own a business or be in a very top job.

Sure do.
Charlton Heston or Clark Gable.

Think it's proper--the aristocratic way, the way
the rich speak.

No. I wouldn't want to change my voice. I'd
rather speak my normal thing--whether I'm rich or poor.

If I could improve my intellectual capability, that
would be the best thing that could happen, not
changing my voice.



Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture #8
Why

Media

Americans
You
aAdd

Subject 2-2

Picture #8
Why

Met

Media

You

Add

Subject 2-3

Picture #5
Why

Americans

You

Subject 2-4

.Plcture #3
Why

Met
You
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The majority of people from this social class
speak hoarsely and pcople don't understand them.
I've heard Black people speak, and you can't
understand anything.

No.

According to people from this lower class it's O.K.
No! No!

Isn't well educated--maybe a truck driver.

He has a Black accent.

Yes, Black people.

Someone on 11 Alive--young Black man on comedy show.
No.

Intonation is common and relaxed at the same time.

Heavy voice because he is fat.
He's not clever.
No.

Sounds like a tired-person——old, over 40;
a little fat.

My stepfather, but in Spanish.
Now, no. When I get old, I may.



" Level 4

Subject 4-1

Picture #4

Why

Met
Media
Americans

You

Subiject 4-2

Picture #6
Why

. curicans

Subject 4-3

Picture #5
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You

Subject 4-4

Picture #4
Why
Met

Americans

You
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Feel like policeman or bus driver.
Yes. Shopping--take bus.

Actors in movie and show.

Don't know.

So-so.

He talk like he's young--slowly--not sure of
himself. Good English you can understand.

Yes. He sound American. They like you--
using good words--yes. But not sure of yourself,

Nno.

Voice is low. Not very tall--heavy.
Fat or short people.

Yes, but I don't remembex.

Maybe. Eighty percent think good.

Yes

English is not bad.

A lot of people speak like that.
Not a good intonation.

They say it's so-so.
No.



Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #2
Why

Met

Media

Americans

You
Add

Subject 6-2

Picture #
Why

Met

Media
Americans

You

Subject 6-3

Picture #1
Why

Met
Media

Subject 6-4

Picture #3
Why

Met

Media
Americans

You
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Color of skin very light.

People graduating from law school.
Many people.

Not bad. Is 0.K.

Yes. I don't mind speak like that.

Educated. Psychology or science.

Well educated.
Yes. He's a business man.
Majority of people on TV.
They think it's good.

Oh yes.

Sounded educated.
gesture.

Because of his face and

Yes. Educated people.

Sure.
things.

Announcer on programs about scientific

Voice was older.

Spoke like older teachers that I have.
Newscaster.

Yes, because he's American.

It depends on the society where I go.



Tape 9 (Hawaiian Pidgin)
Level: Natives

Subject 1-1

Picture #9
Why

Met

Americans
You
Add

Subject 1-2

Picture #9
Why

Met
Americans

Adad

Subject 1-3

Picture #10

Why
Met

Americans

You
Add

An accent--a certain rhythm to the way he spoke.
Probably Slavic, Polish or something like that.

Yes-~a few people; parents of friends from
Poland or Russia.

Not pronounced enough.
No.
Once in a while a word was slightly different.

His tone would go up and down. It wasn't clear.

He sounded older.

I've heard older people speak that way. 1In
my church a lot of the older men speak that way.

I don't think they would mind. It's not as
though he spoke this way all his life.

It's very difficult to understand him and
visualize what he tries to say. A lot of words
were mumbled, like he was tired.

Doesn't speak very fluently like an American;
sounds like a foreigner.

New immigrants. I could tell he was foreign--
not European or Middle Eastern.

If the person is here for a short time they'd
be impressed. If the person is here a long
time they'd think he was lazy for not learning
to speak better.

No.

I must sound this way to others when I speak
Hebrew.



Subject 1-4

Picture #10

Why
Media

Americans

You

Add

Level 2

Subject 2-1

Picture £5
Why

Met
Americans
You
Add

Subject

Picture #10

Why

Subject 2-3

Picture #3
Why
Media

Americans

You
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Sounded like he was Chinese. Has a firm hold

on what he's talking about.

In a cartocn—--the Chinese guy and his son;
also a movie about a Chinese detective.

In Chinatown they would think it was fine.
In general, not normal for everybody, but O.X.
to talk like this. Sounds educated.

No. O.K. for him, but I'd rather speak like
an American.

When he first began, he sounded like a normal
American. But then when you hear further, then
his nationality came out. All of a sudden you
would hear his voice get lower, the way the
Chinese talk.

Could be a salesman or cashier. Not clear--~

spoke hoarsely. Could be Black.

It's possible--in the subway--on the bus.
Very bad.

No,

Has a middle-level education.

Heavy accent. You couldn't tell what he was

saying. Man looked foreign.

Sounds old.
An old actor.
A gentleman.

Yes.
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Subject 2-4
Picture #5

Why A somewhat fat person. Older. Over 40.

Middle class.
You No! No! No! Makes too much noise speaking.

Is hoarse. Words weren't very clear.

Level 4

Subject 4-1
Picture #10

Why I think he was foreign; also Oriental.

Met Like my Oriental classmates.

Americans For foreigners, that's good.

Subject 4-2

Picture #3

Why The way he was talking--not young, not o0ld;
maybe middle-aged man.

Met Usually doctor, but middle-aged doctorx.
Americans Yes, good. | '
You , If I got old, yes.

‘Subiject 4-3
Picture #9

Why I think he is.oldef. In beginning he is speak
slowly. In the end he speak fast.
Met Like my neighbor, maybe 50 years old. He live
‘ alone.

Americans I don't remember; so-so.

You I think I can learn more good later. Now I would
like to speak like this.

Subject 4-4

Picture #10

Why Not well educated,
Met Yes, here.

Media Yes.

Americans Not too bad.

You No.



Level 6

Subject 6-1

Picture #10

Why
Met

Americans

You
Add

Subject 6-2

Picture #9
Why

Media
Americans

You

Subject 6-3

Picture #10

Why
Met
Americans
You
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He has like Chinese accent.
ELI people in Queens College.

They make fun of Chinese accent because they
sound cute.

No.

They cut things off words. I never met anyone
say they don't like the people. From my opinion,
people just people.

Didn't read with punctuation. Sounds like he's
not well educated. Sounds old.

Yes; no name.
That's 0.K.
When I'm old.

It has a Chinese accent. He's a visitor.
Yes; foreign students.

No.

No.



Level

N-2:

197

ADDITIONAL STUDENT COMMENTS

Natives

1

Desired speech - one with the English accent.
Myself, there's a lot to be improved. I'm not in
the top ten, you know. A lot has to do with people

. you hang around with--where you live.

Level

4-~1:

I was in london only one to one and a half weeks,
and I noticed reactions to different accents.

2

Noticed different accents - after two weeks, in the
bus when I took it, people spoke differently.

Noticed different accents - when I came to college
after being here three months. I was not friendly
with many people before college.

Desired speech - I don't want to follow anybody else.

Noticed difference - people in America speak differ-
ently from the way I learned in Japam. I studied
the British way. I noticed the difference with the
first American I spoke to--maybe in a few days.

I have almost no English-speaking friends. I only
relate with students in my classes. I am gquiet
outside. I speak with nobody. I don't watch TV,
not radio either~-only music in Spanish.

Noticed difference -~ in a few days; one or two weeks.

Desired speech - the best one. Correct grammar -
to be understood clearly; to use the right word.

4

Noticed difference - first when I came here I can
feel some, like music. After several months I could
tell the difference between voices, and recently I
can feel different accents. (Student has been here
for about one year).

Desired speech - all of the sounds are similar for
me. This is hard. I like to speak English; it
doesn't matter how. Sure, I want toc choose the
best one (#2 and #5).
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Level 4 ({(continued)

4-3: When I first came here, I couldn't understand what
they were saying. "

Desired speech - four years ago I would say British
English. No would say New York speech.

4-4: Here in the United States I don't have the opportunity
to hear a lot of Americans; only my teachers. They
speak well. I hear different people; they have differ-
ent education. In my country, we speak Spanish
different ways--one city to another city. I don't

know what which is better.

Desired speech - in my own way, I don't want to speak
like other person.

Level 6

6—-1l: Noticed difference - since I start to listen people
better. Even myself, I start to recognize accent.

I meet many people from different parts of the United
States. It took me about two years to learn that.

Desired English - Like my husband. He works in a
trade agency and speaks very good English; also teachers,
they speak quite well.

6-2: Noticed difference - after six months. At the be-
ginning I couldn't understand anything.
Desired speech - the businessman I know. (Mentioned
as an example of someone resembling speaker on Tape 8).
6—-3: Time to notice difference -~ maybe six months to

notice different accents.

Desired speech - John Newman, my teacher. Also,

I love Martin Luther King's speech., I like Faulkner--
have educated language; talk about literature and
philosophy. :

At first I was thinking everybody talking same.

I remember first time I was with my family and they
made fun of English speech; they have thick accent.
Different between British and American accent.
President Carter--first time it was really hard

to understand. He eats his words. One of our
. teachers, also; she's from Southwest; also she
talks in her mouth.
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Level 6 (continued)

6-4: Noticed difference -~ as I got off from the plane,

I noticed the dialect here was different, because
at home I went to the British Institute for English.
Then I heard British. I can see there are a lot

of differences. I met a Black guy and he spoke

to me and that was different from American, because
I had American friends before I came here.
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