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Abstract

What current changes are taking place in the York accent today? What are their causes? This
thesis aims to explore change-in-progress in York English among ten females in their mid-to-

late twenties.

The data was collected through sociolinguistic interviews performed in York in October
2015. A phonetic auditory analysis was conducted in order to explore variation in the
realisation of seven lexical sets, STRUT, BATH, FACE, GOAT, NORTH, FORCE and THOUGHT.
The phonetic analysis was further used to determine the informants’ degree of accent
levelling. Second, statistical analyses of the relationship between accent levelling and two
extra-linguistic factors, mobility and attitudes, were conducted in order to determine how
much of the variation in the informants’ realisation of the lexical sets could be caused by

these social factors.

The phonetic analysis indicated that the STRUT, NORTH, FORCE and THOUGHT vowels are in
the process of being levelled towards the southern standard, RP, although the York realisation
of the STRUT vowel might not become entirely similar to its RP counterpart, but rather be a
compromise between the former northern realisation and the standard southern realisation.
Furthermore, the analysis of the NORTH, FORCE and THOUGHT vowels indicated that the
traditional York realisation of these vowels is different from the one generally present in the
research literature. The BATH vowel appears to be unchanging. The FACE and GOAT vowels
have changed almost completely from being mainly realised by monophthongs to being

realised by diphthongs.

The results also revealed that there was a lot of variation among the informants in their
realisations of the lexical sets. However, the variation was not random. The statistical
analysis indicated that the informants’ use of traditional variants correlated strongly with and
might clearly be caused by differences in attitudes and degree of mobility. As such, this thesis

also contributes to the linguistic discussion on motivations for language change.

Key words: Accent levelling, York, Yorkshire, mobility, attitudes, phonetic variation and

change.

VII



VIII



Acknowledgements

To my supervisor, Associate Professor Gjertrud F. Stenbrenden, for invaluable help and

guidance, and for believing in me through the entire process —

To Associate Professor Jacob Thaisen and Associate Professor Hildegunn Dirdal, for help

with statistical procedures and analyses —

To Professor Paul Kerswill and Dr. Lalita Murty, for literature suggestions and advice on

method and analysis —

To the Department of Literature, Area Studies and European Languages, for funding my

research trip to York, enabling me to do field work —

To Kristine G. Lund, for being an inter-rater during the phonetic analysis and for endless

discussions on accents and sociolinguistics —

To Marit Birkedal Aas, for lending me your audio recorder —

To Andreas Meese, for teaching me the programme Audacity —

To Marianne R. Golimo, for helping me edit the recordings —

To my friends in York and the members of G2 York, for helping me find informants —

To my class mates and friends at the ILOS students’ common room, for all your
encouragement and support, the thesis-related discussions, the lunches and coffee breaks, and

all the fun we had while writing Master’s theses in English language —

Lastly, to my mum, dad, brother and sister, for all your love, support and encouragement

through many years of study, and especially during the last weeks of thesis work —

Thank you.

IX






Table of Contents

1/ 1 7 o VII
ACKNOWICAGEIMEINILS....eeeecreerresnsssssseessssssssssssssssssssss s sssssas s s sssas s e s ssasas s nenens IX
LIST Of fIQUI@S..ovssureseseresissnsesesissssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssensss XIII
0 R A ) 7 12 L= XV
LiSt Of ADDIeVIATIONS.....cuvererernsnsssscsesesmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassss s ssssssassssssenens XVII
3 I 410 o7 1 (o o) 1
([0 ) 3 < 5
2.1 The City Of YOIK . s ssssssssssssassssssss s sssssnens 5
2.2 The accent of English in YOrK ... 5
2.2.1  CONSOMNANES weeeerrirresereeesee s sessessessese s s s et 6
2.2.2  VOWELS ottt sss s ssss s s s s s et bbb 8
3 Theoretical background ... ——————— 18
3.1 SOCIOlINGUISTICS v e 18
3.2 Accent variation and change ... —————————— 19
3.2.1 Definition Of KEY CONCEPLS ..ot issesessesssssssse s ssssses st sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas 19
3.2.2  SoCIOliNGUISTIC VAriabIEs ...t s s sss s s sss s ssssssssas 22
3.2.3 Motivations for acCeNt ChANGE ... s ssssssssssasess 25
4 Method and data.......c———————————————————— 35
4.1 Qualitative and quantitative research .......—————————— 35
4.2  SociolinguistiC INTEIVIEWS ... 36
4.2.1 The present SOCIOliNGUISTIC INTEIVIEW ...uvvuevcerreerreerreesrensessesseese s sesssssssesssssssesasesaes 36
4.2.2  Daala Y PSR s 38
4.2.3  Evaluation of MEthOd ...ttt st ssasssees 39
4.3  Data COllECION ..o 42
4.3.1  The FECOTAINES coeuevueerereeereeseersenssess s seesse e s ss s ss s e p e s s 42
4.3.2 The phonological Variables........ e sesssssssesssssssessesanes 42
4.3.3  THE INFOIMANTS ..ot seses s s bbb st s sttt 43
4.4  Data analysSis ... —————————————————— 47
4.4.1 Transcription and phonetic aNalySis ... sessssessesseses 47
4.4.2  QUAnNtitatiVe aNaly SIS .. sess e s s s 48
5 Phonetic analyses and reSults .......—————— 51
5.1 Realisations of phonetic variables ......coin——————— 51
B.1LT ANttt s et e R R AR R AR 51
5.1.2  BECKY ettt s s s s RS e R 53
5.1.3  CATOlNE ettt s s s s bbb b bR R s 56
5.104  DaAISY crveeeereeeremmeessesssesssesssesssssssesessseesesssessssss s s ssse s R RS R 57
5,15 EINIMA oottt sttt s s s b bR 59
5,106 FIOMN@ ittt st s s s s s b b bR bR 61
517 GIACE ettt s st s s s s SRR R R AR 63
5.1.8  HANNAKN ottt sttt st s s s b e R 65
5.1.0 IV e R R R R R R SRR 67
700 0 T =) U PP 69
5.2  AccentlevelliNg ... ———————— 73
6 Causation: analyses and results ... ——————————— 74



6.1 MODIIIEY oo ——————————— 74

6.1.1  RESUILS ottt s s b 76

6.1.2  The CaSE Of EIMIMA ...t ssss st ssssss sttt s sssssssssnes 77

LT 2 . X 0 1 1 s 80
6.2.1  RESUILS ottt s e 81

6.3 Relationship between social factors ... ————— 82

L N 10 0 (- 4 (o 1o . 83

7 0 ) 1 011 T 1) 85
7.1 The YOrK accent today ......cumimmsmsmssmmsmsmssssssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssasssssssasasss 85
758 0 R 2L N 85

7012 BATH ettt s st s s s £ R Rt 87

7.1.3  FACE QN0 GOAT ..turiteereeretreesesseesessssses st s sssss s ssssssse st s s s st s s ssssssssssssssnesae 89

714 YORK cuececeeereeressessessesese et s s s s e e 90

7.1.5 The York accent in Wells’ (1982) vowel-part SYStemM......ccocvereeeemeenerneesserseesserseesseesseees 90

7.1.6  Accent1evelling i YOTK. .. essess st sesssssssesssessssssse s sssssessseees 91

7.2 Causes of accent 1eVelling ... ————————— 95
7.2.1  SUMMATY Of fINAINES ..o ss s 95

7.2.2 Comparison with Previous reSEarcCh ... sssssssseees 96

8 Concluding remarks ... ————————————— 98
£ 700 SN Y 11011 = 98

£ T2 T T0) 48 07 | U U 98
0] [ 2] 1 Lo = 103
Appendix 1: INLErVIiew QUESTIONS .....ccuvrssssesesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssas 1
APPENAIX 2: WOTA LISt....ecerererernsnssscsesesissssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssassssesessssanas 2
Appendix 3: ReadiNgG PASSAGC.......cvuveresersssssssesesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssassssssssssssssas 3
Appendix 4: Informed CONSENL fOTMN .....vvcverereresmssssssssssmsssssssss s sssssaas 4
Appendix 5: Example of orthographic transScription..........mssssssssssns 6
Appendix 6: Example of phonetic ANALYSIS ......ccvesesesesmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 22

XII



List of figures

FIGURE 1: THE LEEDS VOWEL SYSTEM ..uvueuttseusessssessssessessssesssessessssessssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanas 17
FIGURE 2: TIME AWAY FROM YORK ..ouvurttureusereusessssessssessessssesssessessssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssanas 76
FIGURE 3: TIME AWAY FROM YOR, MINUS EMMA. 77
FIGURE 4: ATTITUDES AND ACCENT LEVELLING weuvvtreusesssresseressesssresssressessssessssesssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenas 81
FIGURE 5: ATTITUDES AND ACCENT LEVELLING IN SPSS et ssessessessesssssessessssssssessssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssessans 82
FIGURE 6: ATTITUDES AND ACCENT LEVELLING DISPLAYED CATEGORICALLY wovuviereusesessesssessesessessssesssssssesssesssssssssssssssssssesssenas 82
FIGURE 7: LIFE-MODE BACKGROUND AND ACCENT LEVELLING vuuuvereusesssressressessssesssessessssessssesssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenas 84
FIGURE 8: THE YORK VOWEL SYSTEM ...vvuruuetreusessssessssessesssresssessensssesssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssanas 91

XIII



XIV



List of tables

TABLE 1:
TABLE 2:
TABLE 3:
TABLE 4:
TABLE 5:
TABLE 6:
TABLE 7:
TABLE 8:
TABLE 9:

INFORMANT’S PSEUDONYMS ...euvueusesessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessesssssessessssssssesesssssassasssssasssnssssesssnssssasssssessasssnses
IMOBILITY PATTERNS ...cutttustsseresessssesssresssssssessssessessssessssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssassssssssssssassssssssessssssssssssssssssnssnssnsns
LIFE-MODE BACKGROUNDS ...cvurtiuessseusessssessesessessssessssesssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssassssasssssssssssssssssssssssssans
ATTITUDES TO YORK ueurtrersesssessessssesssessessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenas
INTENTION TO STAY wveurtrureseressessssesssresssssssessesssssssssessssesssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssnsasssessssssnensssesssssnssssnnsns
ATTITUDES TO YORK ACCENT
ANNE: STRUT FREQUENCIES ...cuvurmrresrrearessssesssessessesesseseanes

ANNE: BATH FREQUENCIES...c.evovurerresrsessessssesssessesseseseseanes

ANNE: FACE FREQUENCIES. ...tttustssssestsessessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenas

TABLE 10: ANNE: GOAT FREQUENCIES ...cevurtetreusssessessssessssessessssessssssssssssesssssassssssssssssassssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssess
TABLE 11: ANNE: YORK FREQUENCIES ...cevurtsstsessseusessssessssessessssessssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssnssssssssssssnssssssssssssssssssess
TABLE 12: BECKY: STRUT FREQUENCIES ..uettreustseusesssessssessessssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssesssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnss
TABLE 13: BECKY: BATH FREQUENCIES....c.vusttrtstseusesssressssessessssesssssssssssessssssssssssesssssasssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssnsns
TABLE 14: BECKY: FACE FREQUENCIES ...ovurtttrestseusessssesssessssssesssssssessssessssessssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssess
TABLE 15: BECKY: GOAT FREQUENCIES ..vuverrerreerernessessesssssessssssssssnes

TABLE 16: BECKY: YORK FREQUENCIES....ccoserrermrresssessessssesssssssesssnens

TABLE 17: CAROLINE: STRUT FREQUENCIES

TABLE 18: CAROLINE: BATH FREQUENCIES ..evuttrtusisesesisessessssesssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssesssssssssssesns
TABLE 19: CAROLINE: FACE FREQUENCIES ...cutttsturtssssesisessessssessssssssssssessssssssssssessssessssssessssessssssssssssesssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssess
TABLE 20: CAROLINE: GOAT FREQUENCIES ..eettseusessesessssessessssesssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssns
TABLE 21: CAROLINE: YORK FREQUENCIES ..cevuttreuresseresssseusessssesssssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssss

TABLE 22: DAISY: STRUT FREQUENCIES
TABLE 23:

DAISY: BATH FREQUENCIES.....ccsuurersrreusesseresssessessesesssnsaes

TABLE 24: DAISY: FACE FREQUENCIES ..covovuerrersrsesesessessssessssessesssnens

TABLE 25: DAISY: GOAT FREQUENCIES. ...vususstssssssssssesssssssssssssssssessssssssessessessessessessessesssssessesssssssssssessssssssesssssssssssssasssssassasssssassasssnsanes
TABLE 26: DAISY: YORK FREQUENCIES ....vurtsetresssseasesssressssessessssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssassssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssess
TABLE 27: EMMA: STRUT FREQUENCIES ..uvturtstseusessssessssessessssesssssssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss
TABLE 28: EMMA: BATH FREQUENCIES w.cvutttseustseusessssessssessessssesssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns
TABLE 29: EMMA: FACE FREQUENCIES ...cevuttsttrestseusessssessssessessssesssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss
TABLE 30: EMMA: GOAT FREQUENCIES ...uvurtetsesssseusessssessssessessssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesns

TABLE 31:
TABLE 32:
TABLE 33:

EMMA: YORK FREQUENCIES ....vuvurresrrearesseresssessessesessessaes
FIONA: STRUT FREQUENCIES
FIONA: BATH FREQUENCIES ....vuevresrrensesseresssessessssessensanes

TABLE 34: FIONA: FACE FREQUENCIES ...cevuvtsturestsessessssessssessessssessssssssssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssess
TABLE 35: FIONA: GOAT FREQUENCIES w..uvuueustusssssssssesssssssssssssssssessesssssessessessessessessessessessessessessesassssssssssssesssssssssssssassssssssasssssansasssnsenes
TABLE 36: FIONA: YORK FREQUENCIES ...vutsstsessseusessssessssessessssesssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssessssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssssssssssssssssess
TABLE 37: GRACE: STRUT FREQUENCIES ....ceturtsteusesssressssessessssessssssessssessssssssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss

TABLE 38: GRACE: BATH FREQUENCIES
TABLE 39: GRACE: FACE FREQUENCIES
TABLE 40: GRACE: GOAT FREQUENCIES
TABLE 41:
TABLE 42:
TABLE 43:

GRACE: YORK FREQUENCIES
HANNAH: STRUT FREQUENCIES .ucuvtturtsessessssessessssessssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssenas
HANNAH: BATH FREQUENCIES ..vtsteussessessssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssesssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssenas

TABLE 44: HANNAH: FACE FREQUENCIES «..covuruustsrusessssesssessessssessssssssssssessssessssssssssssesssssssessssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssss
TABLE 45: HANNAH: GOAT FREQUENCIES...cevtttssesssesssssssessesssssessessessessessessessessessessessessessesssssesssssessesssssessesassssssssessssssssasssssassasssnsanes
TABLE 46: HANNAH: YORK FREQUENCIES.....curtstseusesssressssessessssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssnss

TABLE 47: Ivy: STRUT FREQUENCIES

TABLE 48: [VY: BATH FREQUENCIES ...vvteererersessssesssessessssessssesssssssens

TABLE 49:
TABLE 50:
TABLE 51:
TABLE 52

IVY: FACE FREQUENCIES ...cvveureersesrsessessssessssessessssesssnsanes

IVY: GOAT FREQUENCIES . ..ctustureessesssesssssssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssnsanas
IVY: YORK FREQUENCIES ...cuuturuessessressesessesssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssanas
TJENNY: STRUT FREQUENCIES ...cuturtetreusssessessssesssssssessssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssnsenas

TABLE 53: JENNY: BATH FREQUENCIES ...uvuueusstsesssssessessssssssessssssssessesssssessessessessessessessessessessesssssesessssssesssssesssssssssssssessssssssasssssassasssssenes
TABLE 54 JENNY: FACE FREQUENCIES ...vvususstsssssssssesssssssssssssssssessesssssessessessessessessesssssessessesssssesssssessesssssesssssssssssssassssssssasssssassasssssenes




TABLE 55: JENNY: GOAT FREQUENCIES w.vuvuueusstssesessssesssssssssssssssssessesssssessessessessessessessessessessesssssessssssssesssssesssssssssssssessssssssasssssassasssnsanes 72

TABLE 56: JENNY: YORK FREQUENCIES....vuetsstsesssssssessssssssessssssssessssssssessessessessessessessessessessessessessssssssssssssessessssssssssesssssassasssssassasssnsanes 72
TABLE 57: ACCENT LEVELLING vuvuetetusststsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssessesssssessesssssessssssssessessessssessssssesssssessssassssssssessssssssasssssassesssnsanes 73
TABLE 58: MILTON KEYNES REALISATIONS OF GOAT wvuvuveusessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessessesssssessesssssessssssssssssesssssssssssssassasssssenes 75
TABLE 59: MOBILITY ACCORDING TO TIME AWAY FROM YORK ..uvueureurerneuesressesessessessessessessesssssessesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssanes 75
TABLE 60: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIAL FACTORS w.cvurtississseusessssesssessessssessssesssssssessssessssssssssssesssssssssssessssssssssssessssssssssssssssess 83
TABLE 61: DAISY: STRUT REALISATIONS IN READING PASSAGE ..cucusiurunseresessssesssressssssessssesssssssessssessssssssnsssessssssssssssessssssssssssessssesns 86
TABLE 62: JENNY: BATH REALISATIONS IN READING PASSAGE ...vurusiuressesesisissesssresssssssesssresssssssessssesssssssssssssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssss 88

XVI



List of Abbreviations

IPA: The International Phonetic Alphabet
ME: Middle English

OE: Old English

p: Probability

Q&A: Question-and-answer section

RP: Received Pronunciation

r: Pearson correlation coefficient

r’: Coefficient of determination

XVII



XVIII



1 Introduction

All the world seems to be on the move. Asylum seekers, international students, terrorists,
members of diasporas, holidaymakers, business people, sports stars, refugees, backpackers,
commuters, the early retired, young mobile professionals, prostitutes, armed forces — these
and many others fill the world's airports, buses, ships, and trains. The scale of this travelling

is immense.

Thus begins Sheller and Urry’s (2006) article, “The new mobilities paradigm” (p.207).
Although this article is now a decade old, the picture is probably still the same. We still, for
example, see students moving away from home to go to university, as higher education is
more widely available and chosen by more people. Once their education has been completed
they either stay where they are, move back to their home towns, or move to another place for
work.

Meeting new people with different languages and varieties of languages can easily
cause complications and misunderstandings. As a student at the University of York, Jack 1.
Eliot explains in his satirical commentary “The struggle of being a Northerner at York™”

(2015):

Like many others, I was delighted to come to York as a fresher in 2013. Having grown up in
the slums of West Yorkshire, I anticipated York to feel like a home [away] from home. A
step-up, if you will, from the barren towns I’ve grown up in. Instead, I’ve been treated like an
alien thanks to the hordes of southerners exported up here by their parents, who I’'m assuming
are wanting them to get a taste of how the other half live... In my first term, I picked up a
“uni accent”. I toned down my Leeds twang and adopted a neutral RP accent just for the sake

of fitting in. It’s not worth it.

Eliot (2015) goes on to give a specific example of a time he was misunderstood because of

his accent:

In a recent exchange with a housemate’s dad, I attempted to share our simple WiFi password.
It’s “poll-plant-own”. We had no idea why his phone wouldn’t connect until he realised that I
didn’t say “pearl-plant-urn”. On a daily basis I’'m treated as if [ never fully grasped the
English language.



As Eliot’s (2015) example demonstrates, geographical mobility affects people’s
language and attitudes to language. It is therefore a very interesting and topical matter for
investigation, given that we live in a globalised and mobile world. However, it is beyond the
scope of this thesis to look at the effects of mobility and attitudes on all the aspects of
language. That is why only accent features of the variety of English spoken in the city of

York in the United Kingdom will be studied here.

Why York?

The accent of the city of York was chosen for several reasons. First of all, I have been living
in York for a year as an exchange student. During this year I got a social network in York,
which was a huge advantage in finding informants for this study. Secondly, York is a very

interesting city in general. Like Wales (2006) emphasises:

York could once make claim to be the capital of a Northern kingdom that rivalled the
Southern, and a kingdom that was long regarded as the ‘foreign country within’ ... and

relatively independent politically until the end of the medieval period. (p. 211)

In fact, its importance exceeded the medieval period. Up until the eighteenth century, York
was “a strong challenger ... to London’s dominance” (Wales, 2006, p. 6). The accent of York
has, unfortunately, not been given the attention it deserves from linguists. In this thesis I want

to do something about this, even if only on a small scale.

Scope and focus of the investigation

The number of people speaking the accent of York is large. Thus it would be beyond the
scope of the current investigation to research the accent of all age groups and both genders.
The conclusions of this thesis, therefore, do not attempt to be representative of all people
speaking the accent of York. Instead, it will focus on one age group and one gender, namely
females in their mid-to-late twenties, in order to see whether or not patterns are visible even
on the level of individuals.

Previous research has shown that twenty-something girls constitute the group of
speakers who are the leaders of accent change (Labov, 2001, p. 366; Foulkes and Docherty,
1999, p. 16). Consequently, by studying this subset of the population in detail, the findings
might indicate the direction in which the accent of York in general is heading. In this sense

the present study is inspired by the MA thesis by Ingebjeorg Myrstad-Nilsen (2011), who



researched developments in the accent of the North Yorkshire community of Egton.
However, unlike Myrstad-Nilsen (2011), who mainly had a phonetic focus, the present study
will have a more sociolinguistic focus. This means that, in addition to a phonetic analysis of
current pronunciation, space will be given to analysing the causes of accent variation and
change among the informants. The main social factors to be looked at are mobility and

attitudes.

Research questions

The questions this thesis will attempt to answer are the following:

1) How are the typical northern vowels and the YORK vowel realised among my
informants?

2) Is there any evidence of accent levelling among the informants?

3) Can possible differences in degree of accent levelling be explained by differing

attitudes and/or degrees of mobility?

In order to test this, sociolinguistic interviews were conducted and five phonological
variables studied. Four of these are the typical northern vowels, the STRUT, BATH, FACE and
GOAT vowels. In addition to these general northern vowels, a specific variable for Yorkshire
English will also be studied, here called the “YORK” vowel. YORK is not part of Wells’s
(1982) lexical sets (see section 2.2.2), but has been chosen to represent the vowel used in
Wells’s (1982) THOUGHT, NORTH and FORCE sets, as the same vowel is used for all these
sets, 1.e. /0:/. It is the realisation of this phoneme in York that makes it interesting, as it is
generally realised as less rounded and more open than in Received Pronunciation, henceforth

referred to as RP.

Outline of the thesis

The second chapter will outline previous research into the accents of York, Yorkshire and the
North, especially with regards to the five vowels to be studied. Next, in chapter three, there
will be an account of the theoretical background of this thesis and an explanation of key
terminology used. The fourth chapter will describe and explain the methods used for data
collection and data analysis in this study, while the fifth and sixth chapters will treat the
findings and analyses of this study. Chapter five presents the findings pertaining to the

informants’ accents and to accent levelling, while chapter six will attempt to determine the



causes of accent levelling. A discussion will follow in chapter seven, where I will return to
the three research questions and discuss the present findings in light of previous research.
Finally, chapter eight will provide some concluding remarks on the answers gained from and
questions raised in this thesis, some reflections on what I would have done differently in a
replication study, the strengths and weaknesses of the present study, and some suggestions

for further research.



2 York

This chapter will give a description of the accent spoken in the city of York. The description
will be based on earlier studies of the York accent and of the accents of places close to York.
A detailed account will be given of the vowels of York English, as well as a brief account of
consonants. Before that, however, there will be a very short introduction to the geography,

economy and demography of the city of York.

2.1 The city of York

The city of York is a northern English city in the county of North Yorkshire where the River
Foss meets the River Ouse (Encyclopceedia Britannica, 2014). 1t is located “approximately
midway between the cities of Hull (54 km to the southeast) and Leeds and Bradford (35 and
50 km to the southwest, respectively” (Haddican et al., 2013, p. 374). Moreover, it is roughly
midway between London and Edinburgh. It used to the centre of the historic Yorkshire
county (Encyclopcedia Britannica, 2014).

Although the city has some industry, for instance “railway cars as well as shock
absorbers, optical instruments, glass containers, and sugar and chocolate candies,” it is
mainly known for its cathedral, the York Minster, as a cathedral city, and for being a popular
tourist destination (Encyclopceedia Britannica, 2014). Tourism is also the city’s main source
of income (Haddican et al., 2013, p. 375).

According to the U.K. Census of 2011, the population of York is currently just under
200,000 (cited in Haddican et al., 2013, p. 375). In addition to the permanent residents, there
are more than 20,000 students in York during the academic year, making up just over a tenth
of the population. Among these are c. 15,300 students at the University of York and c. 6,400
students at York St John University (The university of York, 2015; The complete university
guide, 2015).

2.2 The accent of English in York

Very little research into the accent of English in York has been conducted. Instead, the focus
has been on the morphosyntactic features of York English (see for instance Tagliamonte,
1998; Tagliamonte and Roeder, 2005; and Tagliamonte and Baayen, 2012). The following
section will therefore account for typical features of York where it has been possible to

determine these. Furthermore, studies of typical features of the accents of other Yorkshire or



northern English towns will be accounted for as well, since they might provide an indication
of what to expect of the accent of English in the city of York today. In order to describe the
accent, only the features that are different from RP will be focused on. Thus, RP will here be
used as a reference accent, and familiarity with the phoneme inventory of RP will be

assumed.

2.2.1 Consonants

There has not been much scientific work on the consonants of the York accent. Therefore this
section will give an account of consonant features in Yorkshire English. First, features that
are shared with other regional accent across the U.K. will be described. Next, the focus will
be on consonant features limited to Yorkshire in general, and Bradford and Hull specifically,
as there exist descriptions of the accents of these cities. Since York is, as mentioned above,
located between these two cities, there might be some similarities with the accents of both
these cities. This is known in dialectology as a “dialect continuum?”, i.e. “[t]he further we get
from our starting point, the larger the differences [between the dialects spoken in those
places] will become” (Chambers and Trudgill, 1998, pp. 5-6). Conversely, the closer two
geographical areas are to one another, the more similar the accents spoken in these areas will

be, perhaps only being separated by one or a few accent features.

Regional accent features

According to Wells (1982) and Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012), Yorkshire accents share
certain consonant features with other regional accents in the United Kingdom. One of these is
so-called H-dropping, which refers to not pronouncing -es' at all, whether in stressed or
unstressed positions (Wells, 1982, p. 253-6). This is an example of a systemic difference. A
systemic difference refers to a quantitative or qualitative difference in the phonemic system
of accents (Wells, 1982, p. 76). Phonemes are the smallest contrastive components of
language (Nilsen, 2010, p. 34). Thus, if an accent has a different number of phonemes, or the
specific phonemes are different from the ones in the reference accent, RP, there is a systemic
difference. In regional accents where /-es are not pronounced, the phoneme inventory is
smaller, since the phoneme /h/ does not exist. H-dropping is listed by Wells (1982) as a
feature of accents in the middle north, where he places Yorkshire (pp. 371, 350). Hughes,
Trudgill and Watt (2012) also list H-dropping when describing the accents of Bradford and

' Here italics will be used to indicate spelling.
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Hull (pp. 106, 109). Thus it is reasonable to assume that H-dropping might be a feature of
York English as well.

A second consonant feature that Yorkshire accents share with other regional accents
is the pronunciation of the—ing variable (Wells, 1982, p. 262). The term —ing variable denotes
the pronunciation of the non-finite verb suffix -ing, and sometimes of -ing in unstressed
positions in words like ceiling (Wells, 1982, p. 262). The RP realisation of this variable is
/my/, while regional accents often pronounce it /in/ (Wells, 1982, p. 262). This is an example
of a phonotactic difference, or distributional variation, which refers to variation in where a
phoneme can occur in a syllable or word, i.e. variation in the possible distribution of
phonemes in a word or syllable (Wells, 1982, p. 75). Thus, the spelling <—ing> will be
pronounced /m/ in some contexts, like in sing (where it is not a suffix, but part of the root),
while as an unstressed suffix it will be pronounced /m/ in regional accents, like in singing.
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) list this pronunciation as a feature of the Bradford accent,
and thus it might also occur in the York accent.

A third Yorkshire consonant feature common to all regional accents is glottalization,
where the phoneme /t/ is sometimes realised by a glottal stop, [?] (Wells, 1982 pp. 260-1).
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) write that, “[1]n most British regional accents ... the glottal
stop is ... widely used, particularly as an allophone of word-medial and word-final /t/ (p.
67). This is an example of a realisational difference (Wells, 1982, p. 73). Variation in the
realisation of phonemes refers to the fact that phonemes can be pronounced, or realised, by
various concrete articulations depending on the phonetic context as well as on who is talking.
The differences thus lie in which realisations are chosen for the different phonemes (Wells,
1982, p. 73; Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, p. 40). Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) list
glottalling of /t/ in word-final position as a feature of both the Bradford and the Hull accents ,
and might thus occur in York English too (pp. 106, 109). As it only occurs when /t/ is in
word-final position, glottalization could arguably also be classified as a phonotactically

determined realisational difference.

Yorkshire consonant features

There are a few consonant features that are specific to Yorkshire accents. One of these,

shared with other northern English accents, is ¢-to-r, meaning that /t/ is realised as [1] “when
word-final /t/ is followed by a vowel initial word and preceded by a short vowel” (Broadbent,
2008, p. 141; Wells, 1982). Wells (1982) suggests that this comes from the historic process of

replacing /t/ with an alveolar tap, [r], in similar contexts; the same process is found in for



example American pronunciation (pp. 370, 248; Broadbent, 2008). According to Broadbent
(2008) this process is being replaced by glottalization in the same contexts, but a “#-to-r fossil
is maintained in [a small group of frequent words] in [West Yorkshire]”, like “shut up [[o1
op]” (p. 141). In Hull in East Yorkshire, on the other hand, Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012)
say that /t/ is “highly variable” and that it is sometimes replaced by a glottal stop and other
times by an alveolar tap (p. 109). In York, therefore, one might possibly expect both glottal,
tapping or rhotic realisational variants of /t/ in these contexts.

Another consonant feature found in Yorkshire, as well as the rest of the north of
England, is a weak distinction between clear and dark /1/ (Wells, 1982, p. 370). Like Hughes,
Trudgill and Watt (2012) point out in their description of the Hull accent: “As elsewhere in
Yorkshire, /1/ is generally quite dark in both syllable onset and coda positions” (p. 109). As
such, this realisational difference might be expected in the York accent too.

A feature unique to Yorkshire, and not found in other northern accents, is known as
Yorkshire assimilation (Wells, 1982). Wells (1982, pp. 366-7) explains that, “[i]t arises when
a final voiced obstruent comes into contact with an initial voiceless obstruent, either within a
compound word or across a true word boundary, and has the effect of completely devoicing
the former consonant.” Examples include /ive performance and wide trousers being realised
in broad phonetic transcription as [ 'larf po'fo:mons] and [wart 'travzoz], respectively (Wells,
1982, pp. 366-7). Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) write about a similar feature in West
Yorkshire English, but unlike Wells (1982) they state that devoicing happens to plosives only
(p. 106). Regardless of what is characterised as Yorkshire assimilation, it is mainly a feature
of West and South Yorkshire (Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, p. 106; Wells, 1982, p. 367).
However, Wells (1982) thinks that it might spread to York in North Yorkshire (p. 367).

In addition to the stated consonant features of Yorkshire English, there are a few that
are specific to Hull in East Yorkshire. These are pre-aspiration of voiceless plosives; “/k/ ...
realised as [?] ... and as [x]”; TH-fronting, where /0/ and /0/ become /f/ and /v/, respectively;
and secondary contraction, where, for instance, can 't is maximally contracted to [kha:?]
(Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, pp. 109-110; Williams and Kerswill, 1999). These
features might have spread to York English.

2.2.2 Vowels

This thesis is mainly interested in the realisations of vowels in York, mainly because

“[v]owels on the whole carry more responsibility than consonants in determining differences



between accents” (Foulkes and Docherty, 1999, p. 12). The current section will therefore be
devoted to the description of the vowels of York English and to giving a short account of the
historical development of these vowels. However, only the five vowels to be studied will be
described. These are the vowels in such words as strut, bath, face, goat and York. These
vowels have been chosen because the first four vowels are the ones that are typically used to
distinguish northern accents from RP, and that are well-researched and thus make the current
thesis comparable to other studies. The vowel in York is chosen because it is specific to
Yorkshire in particular.

This section will be outlined as follows. First there will be an explanation of the
lexical sets of Wells (1982) that will be used extensively in this thesis. Next, there will be a
description of each of the five vowels. Lastly, there will be an explanation of vowel-part

systems and the York accent will be placed in such a system.

Wells’s lexical sets

Wells (1982) developed a system of classifying vowels. This system has been used
extensively since it was introduced. He calls it standard lexical sets and it refers to the
lexical-incidential differences between accents (Wells, 1982, p. 122). Lexical-incidential
differences is the fourth category of differences between accents, in addition to the three
previously described ones: systemic differences, realisational differences, and phonotactic
differences (Wells, 1982, pp.78-80). It denotes groups of words with the same vowel which
might be different from the vowel used in the same group of words by other speakers (Wells,
1982, pp.78-80). For example, some people prefer to pronounce the word either / aids/ while
others pronounce it /'1:80o/ (Wells, 1982, p. 78). This variation between /a1/ and /i:/ might be
found within several accents, but it refers to incidental rather than systemic differences in
pronunciation.

There are other lexical-incidential variations which are more systemic and that can
distinguish accents, and this is where Wells’s (1982) lexical sets become particularly useful.
Wells (1982) managed to create a classification system of words that enables comparison
between accents with regards to which vowel they use in each word category (p. xviii). Each
of the 24 categories of words is given a keyword with a specific vowel in it to represent the
entire category of words where the same vowel is used (Wells, 1982, pp. xviii-xix). The
interesting lexical sets in the present description of York English are STRUT, BATH, FACE,
GOAT, THOUGHT, NORTH and FORCE. The last three of these will in this study be combined

and referred to as “the YORK set”.



STRUT
STRUT words include all words which in RP have the vowel quality of /a/, such as cup, run,
love, country and blood (Wells, 1982, p. 132). Because of a split from the Middle English /u/,
called the FOOT- STRUT Split, the current RP pronunciation of STRUT is different from the
pronunciation of FOOT: today RP has /a/ in words with the STRUT vowel and /v/ in words
with the FOOT vowel (Wells, 1982, pp. 132, 196-199). The FooT- STRUT Split took place
only in southern English accents. This left a so-called residualism in northern English accents
(Wells, 1982, pp. 196-199, 351-352). Residualisms refer to accent features that are retained,
but only in some accents (Wells, 1982, p. 184). Northern accents, without the FOOT- STRUT
Split, consequently have a residualism, since they have kept /v/ in all contexts (Wells, 1982,
pp. 184, 196-199, 351-352). These accents are therefore more conservative than southern
accents.

However, the realisation of STRUT is not necessarily /u/ in all cases. Wells (1982)
explains that northern pronunciations of /uv/ might sometimes be slightly more open, being
realised as [0] or [¥], or even a stressed [9] (p. 352). Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2013) also

observe that,

[m]any northern English speakers, perhaps under the influence of RP, have a ‘fudged’ vowel which is
between /u/ and /A/ in quality in words such as but (and sometimes in words such as put as well).

Generally, this vowel is around [a]. (p. 60)

This pronunciation distinguishes STRUT words from FOOT words and would therefore
indicate a possible on-going FOOT- STRUT Split in the North. Or perhaps a STRUT-Schwa-
Merger is underway, like there has been in Welsh English (Wells, 1982, pp. 132, 380)?

In West Yorkshire the vowel in STRUT words is /u/ according to Wells (1982, p. 365).
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012), whose recordings of the Bradford accent were performed
before the first edition of their book was published in 1979, say the same thing, i.e. “[t]here is
no distinction between pairs of words like put and putt: both have /u/” (p. 104). Petyt (1985),
however, believes this portrayal to be “over-simplified” (p. 117). He found that there is a lot
of variation in West Yorkshire between both /A/ and /u/ and that there actually is “a degree of
unpredictability” (Petyt, 1985, p. 117).

East and South Yorkshire, represented by Hull and Sheffield, are fairly similar in that
/v/ is the main pronunciation in STRUT words (Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, p. 108;
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Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999, p. 74). According to the research performed by
Williams and Kerswill (1999), middle-class speakers in Hull might also be heard using [a] (p.
146; Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012; p. 108). Studying the accent spoken in the North
Yorkshire village of Egton, about 40 miles north of York, Myrstad-Nilsen (2011) found that
the STRUT vowel was “moving towards a more central quality,” but that realisations still
“were pronounced with some degree of lip rounding” (p. 94).

In some areas of the North it also happens that certain STRUT words are realised by
the rounded, open back vowel [p] (Wells, 1982, p. 362). This often happens to one, which is
pronounced /won/ instead of /won/ which one would expect, but it can also happen to words
like “once, among, none and among” (Wells, 1982, p. 362). According to Wells (1982), “the
/won/ area includes Birmingham, Stoke, Liverpool, Manchester and Sheffield,” while people
in areas to the east and to the north of these would use /won/ (p. 362). Stoddart, Upton and
Widdowson (1999) confirm this in the case of Sheffield. Interestingly, Stoddart, Upton and
Widdowson (1999) go on to report that [p] “can be heard occasionally in words such as
money, slush, other, mother, particularly with females of middle age” (p. 74). Since York is
in North Yorkshire, then according to Wells (1982) people in York should pronounce this
type of words with [v].

The previous research concerning the STRUT vowel clearly suggests that this is a very
fascinating vowel with a high degree of variation. As York is located approximately in the
middle of Bradford in West Yorkshire, Egton in North Yorkshire, Hull in East Yorkshire and
Sheffield in South Yorkshire, it will be very interesting to see how the present findings

compare with previous studies.

BATH

The BATH vowel, /a/, is typically realised as [a] or [&] in the north of England (Wells, 1982,
pp. 134-135, 203-205, 353-356). These are short monophthongs and a residualism from
earlier times, as northern accents were not affected by the pre-fricative lengthening of the
seventeenth century, which caused the vowel in southern accents to change from /&/ to /a:/
(Wells, 1982, pp. 203-205). Neither were northern accents affected by the TRAP-BATH Split
that took place in the south of England sometime between the middle of the seventeenth
century and the twentieth century, causing southern /a&:/ to change qualitatively to /a:/ and
thus clearly distinguishing it from the TRAP vowel, /&/ (Wells, 1982, p. 232). Because of

these two residualisms, northern English accents are labelled flat-BATH accents since the
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same vowel is used in both BATH and TRAP, as opposed to broad-BATH accents, where the
BATH vowel is the same as the vowel in PALM (Wells, 1982, pp. 134, 353).
According to Wells (1982) there is an attitudinal difference between using the

traditional /uv/ in STRUT and /a/ or /&/ in BATH (p. 354). He writes:

There are many educated northerners who would not be caught dead doing something so vulgar as to
pronounce STRUT words with [v], but would feel it to be a denial of their identity as northerners to say

BATH words with anything other than short [a]. (Wells, 1982, p. 354).

Given that such an attitudinal difference exists, it will be interesting to see whether
differences in attitude might be found among the informants in the present study.

In almost all accounts of the West Yorkshire, East Yorkshire, South Yorkshire and
North Yorkshire accents, [a] is used for the BATH vowel, instead of RP [a:] (Hughes, Trudgill
and Watt, 2012, pp. 104, 108; Wells, 1982, p. 365; Williams and Kerswill, 1999, p. 143;
Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999, p. 74; Myrstad-Nilsen, 2011, p. 94). In addition to
[a], Williams and Kerswill (1999) say that a slightly more retracted variant, [a], is even more
frequent in Hull (p. 143). Furthermore, in Sheffield in South Yorkshire, Stoddart, Upton and
Widdowson (1999) state that “[a:], [is] sometimes slightly centralised, for younger speakers”
in BATH words (p. 74).

Petyt (1985), on the other hand, uses [&] in his study of West Yorkshire English (p.
167-168). He even states that, “most speakers cling to /&/ here — sometimes belligerently”
(Petyt, 1985, p. 167). It is difficult to know whether there is a qualitative difference between
the BATH vowel used in Petyt’s (1985) study and in the others. In the present study both [a]
and [&] will be used with their IPA? values in order to indicate a real difference in place of

articulation.

FACE AND GOAT

In RP, FACE and GOAT words are realised by the closing diphthongs /e1/ and /av/,
respectively (Wells, 1982, p. 141; 146). In northern English accents, however, they are
frequently realised by either the long monophthongs [e:] and [0:] or the diphthongs [e1] and
[ou] (Wells, 1982, pp. 141-142; 146, 192-194). The reason for this is that northern accents
have not gone through the processes called the Long Mid Mergers and Long Mid
Diphthonging (Wells, 1982, pp. 192-194, 210-211). Before the seventeenth century there

* The International Phonetic Alphabet
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used to be a distinction between FACE words like daze and days, which were pronounced
with [e:] and [&1], respectively, and GOAT words like nose and knows, pronounced [no:z] and
[nouz], respectively (Wells, 1982, pp. 193-194). In the south of England these vowels were
merged to [e:]/[e:] and [o:] in both contexts (Wells, 1982, p. 193). In the North, however,
these processes did not take place (Wells, 1982, pp. 192-194, 210-211). Neither did the
processes were the southern merged vowels, [€:]/[e:] and [o:], diphthongized to [e1] and [ov]
around 1800 take place in northern accents (Wells, 1982, pp. 210-211). Thus the original
vowels, the monophthongs [e:] (raised from [e:]) and [o:], and the diphthongs [e1] and [ov],
sometimes continue to exist “in rural and conservative urban working-class accents of the
north of England” (Wells, 1982, pp. 211, 357). Although Wells (1982) claims that, “[e]ven in
the urban accents of the middle north eight may fail to thyme with late, [e1t] vs. [le:t],” he
also goes on to say that diphthonging is spreading in the North as well (p. 357).

Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) give examples of both diphthongal and
monophthongal realisations of FACE and GOAT in Bradford in West Y orkshire, although
“younger speakers generally use /ou/” in GOAT words (p. 105). Wells (1982) also lists both
diphthongal and monophthongal realisations for the accents of the middle north (pp. 364-
365). Petyt (1985) does the same in his account of the West Yorkshire accent (pp. 124, 132).
At the same time he suggests that the two realisations of FACE are merging into [e:] and that
the two realisations of GOAT might merge into [0:] (Petyt, 1985, pp. 124, 132).

Monophthongal realisation of FACE is what is mainly found in Hull and Sheffield,
although there are a few [e1]-realisations as well in words like eight (Hughes, Trudgill and
Watt, 2012, p. 108; Williams and Kerswill, 1999, p. 146; Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson,
1999, p. 74). The quality, however, is said to be a more open [e:] (Hughes, Trudgill and Watt,
2012, p. 108). In addition, a short [€] is reported in the words make and take in both Hull and
Sheffield (Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, p. 108; Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999,
p- 74). In Egton in North Yorkshire, Myrstad-Nilsen (2011) found that “the vowel quality in
these lexical sets is still monophthongal” (p. 95).

There has been one important and recent study of the FACE and GOAT vowels in York,
namely a real time and apparent time study by Haddican et al. from 2013 (Haddican ef al.,
2013). By comparing data samples from 1998 and 2008 they have found that the FACE and
GOAT vowels are in the process of being diphthongized in all contexts (Haddican et al., 2013,
p- 395). They also found that, “[s]peakers who expressed the strongest allegiance to the
community tended toward conservative monophthongal variant, whereas those who identified

less strongly with the community produced more diphthongal forms” (p. 396). It will be
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interesting in the present study to see how far this diphthongization process has gone among
girls in their twenties.

The monophthongal realisation of GOAT, [0:], appears to be in process of being
fronted to [a:], or the rounded variant [e:], in Yorkshire, starting in Hull and moving
westwards and southwards (Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, pp. 105, 108; Stoddart, Upton
and Widdowson, 1999, p. 74; Watt and Tillotson, 2001, p. 269). According to Watt and
Tillotson’s study from 2001:

To date, however, our enquiries to West Yorkshire English speakers about the use of such
pronunciations in Bradford and Leeds have resulted in responses stating quite categorically that [sne:],
[be:t] and [ble:k] are East Yorkshire pronunciations that people in West Yorkshire would never use.

(Watt and Tillotson, 2001, p. 296)

Particularly interesting for the present study, regarding GOAT fronting in York, Watt and
Tillotson (2001) also report knowledge gained through personal communication with Sali
Tagliamonte, who has researched the York dialect extensively (e.g. Tagliamonte and Baayen,

2012):

The fronted form may be heard in the speech of York children, according to Sali Tagliamonte (p.c.),
who also suggests that it is strongly marked for gender and that it is commonest in the items know and
no. It may also have an interactive function, indicating that [e:] is pragmatically as well as socially

significant to young York speakers. (Footnote p. 297).

Haddican et al.’s (2013) study, published twelve years after Watt and Tillotson’s (2001)
article, find “a somewhat slower rate of change for FACE/GOAT diphthongization than for
GOAT/GOOSE fronting” (p. 395).

Wales (2006), quite interestingly, suggest that this phenomena of GOAT fronting took
place in the twentieth century and that Orton, the main linguist behind the Survey of English

Dialects, commented on it even in the beginning of the 1930s:

Wakelin (1984: 71), following Orton as long ago as 1933, argues that the twentieth-century
emergent rounded front vowel /g:/ in words like, bone, loaf, road in north Durham and Tyne
and Wear rather than the traditional and endangered /19/ is an attempt to ‘conform more

closely’ to RP, but this is a matter of debate. (p. 173)
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It will be very interesting, therefore, whether present will find more fronted monophthongal
realisation of GOAT than diphthongal realisations of GOAT, and whether or not fronted

variants of GOAT are rounded.

YORK

The last vowel to be accounted for is the YORK vowel, with the RP pronunciation /o:/. In
Wells’ (1982) lexical set, this vowel is found in the NORTH, FORCE AND THOUGHT sets (pp.
159-162, 144-146). YORK is thus used to cover all these three, since this is a Yorkshire
phenomenon and is occurring in the word York itself. The realisation of this vowel in some

northern accents is different from the RP realisation, as Wells (1982) points out:

In the middle north, /2:/ is often fully open in quality, [p:]. This is understandable, given the [§:]
realization of GOAT and the pressure to preserve a clear distinction between GOAT and THOUGHT, as
[16:] low vs. [Ip:] law. Compare also the word jaw-bone ['d3p:bd:n], which sounds almost like RP ‘jar-

born’ /'dza:bo:n/. (p. 360)

Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) use [p:] to represent a more open quality of /5:/ sometimes
found in Bradford English (p.105). The diacritic also indicates that they see it as less rounded
than the RP /p/. In their treatment of the Hull accent, /o:/ is described as open and represented
as “typically [p:] ... or a fully unrounded [a:]” (p. 109). In the present thesis [p:] will be used
to represent the less rounded, more open realisation of /o:/ as opposed to the RP-like [o:].

Studies of this feature are rather scarce. In their description of Newcastle vowels,
Watt and Milroy (1999) say that the realisation is “[g]enerally [0:], though [a:] is sporadic in
[working-class] pronunciations of walk, talk, bald, all, wall fall, call, ball, war, etc.” (p. 28).
Thus there is some evidence that [p:]-realisations could be a feature of Bradford, Hull and
Newcastle pronunciation.

On the opposite side of the River Tyne from Newcastle, in the town of Gateshead,
Viereck (1968) states that /a:/ is a dialectal form of RP /o:/ and suggests that it developed
from /au/ in Middle English (ME) and, among others, a in Old English (OE), though not all
the way into /o:/ like in RP:

ME /auw/ SOURCES :

1. OE ag (saw, law), OE aw (claw), OE aw (thaw), OE éaw (raw, straw).

2. OE ea (walk), OE @ (small); ON « (call); OF a (false). Shortly after 1500 ME /a/ before /1/
was diphthongized to /au/.
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3. OE aw (blow, know, snow), OE ag (own), OE éaw (show).

The second element of ME /au/ was weakened and finally dropped, whereas the first was
lengthened and retracted, yielding /a:/ in the standard language and the dialect. In the latter
this is the form we usually encounter today (in groups 1, 2, and 3). Thus ME /au/ is levelled
with ME /ar/ (+ cons.) in Gateshead speech. In the standard language /a:/ developed further in
groups 1 and 2, was raised and finally became /o:/. Today, however, the RP phoneme /2:/ is

gradually replacing the dialectal /a:/. (p. 70)

It will be very interesting to see whether the current informants have such an open and un-
rounded [p:]-realisation of the YORK vowel, perhaps even as open and non-rounded as / a:/.
The present study of the YORK vowel might therefore add to our understanding of back

vowels in Yorkshire accents.

Vowel-part system for York English

In order to summarise the assumed vowels of traditional York English, the vowels will be
placed in a vowel-part system. Wells (1982), in addition to creating his widely used lexical
sets, also established a systematic overview of the vowels of accents in order to make them
comparable for a typology (pp. 168-183). The vowel-part system is divided, as the name
suggests, into different parts: part A, B, C and D (Wells, 1982, pp. 168-178).

Wells (1982) explains, “[p]art-system A comprises the traditional stressable short
vowels” (p. 168). Included in the first part-system we therefore find the STRUT vowel (Wells,
1982, p. 168). “Part-system B comprises those of the traditional long vowels and diphthongs
which have a front mid to close quality or (if diphthongal) endpoint” (Wells, 1982, p. 171). In
part-system B we find, among three others, the FACE vowel (Wells, 1982, p. 171). Wells
(1982) continues to explain that, “[p]art-system C comprises those of the traditional long
vowels and diphthongs which have a back mid to close quality or (if diphthongal) endpoint,”
including the GOAT vowel (p. 173). Finally, “[p]art-system D comprises those of the
traditional long vowels and diphthongs which have a relatively open quality or (if
diphthongal) endpoint, including under ‘relatively open’ the mid central quality [9]” and this
1s where we find the YORK vowel (Wells, 1982, p. 175).

The BATH vowel is interesting here, since in the reference accent RP, it forms part of
part-system D (Wells, 1982, p. 182). In Yorkshire accents, however, the BATH vowel is a
short, stressed monophthong and therefore fits into part-system A instead. Wells (1982) has

provided a full schematic vowel-part system for the Leeds accent which he takes to be
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applicable to the other accents of the middle north as well, including the York accent (pp.

364-365):
I U |l u 19 09
€ e:  (en) o: €: 29
a D |ar or |auv  (ov) | a: 2

Figure 1: The Leeds vowel system

In Wells’s (1982) vowel system for Leeds the NORTH vowel, /o:/, is separated from the

FORCE and THOUGHT vowels, /09/. In the present study, however, all three vowels are seen as

/a:/. Tt will be very interesting to see whether the present study of York English gives a

similar vowel-part system, or if perhaps some changes are taking place, for instance to the

GOAT vowel or the YORK vowel. Before moving on to the present study and its findings, the

next chapter will explain the theoretical background of the current study.
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3 Theoretical background

3.1 Sociolinguistics

Sociolinguistics is a very vast field of study. It sometimes has a focus on the language users,
what Hymes (1974) calls the “social as well as the linguistic ... orientation in
sociolinguistics” (pp. 13-14). This orientation includes, among others, “social problems
involving language and the use of language” and foreign language didactics (Hymes, 1974, p.
14). Sociolinguistic studies can also focus on what language is used for, which Hymes (1974)
calls “socially constituted linguistics” (pp. 13-15). It includes functional linguistics, discourse
analysis and pragmatics, to mention some (see for instance Halliday and Hasan, 1976;
Thompson, 2014; Cook, 1989; Cutting, 2008).

In the current thesis, however, the term sociolinguistics will be used to refer to what
Hymes (1974) calls “socially realistic linguistics” (pp. 13-14). Here the focus is more
linguistic than social. Instead, the “social” is used to create categories to understand
variations and changes in language use (Hymes, 1974, p. 14). Accordingly, this type of
sociolinguistics is often called variationist sociolinguistics (Meyerhoff, 2011, pp. 137, 316),
associated with for instance Labov’s studies of Martha’s Vineyard and New York City
(Meyerhoff, 2011, pp. 18-26, 33-40; Labov, 1972), Trudgill’s study of Norwich (Meyerhoft,
2011, p. 219; Trudgill, 1974) and Britain’s study of the Fens (Meyerhoff, 2011, pp. 15-17;
Britain, 2013, pp. 484-487). Meyerhoff (2011) gives this definition of variationist
sociolinguistics: “The study of language in use with a focus on describing and explaining the
distribution of variables” (p. 316, original italics). By variable she means “the feature of
language that varies” in different dialects, for instance the pronunciation of STRUT
(Meyerhoff, p. 10). Each variable can have different variants, or “actual instantiations,” in
different dialects, for instance STRUT could have the variants, [u] and [A], (Meyerhoff, 2011,
p.- 10).

The aim of the current thesis is to describe and explain variations in the distribution of
different realisations, or variants, of the variables STRUT, BATH, FACE, GOAT and YORK.
Consequently, this thesis will only focus on the pronunciation of vowels in York, even
though variationist sociolinguists of course can study anything to do with a language variety,
be it grammar, vocabulary or other aspects. The following section will therefore look more

into accent variation and change.
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3.2 Accent variation and change

According to Wells (1982), “[t]he fundamental reason why accents differ is that languages
change” (p. 93). Thus, accent variation is caused by differing degrees of change in accents,
and different kinds of changes taking place in different accents. Most linguists will agree with
this. However, when trying to understand the previous stage, why languages change, there is
an on-going debate (Farrar and Jones, 2002). Although everyone agrees that the picture is
complex, some linguists claim that the key to understanding language change lies within
languages, while others mainly focus on language contact, or even influences outside of
language itself (Farrar and Jones, 2002). Section 3.2.3 will therefore account for the different
views, and explain why, in the current context, the extra-linguistic factors of mobility and
attitudes will arguably be the most important factor. Before that, it is important to explain
some key concepts and how they are used in this thesis, in addition to presenting an overview

of sociolinguistic patterns of variation.

3.2.1 Definition of key concepts
Accent and dialect
Linguists use the terms accent and dialect in different ways. Labov (1972; 1994) uses the
term dialect as an umbrella term for all kinds of differences between different varieties of a
language. For instance, he writes about “syntactic dialects” and “[t]he general phonological
pattern of current English dialects” in order to distinguish the type of variation, whether it is
syntactical or phonological variation (Labov, 1972, p. 192; Labov, 1994, p. 63). Meyerhoff
(2011), on the other hand, uses the term variety, since this is perceived to be a more neutral
term than dialect, which could be causing “complex, sometimes negative connotations” (p.
32). Trudgill (2000) uses dialect to refer to “differences of vocabulary and grammar as well
as pronunciation” (p. 5). In addition, the term accent is used to refer “solely to differences of
pronunciation” (Trudgill, 2000, p. 5), that is, the phonological and phonetic part of a dialect.
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2013) differ from all of the above in that dialect is used
exclusively to refer to differences in vocabulary and grammar, while accent covers
differences in pronunciation (p. 3).

I agree with Labov (1972; 1994) and Trudgill (2000) that the term dialect should be
used to cover all types of differences between varieties of a language, be it within
pronunciation, grammar or vocabulary. This thesis is only interested in differences in

pronunciation. Unlike Labov (1972; 1994), I here prefer to use a specific term to refer to
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phonological and phonetic differences, rather than using an excessive phrase like
“phonological differences between dialects”. In the present thesis [ am therefore going to use
the term accent.

More specifically I am going to study a geographical accent, meaning that the accent
1s limited to the speakers living in a specific geographical area, as opposed to, for instance, a
social accent, which is limited to the speakers belonging to a specific social class or life-
mode (Wells, 1982, pp. 8-14). The geographical area under investigation here is the city of
York. Thus, given that York is an urban centre, [ am also researching an urban accent, instead
of a rural accent spoken in a rural area (Wells, 1982, p. 11). See more on urban accents below

in section 3.2.

Accent levelling

The type of accent change that this thesis is interested in is known as accent levelling.
Research on accent and dialect levelling began in the 1980s and has been going on for four
decades now (Torgersen and Kerswill, 2004, p. 24). It can therefore be seen as quite a recent
research topic in accent and dialect studies. According to Torgersen and Kerswill (2004),

dialect levelling denotes:

the reduction in the number of realisations of linguistic units found in a defined area, usually through
the loss of geographically and demographically restricted, or ‘marked’, variants, and the closely related
notion of dialect convergence, by which two or more varieties become more alike through convergent

changes (p. 24).

Since accent is part of dialect, we can assume that the same holds true for accent levelling. In
other words, accent levelling consists of two things: features that clearly distinguish one
accent from the next are dropped and two or more accents converge, causing the formation of
new pronunciations (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 252; Foulkes and Docherty, 1999, p. 13). This
process is sometimes referred as koinéisation where the result is the emergence of immigrant
koinés or new dialects (Schneider, 2011, p. 47; Kerswill, 2006, p. 14). Sometimes even new
accents can be formed, like the accent of Milton Keynes (Kerswill, 2006, p. 14). In the
discussion of koinéisation it can be confusing that /levelling, without specifying accent
levelling or dialect levelling, is solely used to refer to the first part of this process, that is,
dropping marked features (Kerswill, 2006, p. 14). In the current thesis, therefore, /levelling,

with or without the premodifier accent, will only be used to denote accent levelling.
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According to Meyerhoff (2011), “[i]n Britain ... there is competition and tension
between supra-local, non-standard variants (like the glottal and th-fronting), local vernacular
variants, and the supra-local prestige forms of Standard English” (p. 142-143). The process of
accent levelling, therefore, can sometimes cause ‘“southern features being adopted in the
whole country” (Kerswill, 2000, p. 6). At other times, as Kerswill (2000) points out,
“particularly [regarding] vowels, this is not so: levelling, instead, is regional in character,
usually centred on a big city like Glasgow or Newcastle or Leeds” (p. 6). In Yorkshire, it is
therefore reasonable to assume that the people living in villages and the countryside
surrounding York will level their vowels to make them more similar to the York accent.

The spread of accent levelling consequently supports the gravity model of how
innovations in accents spread geographically. According to the gravity model, linguistic
innovations will spread according to the size of the city or town, “the larger the city/town, the
sooner an innovation is likely to show up there” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 271; Wells, 1982, p.
13; see more on this below in section 3.2.3). This model of diffusion is different from
Schmidt’s wave-theory from 1872, where “linguistic changes [are] spreading across the
country like waves or meteorological fronts” (Schmidt, 1872 referenced in Wells, 1982, p.

13; Meyerhoft, 2011, p. 252; Labov, 2007). Instead, as Wells (1982) explains:

the commonest pattern is for an innovation to arise in a large city, particularly the political capital, and
to spread out from there to other cities, thence to towns, and thence to villages, in rather the same way
that fashions in clothes or hair-styles do. This is why country speech is conservative or old-fashioned,

while city speech is innovative and up-to-date. (p. 104)

Foulkes and Docherty (1999) also mentions the association between urban centres and
fashion (p. 14). The association with fashion and modernity can also be seen in speech
signalling identity. Like the quote cited by Foulkes and Docherty (1999), that Geordie
speakers, from the city of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, want to “sound like northerners, but modern
northerners” (p. 14). They do this by levelling their accents, through “avoiding variants
which they perceive to be particularly indicative of their local roots, while at the same time
adopting some features which are perceived to be non-local” (Foulkes and Docherty, 1999, p.
14). This makes urban accents very interesting to study, as they might predict how nearby
accents will change too (Wells, 1982, p. 11, 104; Foulkes and Docherty, 1999, p. 14).

When accents in several neighbouring areas become similar to each other due to
accent levelling, for example as in the quote in the title of Watt’s (2002) study of the accent

of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, “I don’t speak with a Geordie accent, I speak, like, the Northern
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accent”, this is referred to as either regional dialect levelling or dialect supralocation.

Torgersen and Kerswill (2004) explains:

when dialect levelling is observed over a relatively large geographical area such as the south-
east of England, it should be referred to as regional dialect levelling ... Dialect supralocation,
or regional dialect levelling, is then the formation of levelled supralocal varieties, with few

local differences within a region resulting from this wider social change. (p. 25)

Perhaps, then, we might, in future talk about the northern accent as opposed to the York

accent, Leeds accent or Yorkshire accent.

3.2.2 Sociolinguistic variables

Research has shown that languages change in different ways and at different paces depending
on sociolinguistic patterns, or sociolinguistic variables as they are known. Thus, accents vary
according to sociolinguistic patterns. The four main sociolinguistic variables are age, gender,

social class and social networks. Each of these will be explained in this section.

Age and gender

Age and gender are important variables with regards to how accents vary. A person’s accent
becomes quite fixed once they have passed into their mid-twenties (Wells, 1982, p. 24;
Meyerhoft, 2011, pp. 141, 154). Furthermore, language change happens differently
depending on gender. More than men, women usually pick up innovative accent features
quickly, be they standard or non-standard features (Meyerhoff, 2011, pp. 220, 225; Foulkes
and Docherty, 1999, p. 16). Because of this, I have chosen informants who are all women and
well into their twenties, either in their mid- or late-twenties. Thus, any variation between
them is not caused by the fact that they belong to different age groups or genders; rather,

variation can be linked to extra-linguistic factors, especially mobility and attitudes.

Social class or life-modes

A third sociolinguistic variable that can cause variation is social class. According to
sociologist Max Weber, social class consists of “an individual’s participation in a complex
set of associated behaviours (including speech, his /life style), and also the importance of

aspirations and attitudes (/ife chances)” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 165). There are different ways
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of measuring social class, but normally one or more of the following factors are looked at:
occupation, neighbourhood, aspirations and attitudes (Meyerhoff, 2011, pp. 165-168).

Recently, “[s]ocial class has fallen out of favour in sociolinguistics ... as a non-
linguistic variable for study” due to the negative connotations and feelings caused by this
term (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 192). As a counterbalance to this, a new way of dividing up social
class into seven different classes is being created, based on the BBC’s great British Class
Survey from 2011 (Savage et al., 2013).

There exists, however, a different term that has been proposed by the Danish
sociologist, Thomas Hejrup, that can replace any terminology with the word class in it,
namely life-modes (Milroy and Milroy, 1992; Kerswill and Williams, 2000; Meyerhoft, 2011,
p- 199). Hejrup divided the population of a society into three groups that are “sharing certain
social and economic characteristics and life-styles that emerge from this split [and] may
loosely be described as classes, but ... Hajrup offered a more explicitly motivated description
in terms of /ife-mode” (Milroy and Milroy, 1992, p. 18). Kerswill and Williams (2000, pp. 2-

3) sum up the three life-modes quite neatly:

Haojrup’s life-modes (after Milroy and Milroy 1992)

Life-mode 1 groups workers who are self-employed in small family-run businesses such as farming or
fishing in rural areas, and corner shops or restaurants in urban environments. Intent on maintaining a
successful enterprise, they tend to make little distinction between work and leisure and have a strong

solidarity ethic.

Life-mode 2 comprises wage earners and employees. These workers do not share the strong
commitment to work of the life-mode 1 members; for them a job is the means to the achievement of
meaningful free time and leisure. There is no ideology of solidarity as in life-mode 1, but solidarity
emerges in this group in the face of difficulties and lack of resources. These conditions give rise to the
traditional close-knit neighbourhoods of the working class. If a family’s income rises, the need for
networks to provide support mechanisms is reduced. The family becomes materially better off and may
move out of the neighbourhood to better accommodation. The solidarity ethic apparently disappears,

only to surface again in times of industrial strife.

Life-mode 3 members are also wage earners but they see their goal as rising up the hierarchy of the
organisation for which they work. This group includes professional people such as doctors, lawyers,
lecturers and managers. For them, work is meaningful in itself and the individual is prepared to work
long hours and move long distances to fulfil ambitions. As a result, their networks are primarily loose-

knit.
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The current thesis will use the term life-modes, rather than social class, to classify the

informants.

Social networks
The fourth sociolinguistic variable, and in my opinion the most important, is social networks.
Milroy and Milroy (1992) define social network as “a boundless web of ties that reaches out
through the whole society, linking people to one another, however remotely” (p. 5). Or, put
differently, social networks are “groupings based on frequency and quality of members’
interaction” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 194).

The reason why I believe that social network is the most important sociolinguistic
variable, is that all the other three — age, gender and social class/life-modes — can be seen as

forms of social networks. As Meyerhoff (2011) explains regarding gender:

it is not the fact of being male or female that causes a speaker to be more or less associated with one set
of variants; rather, it is the social role(s) we play and the social networks we enter into as women or

men that result in the gendered distribution of linguistic variants (p. 231).

Furthermore, people of the same age group usually belong to the same social networks,
giving rise to, for instance, teenage talk. People in the same life-mode, too, mainly belong to
the same social networks.

Social networks can be dense or loose, depending on how close the ties are between
the members of the social network (Meyerhoft, 2011, p. 197). Change happens quite slowly
in dense networks, perhaps because “members police each other’s behaviour” (Meyerhoff,
2011, p. 197). Loose networks, on the other hand, “make individuals more open to change”
(Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 197). Moreover, these ties can be strong or weak (Foulkes and
Docherty, 1999, p. 14). Linguistic changes mainly enter networks with weak ties (Foulkes
and Docherty, 1999, p. 14). Thus the looser the network, with weak ties among the members,
the more likely it is that sound changes are picked up.

In cities we usually find looser, and more varied, social networks than in the
countryside, and this is part of the reason why we find accent levelling, or “more up-to-date”
accents, more frequently in urban areas than rural areas (Wells, 1982, p. 11; Nordberg, 1994,
p- 4). There is more variation between the members of an urban social network than a rural
social network (Nordberg, 1994, p. 4). Urban accents therefore behave differently than rural

accents, what Taeldeman (2005) has referred to as “urban insularity” (p. 263). Individuals are

24



thus more influenced by speakers of other accents in cities than they are in rural areas.
Because of this, the current thesis is mainly interested in York as it is an urban centre, as
opposed to the areas around York.

The sociolinguistic variable of social networks is, like the other sociolinguistic
variables, not an explanation for language change. Instead, language variation and change
will behave differently in different social networks. The next section will look further into

how we can understand why language changes.

3.2.3 Motivations for accent change

Linguists debate what the most important motivations are for accents to change (Farrar and
Jones, 2002; Torgersen and Kerswill, 2004; Haddican et al., 2013). Some linguists, like the
Neogrammarians and Phillips, argue that language change is caused by language-internal
factors (Labov, 1981; Labov, 1994; Phillips, 2006). Other linguists, for example Trudgill,
focus on external causes, or contact between accents, as the most important cause (Trudgill,
1986). These are the two main sides. In addition to these two Jones and Esch (2002) add a
third motivation, extra-linguistic factors, by which is meant socio-political and economic
factors (Farrar and Jones, 2002, p. 1). This same trisection is used by Torgersen and Kerswill
(2004) and Kerswill (2006). Torgersen and Kerswill (2004) in addition “include social-
psychological factors, especially identities and attitudes™ as another subcategory of extra-
linguistic factors (p. 23). Taking Torgersen and Kerswill (2004) and Kerswill (2006)

together, the following pictures emerges:

Motivations for language change
(1) Internal (intra-systemic/systemic driven)
(2) External (contact-based)

(3) Extra-linguistic (socio-political and economic and social-psychological)
Each of these three factors will be explained in turn.
Internal explanations
Several explanatory models have been proposed to understand accent variation and change.

The Neogrammarians of the nineteenth century and Labov have, among others, proposed

laws of sound change (Labov, 1981; Labov, 1994; Torgersen and Kerswill, 2004). Others,
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like Phillips (2006), have focused more on how innovative features spread through so-called
lexical diffusion, meaning that sound changes happen in some high-frequent words first, and
then spread to other words. Stenbrenden (2010; 2016) through her studies of sound change
from the twelfth to the fifteenth centuries, however, has proposed that these two models are
not incompatible, but rather focus on two different stages of the same process. She argues,
“[t]hus, structuralists and the proponents of lexical phonology may both be right: the latter
look at the mechanisms of change, whereas the former focus on the end results of change”
(Stenbrenden, 2010, p. 493).

Another internal factor in language change is what Wells (1982) calls persistent

infantilisms (pp. 24, 96). He explains that,

innovations may begin as children’s errors, e.g. thin with [{] instead of [0]. Later we usually learn to
use the adult form; but in some cases peer-group pressures may prevail, e.g. in a large group of
children all saying [fin] for thin, in which case an innovation will have occurred, a sound change will

have taken place, as the [f]-pronouncing children grow up to be adults (p. 24).

In this view it is physiological factors that motivate language change. Other linguists also
focus on other internal explanations, like generativist explanations, typological explanations
or functional explanations (see e.g. Hudson, 1997; Aurstad and Faarlund, 1998, pp. 264-270;
Bech, 2001).

Accent variation and change can also be understood without explanatory models.
Then the focus is not on reasons for a sound change to come into being. Rather, the focus is
on how these changes spread. Using the same logic as Stenbrenden (2010; 2016), we can say
that internal factors on the one hand, and external and extra-linguistic factors on the other,
focus on different stages of the same process. Innovations always start within language, i.e.
internally, and then spread due to accent contact and/or extra-linguistic factors. The current
investigation is interested in precisely why accent features spread. One such reason is contact

with other accents.

External explanations

The external factor of contact between accents is the second main view of language change.
Commonly called dialect contact, the idea is that unless an innovation arises within an accent
there must have been some form of contact with people speaking a different dialect (Trudgill,

1986). The underlying assumption here is that less contact will lead to less change.
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Meyerhoft (2011) puts it this way: “All variation can be seen as the outcome of some form of
contact between different individuals or members of different groups” (p. 249).

In Trudgill’s (1986) important introduction to dialect contact, Dialects in contact, he
explains how diffusion, or spread, of linguistic innovations takes place on two levels, the
macro-level and the micro-level (p. 39). On the macro-level, changes spread according to the
gravity model (see also section 3.2.1), which says that contact-situations consequently arise
when individuals go to larger towns and cities than their place of origin. For instance, the
nearest larger city to York is Leeds. It is easier for people from York to go to Leeds than to,
for example, London. People in Leeds look to London as a larger city. Accordingly, it is
more likely for a linguistic innovation to spread from London to Leeds first and then to York,
than directly from London to York.

On the micro level, change spreads from one individual to another through face-to-
face accommodation that takes place in these contact situations (Trudgill, 1986, p. 39).
Accommodation refers to “the strategies speakers use to establish, contest or maintain
relationships through talk” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 75). We can establish or maintain
relationships through the process of convergence, which “involves a speaker altering the way
they talk so that it approaches the norms of their interlocutor and accentuates commonality
between the interlocutors” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 75). Conversely, if we want to contest
relationships this is done through the process of divergence, meaning that we are
“accentuating differences between the speaker and their addressee(s)” (Meyerhoft, 2011, p.
75). Both processes of accommodation can take place consciously and subconsciously
(Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 75).

Hinskens, Auer and Kerswill (2005) further distinguish between psychological and
linguistic accommodation (pp. 6-7). They explain that “[p]sychological accommodation ...
has to do with the communicative intentions and attitudes of a speaker towards his [or her]
interlocutor or audience” (p. 6). The choice to “establish, contest or maintain relationships” is
therefore made, consciously or subconsciously, through psychological accommodation. This
choice may or may not attest itself through actual language use, or “linguistic
accommodation”, which is explained as “the outcome of more or less conscious choices on
the part of rational social actors” (Hinskens, Auer and Kerswill, 2005, p. 7, emphasis added).
Trudgill (1986) argues that “linguistic accommodation to salient linguistic features in face-to-
face interactions is crucial in the geographical diffusion of linguistic innovations” (Trudgill,

1986, p. 82).
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Dialect contact therefore leads to dialect, or accent, change when “a speaker
accommodates frequently enough to a particular accent or dialect”, because “then the
accommodation may in time become permanent” (Trudgill, 1986, p. 39). The actual spread of
linguistic innovations “can be said to have taken place, presumably, on the first occasion
when a speaker employs a new feature in the absence of speakers of the variety originally
containing this feature — when, in other words, it is no longer accommodation” (Trudgill,
1986, p. 40).

The primacy of dialect contact in explaining why accents change does, however, not
exclude internal factors. It is perfectly logical to assume that the same change might take
place in two accents or dialects where there has been no contact at all. Again, we are back at
the distinction between the origin of an innovation and the spread of an innovation. Dialect
contact is one way of explaining how innovations spread. There are also other, extra-
linguistic, factors that can explain why accents change. Furthermore, some of these extra-
linguistic factors are the cause of dialect contact. Dialect contact therefore becomes not the

reason for innovations to spread, but rather one way that innovations spread.

Extra-linguistic factors
The last motivation for language change to be accounted for is extra-linguistic factors, i.e.

factors that are located outside language itself. Nordberg (1994) urges that,

[t]he choice of a linguistic form ... that a speaker makes cannot be fully explained without
reference to a more complex set of conditioning factors and inducements: individual, personal
and ideological factors, cultural values and life modes, special occupational requirements,

perceptions of self and of self reality and of one’s own position in the latter (p. 4).

There are many factors outside language itself that contribute to an individual’s choice of
linguistic features and which innovations to adopt, as mentioned in the introduction to this
section on motivations for or causes of accent change. Here, I will focus on two social factors
that I believe might cause variation among my informants, namely mobility and attitudes.
These two will be accounted for in turn.

Mobility is connected to the external factor of dialect contact. Arguably, if there is a
form of dialect contact there must have been some form of geographical mobility on the part
of at least one of the speakers in the contact-situation (Kerswill, 2006, p. 1). The term

mobility will here be used to refer to movements in space resulting in a change of place of
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residence for at least six months, either internally within the same country or externally
across two or more countries, and thus used interchangeably with migration.

Historically, mobility has been “mainly citywards movements, followed by more
geographical mobility through internal migration and circulation in the shape of commuting”
(Kerswill, 2006, p. 6). Foulkes and Docherty (1999) elaborate on these recent tendencies and
observe “increasing geographical mobility, both long-term (as people move away from city
centres) and short-term (for work and leisure)” (p. 14). Students, naturally, move to cities and
larger towns to study at universities in order to obtain higher education. Kerswill (2006)
points out that when these are “returning to their home towns during university vacations
[they] may find themselves with dual allegiances resulting in new dialect-mixing patterns that
are not characteristic of the stay-at-homes” (p. 8). Given that the students now are “both
insiders and outsiders, [they] form a potential bridgehead for the introduction of innovations
for dialect levelling”, or what Trudgill (1986) refers to as “language missionaries”, meaning
that the student will potentially be the ones to introduce new linguistic feature into the
accents of their home towns (Kerswill, 2006, p. 8; p. 56).

Previous variationist research has largely excluded highly mobile informants from
their studies (Nordberg, 1994, p. 2). This is partly because it is a relatively recent field of
enquiry and because of the difficulties of interpreting the effects of mobility. Like Britain
(2013) points out, “[I]argely since the turn of the century, the social sciences have been trying
to fully come to terms with the implications of the mobile reality” (p. 487). Some
sociolinguists have tried to rectify this previous exclusion of mobile participants, like
Kerswill and Williams (2000) in their study of accent levelling in Reading and Milton
Keynes. They write:

It is our aim in the present paper to show that the relationship between class and
network that [the Milroys] propose needs modification to take account of highly
mobile, but by no means socially marginal, groups of internal migrants whose
sociolinguistic patterns are not normally considered in speech community studies.

(Kerswill and Williams, 2000, p. 1)
Historically, traditional dialect studies mainly saw mobility as a threat to finding the

true and untainted English dialects (Britain, 2013, p. 487-488). When sampling informants

for the Survey of English Dialects “the “ideal” informants were the now-renowned NORMs —
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non-mobile, old rural men” (Britain, 2013, p. 488, emphasis added). Mobile informants were
consequently excluded entirely.

Where mobility has been included in dialectological studies, attention has mainly
been paid to “the consequences of ‘single significant acts’ of mobility”, i.e. the effects of
people moving a significant distance only once and living in a different place from where
they where born, “rather than the consequences of ‘mobility-in-progress’” (Britain, 2013, p.
489). This exclusion of mobile individuals is problematic. As Britain (2013) points out,
“examining non-local mobile members of the community can shed important light on the
direction and social embedding of language change” (p. 488). There is still much to be done
in this field, also when it comes to mobility over very short distances and very short time
periods, like “commuting to work, moving to college, visiting family and friends,
participation in the mobile tertiary sector of the economy, the mobilities that entail the
consumption of goods and services moving home and reliance on the car” (Britain, 2013, p.
490).

It is clearly important to include mobility in variationist studies. Nordberg (1994),
Kerswill (2006) and Britain (2013), through logical reasoning, argue for the importance of
mobility as a factor motivating accent variation and change. Psychological studies have
discovered that people who choose to move out of their own free will, i.e. voluntary migrants,
“have open-minded personalities” and as a consequence “movers may be unusually
comfortable embracing the linguistically new” (Urbatsch, 2015, pp. 373, 387).

Empirical studies have moreover found that mobility lead to accent change (e.g.
Kerswill, 1993; Kerswill and Williams, 2000; Watt, 2002; Kerswill, 2006; Urbatsch, 2015).
Even though all these studies agree that mobility affects accent, it is problematic that they
differ (a) in how they define and measure mobility, and (b) in their conclusions. Kerswill
(1993) compared rural migrants from Stril who had moved to Bergen with native speakers
from Bergen. In other words, he studied “the consequences of “‘single significant acts’ of
mobility” (Britain, 2013, p. 487), and found that the language of migrants from Stril was
more “diffuse” than “the ‘focusing’ of native Bergen speech” (Kerswill, 1993, p. 51),
meaning that there was more variation among the Stril migrants.

Kerswill and Williams (2000) compared two generations in Milton Keynes and
Reading, where the caretakers/parents came from various places and the children had all
grown up in the same place, either Milton Keynes or Reading. They concluded that in Milton
Keynes, “the demographic melting-pot” of this new town, caused levelling in “some features,

especially vowels, ... towards an RP-norm; for others, especially consonants, it is towards a
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generalised southern non-standard norm” (Kerswill and Williams, 2000, pp. 11-12). In
Reading, they found that “high mobility and low social class are mutually exclusive”
(Kerswill and Williams, 2000, p. 12).

Watt (2002) very briefly includes the ultimate consequences of large-scale
“immigration from beyond the British Isles” from the 1970s onwards (p. 50) in his study of

the accent of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, and concludes, with regards to mobility, that,

the history of migration, contact and social levelling that gave rise to [Tyneside English] in
the first place can in this sense be viewed as a dynamic, ongoing process which allows us to
contextualise the findings of a study of the present sort in a coherent and meaningful way. (p.

58)

Thus, mobility’s effect on language change is studied over a long period of time, rather than
studying the mobility patterns of the participants whose accents were investigated.

Kerswill (2006) looks at migration’s effects on language in Fiji, and also refers to the
earlier study of Milton Keynes (see Kerswill and Williams, 2000). Both studies on Fiji and in
Milton Keynes, again, focuses on “‘single significant acts’ of mobility” (Kerswill, 2006, pp.
15-19; Britain, 2013, p. 487). The same can be said for Urbatsch (2015), who studied the
lexical choices of occupation titles among people who were still living in the same state as
they were born in, compared to people who were living in a different state from the one
where they were born. He concluded that inter-state movers show “early, disproportionate
adoption of newish forms such as mortician and funeral director regardless of the linguistic
preferences of their places of birth and residence” (Urbatsch, 2015, p. 388).

Logically, I would assume that people who have moved more will use fewer
traditional variants, basically because they get to know more people and have face-to-face
interactions with speakers who have an accent that is clearly different from their own, and
there will thus be accommodation in the form of convergence in such contact situations. Like
Foulkes and Docherty (1999) put it: “Increasing mobility enables individuals to expand their
social networks” (p. 14). Meyerhoff (2011) is very determined, claiming that, “[a]s a rule,
[dialect levelling] is the result of new or increased mobility of speakers” (p. 250). It will be
interesting to see to what extent this is true in the current study.

The second social factor to be focused on in this study is attitudes. Attitude can be
defined as “a disposition to react favourably or unfavourably to a class of objects” and do not

need to be connected with any physical forms of contact between speakers of different
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accents (Garrett, 2007, p. 116). An attitude can be positive or negative. Garrett (2007) further
explains that attitudes are “learned through human socialization, with those acquired early in
the life span — like many language attitudes — less amenable to change in later life” (p. 116).

The features and varieties that one has positive attitudes to, have prestige. Prestige can
either be overt or covert. Covert prestige is in a sense covered, i.e. the “unconscious
norm/target [that speakers are] striving for” (Meyerhoft, 2011, p. 41). Overt prestige, on the
other hand, refers to an attitude that is out in the open, i.e. the “conscious standards, aesthetic,
moral evaluation” of an individual (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 41). Kristiansen and Jorgensen
(2005) further explain that “[o]vert subjective correlates are the opinions, representations,
assessments and beliefs which subjects display when they are aware of commentating on
their speech community ... (as in questionnaires, interviews, label-ranking experiments” (p.
294). Attitudes can further be divided into “three types of components: cognitive (beliefs and
stereotypes), affective (evaluations) and behavioural” (Garrett, 2007, p. 116). In this study I
am interested in overt affective attitudes, i.e. their evaluations of the accent of York and
whether they like it or not.

As with sociolinguistic studies on mobility, there is variation among the previous
studies on attitude as to how the terminology is used. Like Omdal (1994) points out, “it is
difficult to come to a single, generally applicable conclusion regarding the strength of the
relationship between language modification and language attitudes ... the relationship in fact
varies ... depending on the nature of the attitudes being examined” (p. 147). Giles and
Coupland (1991) and Foulkes and Docherty (1999), without stating it explicitly, write about
cognitive attitudes (p. 58; p. 14). Omdal (1994) studies affective attitudes (pp. 133, 135, 139).

There is also variation in the approaches and methods used in attitudinal studies. For
example, Watt (2002) does not research attitudes himself, but refers to anecdotal evidence of
attitudes and stigma (p. 54-56), a general problem in attitudinal studies highlighted by
Kristiansen and Jergensen (2005, p. 301). Fabricius (2005) uses subjective evaluation
questionnaires and examples from the popular press (pp. 129-132). Johnsen (2015) reports on
earlier studies on the dialects of south-eastern Norway using ‘verbal guise’ tests to elicit
covert attitudes to speakers and dialects, and surveys and conversations on language-related
topics to elicit overt attitudes (p. 623).

This variety in approaches can easily cause confusion when surveying the literature.
However, Garrett (2007) explains quite simply that “[t]here are essentially three research
approaches, usually termed the societal treatment approach, the direct approach and the

indirect approach” (p. 116, original emphasis). In the current investigation, the direct
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approach will be used to elicit the informants’ overt evaluation of the York accent. This
“involves simply asking people to report self-analytically what their attitudes are” (Garrett,
2007, p. 117). See also section 6.2.

There is a debate currently going on as to whether or not attitudes should be a part of
variationist studies in sociolinguistics (Kristiansen and Jergensen, 2005, p. 289). Kristiansen

and Jorgensen (2005) state that,

[t]o the extent that it is conceived as a sociolinguistic discipline, the study of language
attitudes is usually grouped with the kind of sociolinguistics which has a practical interest in
social issues, not the kind of more theoretically and more linguistically oriented
sociolinguistics which includes society in order to sharpen our understanding of language. (p.

289)

Instead, “the study of attitudes is considered to be the main subdiscipline of the social
psychology of language, a discipline which is concerned not with language change but with
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the ‘contexts and consequences of language’” (Kristiansen and Jergensen, 2005, p. 290).

There are several reasons why attitudinal data are sometimes left out in variationist
sociolinguistic research. Firstly, when Trudgill (1986) writes about how long-term
accommodation leads to more permanent dialect change, he says that this can happen
“particularly if attitudinal factors are favourable” (p. 39). Kristiansen and Jergensen (2005)
believe that this means that Trudgill (1986) only sees attitudes “as facilitating and not driving
change” (p. 290). This could be seen as a reason not to include attitudinal factors in
variationist studies.

Another reason could be methodological problems of attitudinal data collection.
Kristiansen and Jergensen (2005) state that “the Milroys no doubt express a widely held view
when they argue that problems of validity and reliability are too serious for attitudinal data to
be of much interest to the study of language change” (pp. 301-302). This is of course
something to be reckoned with when studying the effect of attitudes on accent change. On the
other hand, this problem is always there when studying human subjects and should not keep
us from doing so.

A more challenging reason could be that Labov and Trudgill have recently stated that
attitudes do not matter at all in convergence processes of face-to-face interaction. Johnsen
(2015) writes that, “[u]nder a view advocated by Labov ... and Trudgill ... in recent years,

speech convergence is automatic during interactions among people, and their attitudes
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towards each other play no role” (p. 614). Since Labov and Trudgill are two of the most
famous and important sociolinguists in the world it is evident that their entertaining such a
view could easily cause other researchers to exclude attitudinal data from their studies
entirely.

However, experimental and empirical studies clearly demonstrate the benefits of
attitudinal studies. Fabricius’ (2005) study, for example, “highlight[s] the several ways in
which variationist and attitudinal sociolinguistic studies can mutually benefit each other” (p.
120). Furthermore, Johnsen (2015) conducted a “meta-analysis of all the existing 25 studies
of dialect change in the south-eastern region of Norway” and discovered that experimental
studies show “that social attitude plays a role in linguistic accommodation, and empirical
studies of attitude and dialect change demonstrate that diffusion patterns and language
attitudes are correlated” (p. 635). Johnsen’s (2015) study therefore “supports the idea that
[diffusion patterns and language attitudes] are causally linked” (p. 635).

The evidence from experimental and empirical studies clearly emphasises the
importance of including attitudinal factors in studies on accent variation and change. There
are obviously problems regarding methodology and approach. However, like Kristiansen and
Jargensen (2005) conclude, “[1]f we acknowledge people’s striving for a positive social
identity as the critical factor underlying variation and change, improving our methods of

collecting and analysing attitudinal data becomes a priority” (p. 302).
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4 Method and data

4.1 Qualitative and quantitative research

The present study used a combination of both quantitative and qualitative research methods.
The first research question, concerning how the chosen vowels are pronounced, was
approached using a qualitative method, given that the data “deals with #ow something is, as
opposed to how much/many” (Rasinger, 2008, p. 11). Furthermore, the data is approached
inductively in that the interviews were analysed phonetically first and then placed into fitting
categories, rather than my using existing categories of phonemes and classifying the ones that
did not fit into an “other” category. On the other hand, the analysis is informed by previous
research, so it is not entirely a bottom-up approach. Using an inductive approach in this way
was especially valuable when analysing the YORK vowel, as this phonological variable has
received very little attention in previous research.

The other two research questions was answered by employing different quantitative
methods. The reason for this is that the “information ... is, in some way or other,
quantifiable” and I was here “interested in how much or how many there is/are” of certain
variants and variables (Rasinger, 2008, p. 10). The approach is here deductive in nature, as
opposed to inductive, in that the aim was to test hypotheses rather than creating new

hypotheses (Rasinger, 2008, p. 11). The hypothesis that was to be tested was:

If it is the case that a high degree of mobility and negative attitudes towards an accent
lead to a more levelled accent, then my informants’ use of traditional variants should

correlate negatively with mobility and positively with attitudes.

Even though the present study is mainly quantitative in nature, it tried not to look at
too many variables at once. Thus the number of participants was merely ten in order to study
these more in depth for causes of accent levelling. In order for the results to be generalisable,
the number of participants should ideally have been larger and included both genders.
However, as Wells (1982) puts it, “[c]oncentrating on a small number of variables in this way
enables the investigator to keep a research project within bounds while going deeply enough
to reveal significant patterns of correlation between the linguistic variables and the non-

linguistic parameters” (p. 38). As such, given that this is a master’s thesis and not a doctoral
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dissertation, it made more sense to look at a smaller number of female only informants and

thus study these more in depth.

4.2 Sociolinguistic interviews

The method of data collection used in this study was sociolinguistic interviews. This was the
method developed by Labov in his study of New York City English (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 34).
Sociolinguistic interviews are “[t]ypically ... one-on-one exchanges conducted in person ...
[and] typically differs from a survey in being relatively less structured” (Milroy and Gordon,
2004, p. 57). The aim of a sociolinguistic interview is to “elicit different styles of speech”
(Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 34) in order to “observe the subject’s relaxed, ‘natural’ usage” (Milroy
and Gordon, 2004, p. 58). It usually consists of various questions and reading tasks
(Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 34). In his New York City study, Labov asked his informants to “read a
list of minimal pairs ..., read a list of words in isolation ..., read aloud a short narrative ...
[and] talk with the interviewer about their life, some of their beliefs, and their life

experiences” (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 34).

4.2.1 The present sociolinguistic interview

Labov’s sociolinguistic interview was too comprehensive for the present purposes. Therefore,
the present investigation used a modified version of the sociolinguistic interview that has
been used previously by Myrstad-Nilsen (2011) in her master’s thesis, which was “based on
that used by Trudgill in the study of the Norwich accent” (p. 41; Trudgill, 1974, pp. 95-97).

The interview thus consisted of four main parts (see appendix 1):

(1) Questions about the informants’ local background and relationship to the city of
York

(2) Reading aloud a short narrative

(3) Reading aloud a list of 100 words

(4) Questions about the accent of York and its surrounding area

The goal of the first part first was to establish basic information about the informants’
background: mobility patterns, education and occupation and so on. The first three
informants were known to the investigator and were thus not asked about their year of birth.

This question was later added to this section. Furthermore, after advice from Paul Kerswill
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(personal communication, 09.10.15), a question about the parents’ occupation was also added
from the fifth informant onwards in order to determine the informants’ life-mode
backgrounds. The first four informants were asked this after the interviews via Facebook
Messenger.

Second, the first part of the interview also aimed to extract the informants’ attitudes to
the city of York. It also provided an opportunity for the conversation to flow somewhat
naturally and thus elicit more informal, vernacular speech. This changed to a slightly more
formal speech style when the informants were asked to read aloud a reading passage (see
appendix 2), taken unmodified from Myrstad-Nilsen (2011). The reading passage was
“devised by Wells” (Myrstad-Nilsen, 2011, p. 41) and can also be found at
http://www.phon.ucl.ac.uk/home/wells/accentsanddialects/#testpassage (Wells, 2013).

After the reading passage, the informants were asked to read aloud a list of words.
The current sociolinguistic interview thus differs from Myrstad-Nilsen (2011), where the
word list was read aloud first, followed by questions about local vocabulary, and ending with
the short narrative (p. 41). Firstly, the present study is only interested in the accent of York,
not the dialect. There was therefore no need to ask informants what words are typical of the
York dialect. Secondly, Labov’s study of New York City English demonstrated how reading
a narrative is closer to traditional interviews” on a formality scale than reading a list of words
is (Meyerhoft, 2011, pp. 34-37). In other words, of the three activities, word lists elicit the
most formal speech style, followed by reading, and lastly traditional interviews. It
consequently made more sense to start with questions and answers, follow up with the
reading passage and ending with the word list. Inspired by Watt and Tillotson (2001), I asked
the informants “to read [the reading passage and word list] aloud in as natural a way as
possible” (p. 276).

The word list was inspired by Myrstad-Nilsen (2011). She was interested in another
set of phonological variables and created a word list that contained those variables. In the
same way, | also made my own word list of 100 words. Approximately 15 words from each
lexical set under investigation in the current study were chosen, based on the words included
in Wells’ (1982) lexical sets (pp. 131-135, 141-142, 144-147, 159-162), in addition to 40
random words chosen from Wells’ (1982) remaining lexical sets (pp. 127-165). The words

were then randomised using Excel.

Traditional interview, i.e. questions and answers as opposed to sociolinguistic interviews.
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Before the interviews the informants were told only that the aim of the interviews was
to research the use of English in York. After the word list had been read out loud, it was
assumed that the informants would have guessed that it was their accent that was under
investigation. The word list was therefore followed by questions created to extract the

informants’ attitudes to and perceptions of the accent of York and its surrounding area.

4.2.2 Data types

The data types collected from the sociolinguistic study were a combination of language-use
data and verbal reports (Ellis, 2008, p. 913). The language-use data was clinically elicited, i.e.
not completely naturally occurring since the informants were asked to answer questions
(Ellis, 2008, pp. 917-918). However, a few times during the interviews, the questions
prompted a small conversation with more naturally occurring samples, like with informant B

(see section 4.1.7 for a key to transcription symbols used):

(1)

Becky: ... the only thing I don’t like is that- is the housing prices- the- the housing
and it- it’s just through the roof he- [here]

Interviewer: [Mhm]=

Becky: =so and it’s real- so it’s fo- difficult if you want to start- start it- it- it difficult
to get on the property [ladder]

Interviewer: [Yeah]=

Becky: =’cause it’s just erm it’s- it’s a night- nightmare but=

Interviewer: =It’s the same in Norway=

Becky: =Really?=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Becky: =Gosh=

Interviewer: =Mhm. It’s annoying [laughter]

Becky: Do- do you have to pay- is it higher taxes as well in Norway as a No- Nordic-
? I know it’s like Copen- in erm Denmark and Sweden they say the higher tax prices.
Is- is in Norway as well? The higher tax or?=

Interviewer: =Yeah, there’s a higher tax and just the prices are so high that first-time
buyers have a really hard time getting into the market ... =

Interview B
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The question-and-answer sections also provided verbal reports about the informants’
mobility patterns, attitudes and perception of the York and Yorkshire accents (Ellis, 2008, pp.
921-923).

4.2.3 Evaluation of method

In general, when performing sociolinguistic interviews the informants know that their
language behaviour is being researched and they are also aware that they are being recorded.

29

This can results in a more “‘careful style’” than the informants’ true vernacular (Ellis, 2008,
p- 917). Labov formulated this as the Observer’s Paradox: “the only way to obtain good data
is through systematic observation but ... such observation is likely to contaminate the data
collected, making it difficult to sample the vernacular style” (Ellis, 2008, p. 917). This
should, however, not stop us from conducting sociolinguistic interviews as they provide
important and controlled results that can be replicated.

In order to make the interview situation more relaxed, the interviews for the present
study were carried out in cafés in York city centre. This unfortunately led to some
background noise during the recordings. However, the background noise did not create a
major problem for the orthographic transcriptions and phonetic analyses, as it was more of a
buzz than other people’s voices. Also, the recorder provided clear speech from the
informants. Had the interviews been carried out in a soundproof room on the university
campus which would have ensured better sound quality, this would very likely have caused a
much more formal atmosphere than the cafés and thus made relaxed vernacular speech more
difficult.

The interviews were carried out by myself, a non-native English speaker. This could
very well be seen as a problem for the data collection, as the informants might easily
accommodate their speech to a non-native speaker. However, as several of the informants
pointed out, York as an urban and educational centre is a mosaic of people from different

places:

2)
Anne: ... There’s a lot of people who move to York as graduates=

Interviewer: =mhm=
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Anne: =so there’s young professionals, and either students who are staying or people
who actually move here because erm.. it’s a good place to find work or erm, nice
place to live=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Interview A

3)

Emma: ... Because York is now such a melting pot of students and international
students or just people coming here to work that aren’t originally from York=
Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =that you sometimes just don’t realise, you know, sort of who you’re talking
to and whether they’re like a native York speaker=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =If you go out into the surrounding villages then they’re much more likely to
be native Yorkshire people, you know, there aren’t many students or international
people living out there=

Interviewer: =Y eah=

Interview E

4)

Jenny: ... and I think because York has quite a lot of people that are from so many
different places=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Jenny: =Erm we- we do have a bit of a mixture=

Interviewer: =Y eah=

Jenny: =so0, you know, you do- you do have like erm people from all over really=
Interviewer: =[Mhm]

Jenny: [you know, especially] when they come to uni. They come from all over [the
UK]

Interviewer: [Yeah]=

Jenny: =all over the world, really=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Interview J



Because of this mixture of people, it is assumed that it affected the data collection less that
the interviewer was non-native than if the language of a remote village had been investigated.

As an interviewer, | also aimed at speaking in a casual style and avoid too proper an
accent through using e.g. glottal stops. Moreover, given that the informants and I were
approximately the same age (mid to late 20s) this could create a more relaxed atmosphere.
Finally, apart from informant F and G, the informants were my friends or friends with my
friends, thus making the conversations flow more easily as [ was “not ... a complete
outsider” (Milroy and Gordon, 2003, p. 32).

Another potential problem with sociolinguistic interviews is that verbal reports could

possibly be very different from reality. Wells (1982) states that,

[i]n Norwich, Trudgill (1972) found similar inaccuracy in self-reporting. He discovered the interesting
fact that whereas women tend to report themselves as using a more prestigious pronunciation than they

really do, men tended to report their own speech as less prestigious than in reality. (p. 32)

This problem was solved by not asking informants how they themselves speak, but rather
what they found to be typical of York speech and what they thought other people’s attitudes
were towards the accent. The only questions about the informants’ own language use were
concerned with pronunciations they did not like in their own accent and if they had tried to
alter their accent in any way. The answers therefore uncovered both overt and covert prestige
associated with Yorkshire accents or accent features, and perceptual dialectological
information. According to Meyerhoff (2011), perceptual dialectology is “the beliefs and
thoughts that non-linguists have about language are used to distinguish varieties” (p. 69). She
continues, “[p]eople’s perceptions about language, whether descriptively accurate or not, are
just as important to the researcher as the objective facts about how speakers talk” (Meyerhoft,
2011, p. 69). Therefore it was seen as more interesting to find out how the informants
perceived the accent to be than how the accent could be described objectively. The
informants’ perception of the accent was combined with observations of their actual language
behaviour.

Finally, the sociolinguistic interview is seen as a good method for three reasons: it is
replicable; it combines both methods of observation of language use and verbal reports, thus
making the data more valid and reliable; and, finally, the differing backgrounds of the
informants (see section 4.3.3) reflects the informants’ perception of York as consisting of

various people, thus making it more representable. The findings do not, however, claim to be

41



generalisable, as only ten women were interviewed. At the same time, given that the
informants were women in their twenties, the findings can indicate a tendency for how the
accent in general might develop in the future, as this subgroup of the population often

constitutes the leaders of linguistic change (see section 3.2.2).

4.3 Data collection

4.3.1 The recordings

The recordings took place between 6 and 15 October 2015 in cafés in York city centre. The
length of the interviews ranged from 8.72 minutes to 28.47 minutes. The average length of
the interviews was 16.3 minutes.

The audio recorder used was a Zoom H1 Handy Audio Recorder. The advantage of
using this recorder is that it is small, portable and easy to use. It also makes good-quality
recordings. The disadvantage with this recorder is that it includes a lot of background noise
as well, even though the informants’ voices are clearly audible. It contains two microphones
in one, so that it records well both the interviewer and the interviewee, and stores the two
recordings together. This was an advantage when transcribing the interviews broadly in
orthographic transcript, as it was easier to understand the answers of the interviewee when
the interviewer was audible as well. On the other hand, it made it a bit difficult at times to
transcribe the interviews phonetically. Therefore the programme Audacity was used to
separate the two recordings made by the two microphones, to double the strength of the
interviewee’s recording, and to remove the recording of the interviewer.

Before the interviews took place, the informants were asked to sign an informed
consent form (see appendix 4). This consent form was based on a template from the School
of Linguistics, Speech and Communication Sciences at Trinity College Dublin (Trinity
College Dublin, 2016). As an appreciation of their cooperation the informants were given a

symbolic gift of some Norwegian chocolate after the interviews.

4.3.2 The phonological variables

The phonological variables studied in this thesis were the northern shibboleths: the STRUT
vowel, /u/, the BATH vowel, /a/ or /&/, and the FACE and GOAT diphthongs, /er/ and /ouv/,
respectively. In addition, realisations of the /5:/ phoneme, in YORK, specific to Yorkshire

accents, were studied.
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4.3.3 The informants

Six of the informants were found using my own social network in a church in York. Two
were found through my friends in York, a sampling technique that Milroy and Gordon (2003)
calls “a “snowball” technique” (p. 32). The last two were found by asking unknown people in
cafés in York. In order to ensure their anonymity the informants were given the following

pseudonyms:

Table 1: Informant’s pseudonyms

Informant number Pseudonym

Anne

Becky

Caroline

Daisy

Emma

Fiona

Grace

Hannah

Ivy

—|TE QT E T |O|W | >

Jenny

In order to reduce the number of intervening variables the choice was made to sample
only women well into their twenties. Originally the plan was to interview women who were
born in York, and had either lived in York their entire lives or had lived in one or more other
place in order to see whether mobility patterns had an affect on their accents. However, when
dealing with human subjects one has to be willing to change one’s sampling criteria
according to who is available and willing to be interviewed. All the informants interviewed
here were living in York at the time of recording, although not all of them were born in York.
The geographical area of York as a birth place had to be expanded to include the areas around
Leeds and Goole in West and East Yorkshire, respectively. These two areas are about 30 and
20 miles away from York, respectively, and can easily be accessed from York.

Three of the informants, Daisy, Fiona and Ivy, were born in the south of England.
Daisy lived the first four years of her life in Buckinghamshire, Fiona lived the first nine years
of her life in Cornwall and Devon and Ivy lived the first two years of her life in
Worcestershire. Since Daisy and Fiona have lived the majority of their lives in York and Ivy
the majority of her life near Goole in East Yorkshire, not far away from York, they
nevertheless were chosen to be part of the study. Finally, Jenny was born in Liverpool, but

moved with her family to the York area when she was six months.
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Both Jenny and Grace grew up in villages on the outskirts of York. Jenny grew up in
Stamford Bridge and Grace in Copmanthorpe, which are 7 and 4 miles from York city centre,
respectively. These villages are taken to be part of York.

Since this study’s aim, among others, was to test to what degree mobility affects
accent levelling, the following information was gathered from the informants during the

interviews (see also section 4.2.1):

Table 2: Mobility patterns

Informant Year of birth Places lived + age at the time

Anne 1991 Linton, 0-7
Collingham, 7-18
York, 18-present

Becky 1986 York, 0-18
Ormskirk, 18-21
York, 21-present

Caroline 1988 York, 0-22

South Africa, 22-22 ¥
York, 22 15-24
Bolivia, 24-24 ¥
York, 24 ' -present

Daisy 1990 Milton Keynes, 0-4
York, 4-18

Bath, 18-21

York, 21-present

Emma 1987 York, 0-18
Edinburgh, 18-21
Miami, 21-22
York, 22-present

Fiona 1989 Cornwall, 0-3
Devon, 3-9
York, 9-19
Australia, 19-20
York, 20-present

Grace 1992 Copmanthorpe (York), 0-13
Kirriemuir, 13-17
Copmanthorpe (York), 17-present

Hannah 1992 Leeds, 0-3
Belfast, 3-7
Cheshire, 7-9
York, 9-18
Norwich, 18-19
York, 19-present

Ivy 1992 Worcestershire, 0-2
Howden, 2-19
York, 19-present

Jenny 1989 Liverpool, 0-%2

Stamford Bridge (York), ¥4 -20
Driffield, 20-26
York, 26-present
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What the table of mobility patterns does not include is information about where spouses are
from. However, only two of the informants were married at the time of recording, and no one
was living with their boyfriends. Of the two that were married, Caroline had a spouse from

Grimsby, which is about 60 miles southeast of York, and Emma had a spouse from Indiana,

USA. This might naturally have an effect on the phonetic data. Future studies should

therefore try to control for spouses’ backgrounds.

In addition to mobility patterns the interviews also included information about

informants’ life-mode backgrounds, through asking about their parents occupation, because

“(in Britain and North America at least) occupation is the class-related measure that is

thought to correlate particularly closely with language variation” (Milroy and Gordon, 2003,

p- 99). Life-modes were not controlled for during the sampling since previous studies had

indicated that York would not be affected by social class as it is not an industrial city

(Haddican et al., 2013, pp. 376, 397). See section 7.2.2 for a discussion of this.

Table 3: Life-mode backgrounds

Informant

Parent’s occupation

Life-mode background

Anne

Mother: teacher
Father: managing director

3

Becky

Mother: retired clerical
assistant/officer
Father: retired butcher

Caroline

Mother: shop assistant
Father: transport

Daisy

Mother: speech/language
therapist
Father: lecturer

Emma

Mother: professor
Father: teacher

Fiona

Mother: teacher
Father: structural company,
planning

Grace

Mother: chemist, home teacher
Father: teacher

Hannah

Mother: café worker
Father: pensions manager

Ivy

Mother: voluntary youth
assistant
Father: accountant

Jenny

Mother: supervisor at factory
Father: prison officer

Finally, the question-and-answer sections also uncovered the informants’ overt

attitudes to York, staying in York for the rest of their lives, and the accent of York. Inspired
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by Binley (2010/2011, pp. 18, 29), attitudes were first rated as positive (P), negative (N) and

neutral (or don’t mind, D). This gave the following results:

Table 4: Attitudes to York

Informant

Attitudes to the city of York

Anne

Becky

Caroline

Daisy

Emma

Fiona

Grace

Hannah

Ivy

Jenny

oo |g|

Table 5: Intention to stay

Informant

Intention to stay in York

Anne

Becky

Caroline

Daisy

Emma

Fiona

Grace

Hannah

Ivy

Jenny

VAR IV AR IElw1kClwlle)

Table 6: Attitudes to York accent

Informant Attitudes to the accent of York
Anne N
Becky P
Caroline D
Daisy P
Emma N
Fiona P
Grace N
Hannah D
Ivy P
Jenny P

Since all but two of the informants were positive to the city of York, and the two not

positive were neutral rather than negative, further investigations into correlations between

attitudes to the city of York and accent levelling were not necessary. As can be seen from

tables 5 and 6, there is much more variation when it comes to attitudes to staying in York for
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the rest of the informants’ lives and attitudes to the York accent. These were therefore

correlated with accent levelling (see chapter 6).
4.4 Data analysis

4.4.1 Transcription and phonetic analysis

After the interviews had been carried out parts 1, 2 and 5 were transcribed first broadly to
“provide a written record in standard orthography” (Ellis, 2008, p. 918, see example in
appendix 5). The reading passage and word list were already in written form and did not need
to be transcribed broadly. Pauses were marked by three dots, “...”. False starts were marked
with a hyphen, for example “ca-". Overlapping speech was indicated by square brackets, “[]”.
Where there was no pause between the end of one utterance and the start of the next the first

CC__9%

utterance ended with an equal sign, and the second utterance started with an equal sign,

When the interviews had been transcribed in full, it was possible to highlight the
words that contained any of the vowels under investigation to prepare the interviews for a
more narrow transcription, an auditory phonetic analysis (Ellis, 2008, p. 918). Each of the
phonological variables were given a colour code so as to distinguish between them more
easily. For the phonetic analyses, the reading passage and the word list were included in the
interview transcription in the same order they had been during the recording (see example in
appendix 6).

As this was a qualitative analysis, an inductive and, to some extent, bottom-up
approach was chosen. Thus for the first interviews the realisations of the phonological
variables were analysed very thoroughly with many diacritics to indicate place and manner of
articulation. Subsequently a pattern emerged and it was possible to place the various

realisations into different, broader categories of realisations. They were the following:

STRUT realisations: [v], [2], [p], and [A]
BATH realisation: [], [a], and [a:]

FACE realisations: [er] and [e:]

GOAT realisations: [ou], [ov], [0:], and [a:]

YORK realisation: [9:] and [:]
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Evaluation of method

Doing a qualitative phonetic analysis is of course a highly individual process. Another
researcher might not hear the same sounds and this could possibly weaken the reliability of
the analysis. In order to deal with this challenge, and ensure some degree of inter-rater
reliability, a second student with the same training as the present student, Kristine G. Lund,
also listened to parts of the recordings and was a good discussion partner when I met
challenging cases of phonetic classification. Both Lund and myself now agree on the
analysis, thus ensuring more reliability.

The fact that the informants have a very varied backgrounds in terms of mobility
patterns and birthplace actually improves the representability of this study, at least for women
in their 20s, as York is felt to be a very varied city in terms of the make-up of its population
(see also section 4.2.3). Also, given that the recordings and transcriptions are attached to the
thesis it is easy for other researchers to perform their own phonetic analysis using the same
data, thus ensuring replicability.

Finally, an auditory phonetic analysis is seen as a valid method of analysing the data
since it easy to perform for a student trained in this type of analysis from courses in phonetics
and phonology and it does not require any knowledge of or access to specialised computer
programmes, for example PRAAT. Like Gordon (2007) puts it: “Over the last four decades
of sociolinguistic research, the most common approach to measuring phonological variation
has been to rely on the auditory judgement of the investigators who listen to the recorded
speech to determine the variants used” (p. 21). It was also the method used by both Labov

and Trudgill in their seminal studies.

4.4.2 Quantitative analysis

The phonetic analysis forms the basis for the quantitative analysis. In variationist linguistics
one is naturally interested in how often variants are used. Therefore the variants used were
counted and given a percentage to indicate relative frequency, as the interviews varied in
length. After having calculated the relative frequencies for the individual variants that were
used, the variants were grouped together as either traditional or new variants. The traditional
variants were taken to be [u] and [p] in STRUT words, [&] and [a] in BATH words,
monophthongal realisations in FACE words and GOAT words, [e:], and [0:] and [2:],
respectively, and the open, unrounded [p:] in YORK words. The others were taken to be

levelled or incoming variants. Taking the use of all the traditional variants together was then
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used as a means of measuring accent levelling, i.e. to what extent the informants used the

traditional variants as opposed to the new variants.

Statistical analysis

In order to answer the research question about correlation between accent levelling and
mobility, and accent levelling and attitudes, different statistical methods were performed.
First, Excel was used to generate scatter plots. Second, since the variables to be correlated
were continuous instead of categorical and since the scatter plots revealed a linear
relationship (see chapter 6), Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was calculated, also by using
Excel, to get a statistical score of correlation between -1 and 1. If the results of such a
calculation are 1 this “indicates a perfect positive correlation, that is, the two variables
increase in a linear fashion, that is all data points lie in a straight line” (Rasinger, 2013, p.
163). Similarly, if the results are -1 this “indicates a perfect negative correlation, that is,
while one variable increases, the other decreases, again, linearly” (Rasinger, 2013, p. 163).
Finally if the correlation coefficient is 0, this “indicates that the two variables [d]o not
correlate at all. That is, there is no relationship between them” (Rasinger, 2013, p. 163).

Together with correlation coefficients, P-Values were calculated to check whether the
correlations were statistically significant and not caused by chance. The P-Values were
calculated by using the “P-Value from Pearson (R) Calculator” from the website
http://www.socscistatistics.com/pvalues/pearsondistribution.aspx (Stangroom, 2016). P-
Values were taken as statistically significant if p<0.05. Third, causality was calculated by
squaring the Pearson correlation, i.e. multiplying Pearson correlation with itself, to find the
coefficient of determination (r*), as recommended by Rasinger (2013, p. 171).

To check the reliability of the Excel calculations and the P-Value calculator, some of
the data was also entered into SPSS, with the help of Christophersen (2009), in order to get
Pearson correlation and P-Value. The results from SPSS were the same as the ones found by
Excel and the P-Value calculator, thus ensuring the reliability of the statistical methods (see
section 6.4).

The relationships between the social factors focused on, mobility, attitudes and life-
mode backgrounds, were checked too. The factors attitude and life-mode background were
both correlated with mobility using Pearson correlation. Afterwards, attitude and life-mode
background were correlated with each other using a chi-squared test since both these factors

were categorical as opposed to continuous. The chi-square test for up to 5x5 variables used
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was the “Chi-square Test Calculator” from the website

http://www.socscistatistics.com/tests/chisquare2/Default2.aspx (Stangroom, 2016).

Evaluation of method

Calculating Pearson correlation coefficient in Excel is seen as a good method for analysing
the data since SPSS ensured its reliability and since the P-Values indicate whether the results
are significant or not. Furthermore, the data is mainly continuous and therefore Pearson’s
correlation fits well. It has to be acknowledged that the data for attitudes and life-mode
background are not continuous, and thus continuous data are correlated with categorical data.
However, since this is a relatively small data sample with only ten informants, this is not seen
as a major problem because patterns are easily visible. Similarly, the fact that there are few
informants and thus less than 5 people in each cell in the chi-square test, is seen as
problematic by some statisticians (Rasinger, 2013, p. 160). Here, the current thesis will
follow Rasinger (2013) who disagrees with this, although it has to be acknowledged that a
larger data sample would have presented more clear and reliable results.

Another statistical method that could have been used is ANOVA. This method of
analysis would have been beneficial as it could have incorporated several variables at once,
so that it could have looked at the relationship between accent levelling, mobility, attitudes
and life mode at the same time (Larson-Hall, 2012, pp. 254-255). However, ANOVA is not
taught as part of the Master’s degree in English language at the University of Oslo. It was
therefore more feasible to choose other statistical methods that required less time to acquire

sufficient knowledge about them in order to use them.
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S Phonetic analyses and results

In this chapter the results from the phonetic analyses will be presented. Section 5.1 will first
present the results from the phonetic analysis of all ten informants. Next, in section 5.2, the

results pertaining to accent levelling will be presented.

5.1 Realisations of phonetic variables
5.1.1 Anne

Anne’s interview was the first to be analysed and proved quite difficult at times. The main
challenges were faced when I attempted to transcribe the STRUT words phonetically. There
was a lot of variation in the realisation of this variable. It varied between the realisations [v],
[0], [¥], [2], [2], [P] and [A]. At first these realization were transcribed in great detail.
However, after having transcribed a few interviews, it became possible to classify [v], [0]
and [¥] as variations of [v], and [9] and [9] as variations of [9]. [p] and [A] were kept as
separate categories. Furthermore, Anne had quite a few false starts, which was a bit of a

challenge since it was the first interview to be analysed.

STRUT

Table 7 shows the raw and relative frequencies of the various realisations of STRUT that Anne
uses. As can be seen from the table, there is a lot of variation. The main variant is the stressed
form of [a], followed by [v]. The least used variants are [p] and [A]. The use of [A] is quite
interesting. This variant can be found only among four of the informants: Anne, Emma,
Hannah and Ivy. Out of these four, Anne uses this variant the most, with 15.57 % of her

STRUT words being realised as [A].

Table 7: Anne: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A* part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency

[0] 20 2 0 21 43 20.28%

[9] 52 12 9 43 116 54.72%

[v] 7 3 0 10 20 9.43%

[A] 20 6 5 33 15.57%

Total 99 19 15 79 212 100.00%

* Question-and-answer section, henceforth Q&A.
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BATH

Table 8 shows the results from the phonetic analysis of BATH. The most frequent realisation

of BATH is [&], followed by [a]. [a:] is also present, with a relative frequency of 7.5 %.

Table 8: Anne: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[2e] 4 6 13 8 31 77.50%
la] 3 1 0 2 6 15.00%
[a:] 0 0 2 1 3 7.50%
Total 7 7 15 11 40 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

FACE and GOAT are primarily realised by diphthongs. For FACE, the variant [e1] is the only

used variable, as can be seen from table 9. There is a little bit more variation among the

GOAT words. Table 10 shows that three out of the four variants are present. The main variant

is [ovu], with a relative frequency of 89.14 %. [ou] is also used to some extent, at 9.71 %. The

least used variant of the three is the monophthong [2:], and this is only used to describe the

York accent;

()

Anne: ... For example [og'zempt] they [0er] flatten their- like the- like an o [sv] or a

u sound, so it’s like “lo [ 'ta:]- o [2:]-*-kind of sound. ...

Interview A
Table 9: Anne: FACE frequencies
FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative

frequency
[e1] 87 9 14 83 193 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 87 9 14 83 193 100.00%
Table 10: Anne: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative

frequency
[ou] 68 6 15 67 156 89.14%
[ov] 8 1 1 7 17 9.71%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 2 2 1.14%
Total 76 7 16 76 175 100.00%

52




YORK
The variant [0:] is the one chosen 97.55 % of the time. The more open, unrounded [p:] is used

in merely 2.45 % of the cases. See table 11.

Table 11: Anne: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[2:] 78 17 13 91 199 97.55%
[p:] 4 1 0 0 5 2.45%
Total 82 18 13 91 204 100.00%

5.1.2 Becky
At times Becky’s interview was quite challenging to transcribe, both broadly in orthographic
transcript and narrowly in phonetic transcript. This was because she had a tendency to stutter,

perhaps due to nervousness. Luckily her vowels were not characterised by as much variation

as Anne’s, which made the analysis easier.

STRUT

Becky’s STRUT words are chiefly realised by [u]: table 12 shows a relative frequency of

84.21 %. [9] and [p] realisations are also present, being used 9.87 % and 5.92 % of the time,

respectively. There are no instances of [A].

Table 12: Becky: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 75 21 15 17 128 84.21%

[3] 9 1 0 5 15 9.87%

[v] 6 2 0 1 9 5.92%

[A] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

Total 90 24 15 23 152 100.00%

BATH

There is some variation in the BATH words. Table 13 shows that [&] is the main variant, with

a relative frequency of 70.27 %, followed by [a], which has a relative frequency of 29.73 %.

There are no instances of [a:].
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Table 13: Becky: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e] 3 7 13 3 26 70.27%
[a] 4 1 2 4 11 29.73%
[a:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 7 8 15 7 37 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

Even though FACE and GOAT are mainly diphthongs, it is quite interesting that there still is
variation in the realisations of these variables, and that monophthongal variations are present.
As can be seen from table 14, [e1] is used 97.83 % of the time. The monophthong [e:] is used
in two instances, with a relative frequency of 2.45 %. What is interesting about this is that the
two [e:] realisations are not given by Becky as examples of York or Yorkshire accents: they

are found in her answers to the questions posed in part 1 of the interview. See for instance:

(6)

Becky: [Yeah] It was Edge Hill University, that was the name [ne:m] of the
univer-=

Interviewer: =Y eah=

Becky: =Edge Hill...

Interview B
Table 14: Becky: FACE frequencies
FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[e1] 43 9 14 24 90 97.83%
[e:] 2 0 0 0 2 2.17%
Total 45 9 14 24 92 100.00%

The same holds true for the realisations of GOAT. Table 15 shows that the GOAT variable is
primarily realised by diphthongs, [av] used 80.14 % of the time and [ou] used 15.75 % of the
time. Of the monophthongal realisations, [0:] has a relative frequency of 2.74 % and [2:] 1.37
%. With GOAT too the monophthongal realisations are found in the question-and-answer

sections, as in these examples:

54




(7)

Becky: =realising it- realising it. So [so:] we just [d3ust] erm we don’t [doun] really-

crm

(8)

Interview B

Becky: I think- the thing I don’t [do:n] like is the narrow- narrow roads [vovdz]

Interview B

Furthermore, it very interesting that out of the four [o:] realisations, one of them is found in

the reading passage that one would have assumed to contain slightly less regional features:

)

So then, was this some [som] very local [ 'touk®l] and momentary [ 'mo:mentori] earth

trauma [ 'tro:mo] which had struck [struk] us [ 'oz]

Interview B
Table 15: Becky: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative

frequency

[ou] 48 18 14 37 117 80.14%
[oU] 10 4 1 8 23 15.75%
[o:] 1 1 0 4 2.74%
[o:] 1 0 0 2 1.37%
Total 60 23 15 48 146 100.00%
YORK

The main realisation of YORK is [p:], with a relative frequency of 95.95 %. A few [o:]

realizations are also present. These have a relative frequency of 4.05 %.

Table 16: Becky: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 5 1 0 0 6 4.05%
[p:] 71 20 14 37 142 95.95%
Total 76 21 14 37 148 100.00%
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5.1.3 Caroline

When analysing the interview with Caroline there were some difficulties in transcribing
STRUT words. Caroline’s realisations of [v] were somewhat lowered and/or advanced, being
more like [9], [u] or [u]. At times the realisation of STRUT was therefore somewhat difficult
to analyse as either a version of [u], or [9]. However, after having analysed it several times
and discussed the analysis with Lund, the inter-rater, it became easier to distinguish between

Caroline’s individual realisations of [v] and [2].

STRUT
The phonetic analysis of Caroline’s recording revealed that [v] is the main realisation of
STRUT, with a relative frequency of 88.17 %. The variants [9] and [p] are also present, [9]

being the most frequent, 8.6 %, followed by [p], 3.23 %. [A] is not present.

Table 17: Caroline: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 24 14 14 30 82 88.17%

[9] 3 2 1 2 8 8.60%

[v] 0 3 0 0 3 3.23%

[A] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

Total 27 19 15 32 93 100.00%

BATH
Table 18 shows that [&] is the most used variant, with a percentage of 84.62 %. [a] is also

present, being used 15.38 % of the time. [a:] is absent.

Table 18: Caroline: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[] 1 6 13 2 22 84.62%
[a] 1 0 2 1 4 15.38%
[a:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 2 6 15 3 26 100.00%

FACE and GOAT
As can be seen from tables 19 and 20, the vowels of FACE and GOAT are mainly realised as

diphthongs. There is only one instance of a monophthongal realisation, giving [9:] a relative
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frequency of 0.92 % of the GOAT realisations. Like Becky, the monophthongal realisation is

spontaneous and not given as an example of the York or Yorkshire accents:

(10)

Caroline: [It’s quite similar] yeah. I don’t [do:n] think you would erm I suppose

[so'povz] the- a- a- | guess it depends how far

Table 19: Caroline: FACE frequencies

Interview C

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e1] 21 9 14 36 80 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 21 9 14 36 80 100.00%
Table 20: Caroline: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[ou] 25 7 15 58 105 96.33%
[ov] 0 1 1 1 3 2.75%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 1 1 0.92%
Total 25 8 16 60 109 100.00%
YORK

Caroline’s pronunciation of the YORK variable is quite interesting as her choice of variant is

more variable. The [p:] is the one used the most, in 74.07 % of the cases, while [0:] is used

25.93 % of the time. Caroline therefore has a less of an either-or use of [p:] and [o:], than

Anne and Becky have.

Table 21: Caroline: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 8 4 4 5 21 25.93%
[p:] 16 13 10 21 60 74.07%
Total 24 17 14 26 81 100.00%

5.1.4 Daisy

With Daisy, the main challenge was the poor sound quality caused by excessive background

noise. Therefore, Daisy’s interview was kept quite short, thus being the shortest of the ten
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interviews, lasting 8.72 minutes. The sound quality was later adjusted using the programme
Audacity to double the strength of her microphone and deleting the recording made by the

interviewer’s microphone.

STRUT

Daisy’s use of the STRUT vowel is very interesting in that she has almost equal usage of [U]
and [9], with relative frequencies of 51.56 % and 43.75 %, respectively. Out of the ten
informants, Daisy is the only one with this pattern for STRUT. The others have a clear
favourite among the four variants. Apart from [v] and [9], [p] is used 4.93 % of the time and

[A] is not present.

Table 22: Daisy: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[0] 9 13 5 6 33 51.56%
[a] 7 10 4 28 43.75%
[v] 0 3 0 0 3 4.69%
[A] 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 16 23 15 10 64 100.00%
BATH

As can be seen from table 23, Daisy prefers the [&] realisation, this variant having a relative
frequency of 61.29 %. In 32.26 % of the instances she uses [a]. She also has a couple of

instances of [a:], with a percentage of 6.45 %.

Table 23: Daisy: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[] 2 6 10 1 19 61.29%
[a] 3 1 4 2 10 32.26%
[a:] 1 0 1 0 2 6.45%
Total 6 7 15 3 31 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

Tables 24 and 25 show that Daisy does not have any monophthongal realisations of FACE or
GOAT during the recording. FACE is therefore realised by [e1] in 100 % of the cases. GOAT is
mainly realised by [ou], with a relative frequency of 97.26 %. [ov] is used in only 2.74 % of

the cases.
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Table 24: Daisy: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e1] 10 9 14 20 53 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 10 9 14 20 53 100.00%
Table 25: Daisy: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[ou] 23 6 15 27 71 97.26%
[ov] 0 1 1 0 2 2.74%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 23 7 16 27 73 100.00%
YORK

Even more clearly than is the case with Caroline, like table 26 shows, Daisy has less of an

either-or usage when it comes to the YORK vowel. [p:] is the preferred variant, with a relative

frequency of 64.52 %. However, [0:] is used as many as 35.48 % of the time.

Table 26: Daisy: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative

frequency
[2:] 8 6 7 1 22 35.48%
[p:] 9 13 7 11 40 64.52%
Total 17 19 14 12 62 100.00%
5.1.5 Emma

At times it was difficult to distinguish between [9] and [A] in the recordings of Emma. Apart
from that, the phonetic analysis of Emma was quite straight-forward. Emma’s interview was
the longest, lasting 28.47 minutes, since she was very interested in the topic and had time for

a longer interview.

STRUT

As is clear from table 27, the phonetic analysis revealed that Emma’s most used variant for
STRUT words is [2], used 71.25 % of the time. [u] is used 15.42 % of the time. Lastly there
are some instances of both [p] and [a], being used 8.75 % and 4.58 % of the time,
respectively. Emma thus has a very varied pronunciation of STRUT words, although [9] is

clearly the main variant.
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Table 27: Emma: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[v] 0 0 1 36 37 15.42%
[9] 44 15 10 102 171 71.25%
[v] 4 4 0 13 21 8.75%
[A] 2 1 4 4 11 4.58%
Total 50 20 15 155 240 100.00%
BATH

Table 28 presents Emma’s use of the different variants of the BATH vowel. The main variant

is [&], with a relative frequency of 76.47 %. [a] and [a:] are used equally, both having a

relative frequency of 11.76 %.

Table 28: Emma: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[] 1 7 13 18 39 76.47%
[a] 0 1 1 4 6 11.76%
[a:] 0 0 1 5 6 11.76%
Total 1 8 15 27 51 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

As is evident from tables 29 and 30, FACE and GOAT are mainly realised diphthongally. The

[e1] realisation of FACE has a relative frequency of 96.02 %. The [ou] and [ov] realisations of

GOAT have relative frequencies of 89.22 % and 7.78 %, respectively. In fact, these

percentages should have been 100 %, since all the instances of monophthongal realisations

are presented as examples of the York accent, and does not come from spontaneous speech,

as in this example:
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(11)

Emma: =Erm.. So I don’t [doun] really know [nou] why they [Oe1] think ’'m- Maybe

[ 'meibi] it’s because I say [se1] “Kate [kert]” rather [ rado] than “Kate [ke:t]” or “no

[nou]” instead of “no ['na:].” I don- I don’t [doun] really know [nav] how they

[Oer]...

Interview E




Table 29: Emma: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e1] 44 9 14 150 217 96.02%
[e:] 0 0 0 9 9 3.98%
Total 44 9 14 159 226 100.00%
Table 30: Emma: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[ou] 77 7 15 199 298 89.22%
[oU] 2 1 1 22 26 7.78%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 10 10 2.99%
Total 79 8 16 231 334 100.00%
YORK

Table 31 reveals that Emma has a really strong preference for the [0:] variant of the YORK

vowel. The relative frequency of [o:] realisations is 99.61 %. There is only one out of 255

possible instances that the YORK variable is realised by [p:], giving a relative frequency of

0.39 %.

Table 31: Emma: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 47 19 14 174 254 99.61%
[p:] 0 0 0 1 1 0.39%
Total 47 19 14 175 255 100.00%

5.1.6 Fiona

Fiona was at work in a café during the interview. We therefore had to record the interview in

small portions according to when new customers came in. First the questions about her local

background were recorded, then the questions about York, and so on. Later the interview was

edited together into one audio file and thus did not create any real problems for the analysis.

Moreover, despite being at work, she was still able to relax and had time to get through the

whole interview.
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STRUT

As is evident from table 32, Fiona clearly prefers the [u] realisation of the STRUT variable,

using it 90 % of the time. A few times she also uses [9] and [p], 6.25 % and 3.75 % of the

time, respectively. She does not have any [A] realisations.

Table 32: Fiona: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 21 19 15 17 72 90.00%

[a] 3 1 0 1 6.25%

[v] 1 0 0 2 3.75%

[A] 0 0 0 0 0.00%

Total 25 20 15 20 80 100.00%

BATH

Table 33 shows that the BATH vowel was most frequently realised by [&], with a relative

frequency of 72.41 %. However, [a] is also used about a quarter of the time. There is one

instance of [a:], giving a relative frequency of 3.45 %.

Table 33: Fiona: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e] 0 6 13 2 21 72.41%
[a] 0 1 2 4 7 24.14%
[a:] 0 0 0 1 1 3.45%
Total 0 7 15 7 29 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

In tables 34 and 35 we see that FACE and GOAT are mainly diphthongal. This is especially

true for the FACE variable, being realised by [e1] in all instances. A couple of times GOAT is

realised by the fronted monophthong [a:], and in both of these cases [2:] is not given as an

example of York or Yorkshire accents, but is rather found in spontaneous speech during the

question-and-answer sections. For instance:

(12)

Fiona: [No [nou],] he doesn’t [duzn] buil- No [ 'na:], he helps- like do the plans for

buildings=
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Table 34: Fiona: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e] 18 9 14 11 52 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 18 9 14 11 52 100.00%
Table 35: Fiona: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[ou] 18 5 15 21 59 85.51%
[ov] 4 1 1 2 8 11.59%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 2 0 0 0 2 2.90%
Total 24 6 16 23 69 100.00%
YORK

From table 26 we find that the main pronunciation of the YORK vowel is [p:]. This variant has

a relative frequency of 98.59 %. [0:] 1s used only once, giving a relative frequency of 1.41 %.

Table 36: Fiona: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 0 0 0 1 1 1.41%
[p:] 18 18 14 20 70 98.59%
Total 18 18 14 21 71 100.00%

5.1.7 Grace

There were no major challenges during the recording of Grace’s interview.

STRUT

Table 37 shows that Grace mainly prefers the realisation [v] of the STRUT variable, using it in
87.18 % of the possible cases. [9] is also used in some cases, with a relative frequency of
11.11 %. Finally Grace has a couple of [p] realisations, giving a relative frequency of 1.71 %,

and no use of [A].
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Table 37: Grace: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[0] 41 18 15 28 102 87.18%
[9] 7 1 0 5 13 11.11%
[v] 0 0 0 2 2 1.71%
[A] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 48 19 15 35 117 100.00%
BATH

Grace’s main pronunciation of BATH is [&], using it 78.57 % of the time where it could occur,

as can be seen in table 38. After [&], her most used variant is [a], with a relative frequency of

17.86 %. [a:] is used only once, at a relative frequency of 3.57 %.

Table 38: Grace: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[e] 3 6 13 0 22 78.57%
[a] 2 1 2 0 5 17.86%
[a:] 1 0 0 0 1 3.57%
Total 6 7 15 0 28 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

What is clear from table 39 is that in all possible cases, Grace uses a diphthong for FACE.

Furthermore, the GOAT vowel is also realised as a diphthong in all cases, as seen in table 40.

Interestingly, this pattern is only found with one other informant, Daisy. All the others have

at least one instance of a monophthong, even if it is only used as a example of York and

Yorkshire speech.

Table 39: Grace: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative
frequency
[e1] 58 9 14 27 108 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 58 9 14 27 108 100.00%
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Table 40: Grace: GOAT frequencies

GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total | Relative

frequency
[ou] 71 4 15 47 137 89.54%
[ov] 4 2 1 9 16 10.46%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 75 6 16 56 153 100.00%
YORK

Table 41 conveys that Grace’s pronunciation of the YORK vowel is highly varied, even more

than that of Caroline and Daisy. She uses [0:] 43.51 % of the time and [p:] 56. 49 % of the

time. Grace is in fact one of two informants with a nearly 50-50 use of [p:] and [o:].

Table 41: Grace: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 18 11 11 17 57 43.51%
[p:] 33 7 4 30 74 56.49%
Total 51 18 15 47 131 100.00%

5.1.8 Hannah

At the time the interview was recorded, Hannah was having a break between two lectures,

and was thus somewhat in a hurry. Her interview was therefore kept relatively short, 11.37

minutes. Despite this, it was still possible to get through the entire interview.

STRUT

There is quite a lot of variation in Grace’s pronunciations of the STRUT variable. As table 42

shows, the most used variant is [v], with a relative frequency of 67.50 %. Both [o] and [A]

are used equally, both being used as realisations of the STRUT variable 12.50 % of the time.

[p] is used the least, with a relative frequency of 7.50 %.

Table 42: Hannah: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 8 13 14 19 54 67.50%

[3] 4 0 3 10 12.50%

[v] 2 1 0 6 7.50%

[a] 8 0 1 10 12.50%

Total 22 20 15 23 80 100.00%
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BATH

Table 43 shows that Hannah predominantly uses [&] for the BATH variable, with a relative

frequency of 88.46 %. [a] is used in 11.54 % of all places it could possibly occur. Finally,

Hannah has no [a:] realisations.

Table 43: Hannah: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[] 2 6 13 2 23 88.46%
[a] 0 0 2 1 3 11.54%
[a:] 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 2 6 15 3 26 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

As seen in tables 44 and 45, Hannah’s FACE and GOAT words are almost exclusively realised

by diphthongs. A couple of times she uses the monophthongal realisation [0:] of GOAT,

giving a relative frequency of 2.63 %. However, these two pronunciations are only used to

give examples of other people’s speech, as in:

(13)

Hannah: =but [ 'ba] not- they’d [de1d] never say [se1] like, “Oh [o:], you’re from
Leeds when=

Interviewer: =No=

Hannah: =I’m live in York [jo:k] [sort [so:r] of thing]

Interview H

Table 44: Hannah: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e1] 20 9 14 28 71 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 20 9 14 28 71 100.00%
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Table 45: Hannah: GOAT frequencies

GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative

frequency
[ou] 16 7 15 33 71 93.42%
[ov] 1 1 1 0 3 3.95%
[o:] 0 0 0 2 2 2.63%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 17 8 16 35 76 100.00%
YORK

Table 46 reveals that Hannah uses the [0:] realisation most during the interview. In 83 % of
the possible cases she uses this variable. She uses the [p:] realisation too, although only in 17

% of the possible cases.

Table 46: Hannah: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative

frequency
[2:] 27 10 10 36 83 83.00%
[p:] 3 7 5 2 17 17.00%
Total 30 17 15 38 100 100.00%
5.1.9 vy

No major challenges presented themselves during the phonetic analysis of Ivy’s interview.

STRUT

Ivy and Emma are the only two informants that clearly show a strong preference for the

variant [9] instead of [u] in the realisation of the STRUT variable. Ivy’s use shows a relative

frequency of 72.37 % for [a], as evident in table 47. The second most used variant is [v],

being used in 19.74 % of the possible cases. There are also a few instances of [p] and [A],

with relative frequencies of 5.26 % and 2.63 %, respectively.

Table 47: Ivy: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 1 7 2 5 15 19.74%

[9] 13 7 13 22 55 72.37%

[p] 0 4 0 0 4 5.26%

[a] 0 0 0 2 2 2.63%

Total 14 18 15 29 76 100.00%
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BATH

Table 48 shows that Ivy’s most used variant for the BATH vowel is [&], with a relative

frequency of 60.71 %, followed by [a], which has a relative frequency of 35.71 %. [a:] is also

present, although it is only used once. [a:] therefore has a relative frequency of 3.57 %.

Table 48: Ivy: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e] 0 6 9 2 17 60.71%
[a] 0 1 6 3 10 35.71%
[a:] 0 0 0 1 1 3.57%
Total 0 7 15 6 28 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

Like the others, vy too has a predominantly diphthongal realisation of FACE and GOAT, as is

clear from tables 49 and 50. For FACE, the diphthong is used exclusively. GOAT is a couple of

times realised monophthongally, with a relative frequency of 2.41 %, although it is only used

to describe the York accent. For example:

(14)

Interviewer: =What do you find to be typical of York speech?=

Ivy: =Erm fairly flat vowels=

Interviewer: =Okay=

Ivy: =erm..=

Interviewer: =So for example?

Ivy: Erm so [sou] such [ 'sot[] as like an “er [ '9:]”-sound instead of and “o [ou]”-
sound=

Interview I

Table 49: Ivy: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e1] 8 9 13 24 54 100.00%
[e:] 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 8 9 13 24 54 100.00%
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Table 50: Ivy: GOAT frequencies

GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative

frequency
[ou] 18 7 14 35 74 89.16%
[ov] 4 1 1 1 7 8.43%
[o:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
[o:] 0 0 0 2 2 2.41%
Total 22 8 15 38 83 100.00%
YORK

Table 51 reveals that Ivy is the second informant that, apart from Grace, is the only informant

to have a nearly 50-50 realisation of the YORK variable. [p:] is the one that is most used, with

a relative frequency of 52.05 %. However, [0:] is used almost as much, being the realisation

in 47.95 % of the possible cases.

Table 51: Ivy: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 13 5 3 14 35 47.95%
[p:] 10 12 11 5 38 52.05%
Total 23 17 14 19 73 100.00%

5.1.10 Jenny

The only challenge with the transcription and analysis of Jenny’s interview was that she had a

few false starts. However, since I had transcribed and analysed nine other interviews before

this one, this challenge did not cause much of a problem.

STRUT

As is clear from table 52, Jenny mainly uses the [u] realisation of the STRUT vowel, this

variant having a relative frequency of 83.12 %. Sometimes she uses [2] and [p], although not

as much as [v]. [9] and [p] are used in 9.09 % and 7.79 % of the possible cases, respectively.

[A] is not used at all.
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Table 52: Jenny: STRUT frequencies

STRUT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency

[0] 21 14 14 15 64 83.12%

[a] 1 2 1 3 7 9.09%

[v] 1 3 0 2 6 7.79%

[A] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%

Total 23 19 15 20 77 100.00%

BATH

Jenny predominantly pronounces BATH words with an [&], this variant having a relative

frequency of 76.47 %, as table 53 shows. [a] realisations are also present and are used in

23.53 % of the possible cases. Jenny has no [a:] realisations.

Table 53: Jenny: BATH frequencies

BATH Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[] 1 6 14 5 26 76.47%
[a] 2 2 1 3 8 23.53%
[a:] 0 0 0 0 0 0.00%
Total 3 8 15 8 34 100.00%

FACE and GOAT

For Jenny, the FACE and GOAT vowels are mainly diphthongs. Still there are instances of

monophthongal realisations of both FACE and GOAT. For FACE, [e:] is used twice, having a

relative frequency of 3.23 %. What is very noteworthy is that both these instances are

produced during reading exercises: one during the reading passage and the other during the

word list reading:

(15)

It must [most] have been two o’clock, or [p:] perhaps a quarter [ 'kwn:?ar] of an hour

later [ 'le:?9], a quarter [ kwp?o] past [pas] two.

Interview J

(16)
great [gre:?]

Interview J
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Table 54: Jenny: FACE frequencies

FACE Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[e] 9 9 13 29 60 96.77%
[e:] 0 1 1 0 2 3.23%
Total 9 10 14 29 62 100.00%

Quite a few times, the vowel of GOAT words is realised as a monophthong. [0:] is used a

couple of times and has a relative frequency of 2.15 %. Both these two times it is not given as

examples of York and Yorkshire accents. Rather, it is produced spontaneously. The first time

it is used is during the first question-and-answer section and the second was during the

reading passage:

(17)
Jenny: =and er even though [00:] I- I liked Driffield, I just- I couldn’t- I couldn’t not
move back to York [jo:k] [I love [lov] it]

Interview J

(18)
or [p:] the gas pedal, as it’s known [no:n] in America,

Interview J

[9:] is used a bit more, eight times. In other words, the [:] realisation is used in 8.60 % of the

GOAT words. Two of these are examples of how she would speak if she is talking to a person

with a very traditional accent:

(19)

Jenny: And like it’s when you go [gou] like “er ['2:]” at the end or [p:] something
[ 'sad1] like that. Like “you know [ 'na:]"=

Interviewer: =Uhuh.

Interview J

The other four instances of [2:] are found in both question-and-answer sections, and two are

even found during the reading passage and word list, for example:
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(20)
Interviewer: =Mhm. .. Is there anything you don’t like about it?

Jenny: Erm no [ 'na:], not really.

21)

Interview J

There was a kind of deep groaning [ gra:nin] and horrible, awesome [ D:som]

grinding which seemed to fill the air.

Interview J
(22)
total [ 'ta:?ali]
Interview J
Table 55: Jenny: GOAT frequencies
GOAT Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[ou] 22 4 14 37 77 82.80%
[ov] 3 1 1 1 6 6.45%
[o:] 1 1 0 0 2 2.15%
[o:] 3 1 1 3 8 8.60%
Total 29 7 16 41 93 100.00%
YORK

Table 56 shows that Jenny mainly uses the variant [p:] for YORK words. The variant has a

relative frequency of 95.95 %. [0:] is also present, although not as much, having a relative

frequency of 4.05 %.

Table 56: Jenny: YORK frequencies

YORK Q&A part 1 Reading passage | Word list | Q&A part 2 Total Relative
frequency
[2:] 1 1 0 1 3 4.05%
[p:] 18 17 16 20 71 95.95%
Total 19 18 16 21 74 100.00%
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5.2 Accent levelling

As a means of quantifying accent levelling, the individual informants’ use of the traditional

variants were used (see section 4.4.2). Inspired by Eriksen (2015, p. 43), Table 57 contains

information about all the potential instances of traditional variants, i.e. the total number of all

STRUT, BATH, FACE, GOAT and YORK words, the actual number of traditional variants used,

and the relative percentage of traditional variants.

Table 57: Accent levelling

Informant | Potential/Actual (Percentage)
Anne 824 /107 (12.99%)
Becky 5757324 (56.35%)
Caroline 389/ 172 (44.22%)
Daisy 283 /105 (37.10%)
Emma 1106 /123 (11.12%)
Fiona 301 /175 (58.14%)
Grace 537 /205 (38.18%)
Hannah 3537105 (29.75%)
Ivy 314 /86 (27.39%)
Jenny 340/ 187 (55.00%)

Like table 57 shows, the informant who uses the most traditional variants in comparison to

where she could have used them is Fiona, who uses traditional variants in 58.14 % of the

cases. The informant who has the least use of traditional variants, and thus the most levelled

accent, i1s Emma, who uses traditional variants 11.12 % of the time where she could have.
Average use of traditional variants among the informants is 37.02 %. The table also shows

that there is a lot of variation between the ten informants.
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6 Causation: analyses and results

It is always difficult to determine the cause of a linguistic change. Causation is complex and
usually a combination of factors. The following analyses do not claim to present the entire
picture of causation. Rather it aims to show which social factors correlate most strongly with

accent levelling. According to Rasinger (2013) this can be a measure of causality:

if we square the correlation coefficient, that is, multiply it with itself, the so-called R* (R
squared) tells us how much the independent variable accounts for the outcome of the

dependent variable. In other words, causality can be approximated via R*. (p. 171)

Therefore, statistical analysis is a tool that makes it possible to say something about the
causation of sound change, at least in the sense that different variables can be found to
correlate in a non-random fashion.

This chapter will present the results of the statistical analyses for correlation and
causation. Only the results that are statistically significant will be presented in detail. The
results of the correlation between intention to stay and accent levelling will therefore not be
commented on since it is not significant (r=0.17, p=0.64). First, the relationship between
mobility and accent levelling will be looked at; second, the relationship between attitudes and
accent levelling; and third, a comment will be made about the relationship between attitudes
and mobility. Finally, the connection between life-mode background and accent levelling will

be looked at briefly.

6.1 Mobility

The main challenge when trying to determine the relationship between mobility and accent
levelling was creating a measure of mobility. Few previous studies have investigated the
affects of mobility on accent change (e.g. Kerswill and Williams, 2000) Earlier studies have
often rather looked at this relationship theoretically (e.g. Nordberg, 1994). Kerswill and
Williams (2000) sampled recordings from two generations, where the caregivers/parents were
from different places in the United Kingdom and the children had all grown up in the same
town, Milton Keynes (Kerswill, 2006, p. 16). They measured mobility by giving the phonetic
realisations typical of the accents of the places caregivers were from different scores; for

instance for the GOAT variable (Kerswill, 2006, p. 16):
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Table 58: Milton Keynes realisations of GOAT

(ou) - 0: [o:], [0oU] score: 0 (northern and Scottish
realization)

(ou) - 1: [av], [ay] score: 1 (older Buckinghamshire and
London)

(ou) - 2: [ay] score: 2 (fronting)

(ou) - 3: [a1] score: 3 (fronting and unrounding)

The effects of mobility on accent levelling, therefore, were in their study investigated by
comparing caregivers’ use of the phonological variables with the children’s use. The study
also reported on the caregivers’ birthplace, although this information was only used to
investigate the density of the informants’ social network, or “as a measure of the localness of
the network, which can be expected to correlate with density” (Williams and Kerswill, 1999,
p.154).

The current investigation has a different approach. Instead of an apparent time study
of two generations, like Kerswill and Williams’ (2000), the current investigation is interested
in seeing whether mobility in terms of living in different locations currently affects people’s
own accents, and not their children’s, as early as their 20s. At present no studies of this kind
have been conducted and a measure of mobility therefore had to be invented, based on the
informants’ mobility patterns. Mobility was therefore measured by years of life spent away
from York.

Since the age of the informants ranged from 23 to 29, the years spent away from

Yorkshire were therefore changed to a percentage, giving the following results:

Table 59: Mobility according to time away from York

Informant | Age Years spent away from York Time away from
Yorkshire

Anne 24 18 75.00%
Becky 29 3 10.34%
Caroline 27 1 3.70%
Daisy 25 7 28.00%
Emma 28 4 14.29%
Fiona 26 10 38.46%
Grace 23 4 17.39%
Hannah 23 10 43.48%
Ivy 23 19 82.61%
Jenny 26 6.5 25.00%
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Then the time the informants had spent away from York was correlated with their use of

traditional variants in a scatter plot.

6.1.1 Results

Time away from York

70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00% * o

30.00% * PS
20.00%

0.00%
0.00% 20.00% 40.00% 60.00% 80.00% 100.00%

Degree of mobility

00’

Use of traditional variants

Figure 2: Time away from York

Figure 2 reveals that there is one very clear outlier in the sample (at the bottom left), Emma,
who makes the correlation weak and not significant (r=-0.435, p=0.209). Without her, there is
a very strong correlation between mobility and accent levelling (r=-0.703), as is also very

visible in figure 3.
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Time away from York
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Figure 3: Time away from York, minus Emma

The correlation coefficient is here statistically significant (p=0.035). The coefficient of
determination, moreover, tells us that, with Emma excluded, mobility is the cause of almost
50 % of the variation between the informants (r°=0.494). The correlation is here negative,
meaning that the more time the informants have spent away from York, the more levelled

their accents are.

6.1.2 The case of Emma

Emma stands out from the rest of the informants. There can be several reasons for this. First
of all, at the time of the recording she had been married for two years to an American she met

while living in Florida. This is something she mentions herself a few times, for example:

(23)

Emma: ... Certainly now erm the only thing that I try and change now is that erm-
because I- my hus- my husband is American and because a lot of my friends now are
American and because the- we visits my husband’s family in America every year,
sometimes I find my tones are becoming like a bit American. Like especially my
intonation. So I- I try.. I don’t know- I try not to be like that because.. I have a lot of
friends who are all like, “Oh my God! It’s so exciting!” You know, like- like that.
And I- so I already say like the word “like” all the time, as you’ve probably tell,
which I always think is quite an American thing. Erm.. and- and now it’s got to the

stage actually sometimes where people meet me and they’re like, “Oh, are you from
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America?” or “You sound like you’re American.” And I’m like, “No! I’m really not.
I’'m from England,” you know, so erm.. I don’t really like that, you know- you know,
I kind of want to be British. I don’t really want to sound American, so I try not to.. |
think sometimes it’s just the choice of words I use or something that maybe is more
American. But whe- Like I said, when you live with an American it’s er it’s hard not
to start sounding like each other.

Interview E

(24)
Emma: So, you know like how I was saying that my accent, I feel, has been shaped by
the fact that I spent time in America and I spend time with American people=

Interview E

She also has a national job where she meets people from all over the UK:

(25)

Interviewer: ... Erm.. and what job do you do now?

Emma: Erm okay. So I am errr it’s difficult to describe.. ah. So erm I am in charge of
the department for forestry for the UK=

Interviewer: =Okay. [Wow!]

Emma: [So I’'m-] So I work for the government=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =and I head up the department that is entirely in charge of forestry and
woodlands in the United Kingdom=

Interview E

Having a national job that involves commuting naturally means that she regularly finds
herself in contact-situations with people who have a different accent from hers. It is therefore
likely that this could affect the speed of her accent levelling process regardless of whether or
not she actually changes her place of residence.

Moreover, it could be that her process of accent levelling started when she was about
ten or eleven. At one point during the interview, she mentions that she liked the way the
actors and actresses spoke in Jane Austen costume dramas and that she wanted to sound like

that too:
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(25)

Interviewer: ... So have you ever tried to do anything about it, like specifically trained
yourself to.. er don’t say that sound for example?=

Emma: =Yeah. I think when [ was younger, like not for at long time=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =but I think when I was younger I used to be.. I used to do that a lot when I
was, you know, yeah. Cause I’ve seen videos of myself as a child, like a very young
child, and I- and I- and I had quite a little Yorkshire accent on me, you know, back
then. But [ remember when I was about ten-eleven I would- I’d- I used to love the
erm.. Have you ever seen like Pride and Prejudice or someth-7=

Interviewer: =[Yeah]

Emma: [like] all the costume dramas? I just loved them. Like I used to watch them
every week=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =and I don’t know whether I kind of began to emulate what I was hearing=
Interviewer: =[Yeah]

Emma: [’Cause] I saw that as being like really classy and=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Emma: =erm.. And so I think when I was younger I did try and sort of talk with the
right kind of accent.

Interview E

What is clear is that Emma has thought a lot about this and does not want to cause
unnecessary misunderstandings when communicating with others. Together with this, it is
also evident that she likes RP better than the York accent. Thus it is more likely that she will
strive to achieve this accent than a traditional Yorkshire accent. At the same time, she does

not want to be perceived as posh or upper-class:

(26)
Interviewer: ... Is there anything you don’t like about the way you speak yourself?
Emma: Yeah. So erm .. I don- I don’t- Despite the fact that I don’t really like the York
accent, [ don- I don’t really like the way that I sound so very different sometimes=

Interviewer: =Okay=

79



Emma: =from.. At school, you know, I- I didn’t go to a- like a- to a private school or
a fee paying school and erm and- and so a lot of the people in my school talked in a
very broad Yorkshire accent and erm.. and I just remember I never did. So it was-
sometimes it was quite isolating, that people again made these like snap judgements
about=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Emma: =who I was or how much money my parents earned or, you know, just silly
things like that based on what I’'m.. erm.. When I get nervous, I get like even posher
than [ am like=

Interviewer: =Okay=

Emma: =I don’t really like that. ’Cause that’s really embarrassing. ...

Interview E

Clearly, for Emma, then, attitudes play a major role in her accent. The next section will

therefore look into the relationship between accent levelling and attitudes to the York accent.

6.2 Attitudes

When I analysed the informants’ attitudes statistically, their answers were converted to
numerical values. A positive evaluation gave a score of +1. A neutral evaluation gave a score
of 0. A negative evaluation gave a score of -1. Thus, the current study follows Omdal’s
(1994) approach to some extent. Omdal (1994) looked at attitudes to three different parts of
language: “[a]ttitude to language modification associated with migration”, “[a]ssessment of
own identity and speech” and “[a]ttitudes to Setesdal and Kristiansand dialects” (pp. 133,
135, 139). He then gives their answers a score of 1, 3 or 5 for their attitudes to language
modifications, 1 “indicating a negative attitude”, 3 “indicating an intermediate attitude” and 5
“indicating a positive attitude” (p. 135). In the current context I feel it makes more sense to
give scores from -1 to 1, as -1 is a negative score and +1 is a positive score and 0 is in the
middle. Using scores from 1-5, on the other hand, seems somewhat random in comparison.
To complicate the matters further, Omdal (1994) uses a score of 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5, where 1
indicates the most “pleasant” and 5 indicates “unpleasant” (p. 139). I believe it makes more

sense to use the same scoring system for all types of attitudes studied and thus that it would

be more logical for “pleasant” to have the same score as positive attitudes. In the current
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study, therefore, the same scoring system, -1 to 1, was used for intention to staying in York

for the rest of their lives and for attitudes to the York accent.

6.2.1 Results
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Figure 4: Attitudes and accent levelling

The scatter plot in figure 4 clearly shows that the these two factors, attitudes and accent
levelling, correlate strongly. The correlation coefficient was also calculated and showed a
very strong association between the two factors (=0.696). Thus the more you like the York
accent, the more you use its traditional realisations. Furthermore, this result is statistically
significant (p=0.025) and the coefficient of determination shows that attitudes can account for
almost 50 % of the variation among all ten informants (r’=0.484).

In order to check the reliability of this result, the correlation coefficient and P-Value
were also calculated using SPSS. As seen in figure 5, the results from SPSS are exactly the

same as the ones gained from Excel and the P-Value calculator: r=0.696 and p=0.025.
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Attitudes Accent levelling
Attitudes Pearson Correlation 1 .696
Sig. (2-tailed) .025
N 10 10
Accent Pearson Correlation .696 1
levelling Sig. (2-tailed) 025
N 10 10

Figure 5: Attitudes and accent levelling in SPSS

It is problematic to compare attitudes, which are categorical data, with the continuous
data of accent levelling. This is not recommended in introductory books in statistics
(Rasinger, 2013). However, the scatter plot in itself clearly indicate that there is a strong
connection between the two factors. Therefore it has been included. Also, figure 6 shows that
there is a strong relationship between attitudes and accent levelling, even without mixing

categorical and continuous data.
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Figure 6: Attitudes and accent levelling displayed categorically

6.3 Relationship between social factors

Pearson correlation was used to check whether there were any relationships between mobility

and attitudes, and between mobility and life-mode backgrounds. Again, categorical data are
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correlated with continuous data. However, this is only to see whether there is any indication

of a correlation.

Table 60: Relationship between social factors

Factors compared Correlation coefficient | P-Value | Coefficient of determination
Attitudes and time 1=0.046 p=0.9 1’=0.002

away from York

Life-mode and time r=0.538 p=0.109 | r*=0.289

away from York

In addition, the relationship between attitudes and life-mode was also looked at. Since all the
data here is categorical, a chi-square test was used instead of Pearson correlation. The test
reveals that the two factors are independent of each other (y*=1.9048, p=0.386).

Statistically, there is no significant correlation between the social factors compared
with accent levelling. In the current study, they are all independent of each other. This could
be due to the small size of the data set. However, the relationship between life-mode
background and mobility show some potential, with p=0.109. Perhaps if life-mode
background had been controlled for in the sampling there would have been more comparable

group sizes.

6.4 Life-mode

Three of the informants have a life-mode 2 background, Becky, Caroline and Emma. Since
being a member of a life-mode is categorical and since life-mode is not seen as a factor
causing accent levelling, but rather a category within which variation and change might
differ, the relationships between these two variables were not correlated using Pearson
correlation. Instead, figure 7 indicates that there is a difference in the current sample between
degree of accent levelling dependent on life-mode. The three informants with a life-mode 2
background are among the four informants with the highest use of traditional variants and
thus least levelled accent. None of the informants with life-mode 2 background uses fewer
that 40 % traditional variants. They all therefore use more traditional variants than the
average of 37 %. In comparison, only one of the informants with life-mode 3 background
uses more than 40 % traditional variables. Since only three of my informants have a life-
mode 2 background, it is, unfortunately, not possible to generalise this pattern for people with

life-mode 2 backgrounds. On the other hand, it could show an noteworthy tendency.
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Figure 7: Life-mode background and accent levelling

This shows that life-mode, or social class, is potentially a really important factor in York,
despite it not being an industrial city. I therefore disagree with Tagliamonte and Haddican et
al. (2013) on this topic, as they indicate that social class does not play a major role in
language behaviour. More informants with this background need to be studied in order to

determine the actual impact of life-mode membership on accent levelling.
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7 Discussion

Going back to the research questions of the current study, this is what I wanted to find out:

1) How are the typical northern vowels and the YORK vowel realised among my
informants?

2) Is there any evidence of accent levelling among the informants?

3) Can possible differences in degree of accent levelling be explained by differing

attitudes and/or degrees of mobility?

This chapter will therefore go through the questions one by one, give a summary of the
present findings based on the analyses in chapters five and six, and compare the findings to

the previous research outlined in chapter three.

7.1 The York accent today

The phonetic analysis indicates some interesting general trends about the York accent. They
can, however, only give a picture of the situation among women in their 20s. At the same
time, as has been explained in chapter three, this subgroup of the population might indicate
the direction of the York accent, as women in their 20s generally are the ones first to start
using incoming or levelled variants. In this section answers to research questions 1 and 2 will

be presented and discussed.

7.1.1 STRUT

The STRUT vowel is highly varied among the ten informants. None of the informants use one
variant exclusively. At the same time, apart from Daisy, who use the variants [0] and [9] in
almost equal numbers (c. 50 % and c. 40 %), all of the informants clearly favour one variant.
Six out of the nine clearly favour [v], while the other three favour [a]. This shows that [v]
still clearly is the main variant, although it is getting competition from [9].

For almost all the informants, [p] is restricted to certain words. It is the preferred variant in
the words one, once, someone and everyone. As an example, table 59 shows the results from

Daisy’s reading passage.
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Table 61: Daisy: Strut realisations in reading passage

STRUT [0] [3] [p] [a]
1 [ omfo'getobt] | ['ton[] [won]
2 [mus] [‘op] [wons]
3 ['sudan] ['sadanli] [wons]
4 [ bukig] ['dzost]

5 [som] ['atali]

6 [d3ust] ['drogk]

7 ['sud] ['dobt]

8 [d3ust]

9 [som]

10 [struk]

11 [vz]

12 [sum]

13 [ton/]

The present findings fit very well with previous research. Like in Wells’s (1982), Hughes,
Trudgill and Watt’s (2012), Petyt’s (1985), Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson’s (1999) and
Myrstad-Nilsen’s (2011) description of the West, East, South and North Yorkshire accents,
the realisation is still mainly [0]. As was expected, although [v] is clearly the main
realisation, there is still a lot variation. Wells (1982) lists [v], [¥] and [9] as possible variants
(p- 352). The slightly less rounded [¢] is not heard in the present interviews. Instead, the fully
unrounded and slightly more open [¥] is heard a few times during Anne’s interview. These
two realisation, [0] and [¥], are, however, not seen as the main realisations, but rather
variations of [u]. The stressed [2], on the other hand, is clearly its own variant. According to
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) [9] is a variant heard among many northern speakers (p.
60). The present analysis supports their anecdotal evidence.

Petyt (1985) talks about “a degree of unpredictability” in the STRUT vowel (p. 117)
and the current analysis supports this claim, although [A] is not as common among my
informants as among his. It could be that he uses [a] where I have used [9], to represent a
centralised, unrounded realisation of [0] that is approaching [A]. However, the present

analysis clearly indicates that [o] and [A] are separate variants.
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Williams and Kerswill (1999) found that speakers in Hull with a life-mode 3
background sometimes use [9]. The results from the present analysis support this. The three
informants who mainly use the [9] realisation, Anne, Emma and Ivy, all have a life-mode 3
background. The three informants with a life-mode 2 background, Becky, Caroline and
Jenny, use [9] the least compared to the other informants, in less than 10 % of the possible
cases.

The informants’ use of [9], concurs with what Myrstad-Nilsen (2011) found in the
village of Egton in North Yorkshire, that [0] is “moving towards a more central quality” (p.
94). It would seem, therefore, that both a FOOT-STRUT Split and a STRUT-Schwa-Merger is in
progress, as the split between FOOT and STRUT is resulting in the STRUT vowel overlapping
with schwa, being distinguished by stress only.

If the STRUT vowel starts being realised mainly by a stressed [9], there might be a
second possible overlap between STRUT and NURSE. NURSE is realised by [3:] (Wells, 1982,
p- 137), which is articulated in approximately the same place as [9]. These two might
therefore only be distinguished by length. However, during the present interviews it appeared
that the NURSE vowel was sometimes realised by a somewhat fronted variant, [3:],
approaching [e:]. That was not part of the present analysis, but is something for further
studies to look into. According to Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012), this is a feature of the
Hull and Liverpool accent, and it might have spread to York as well (p. 108).

Finally, the fact that [p] is restricted to certain words supports Wells’s (1982) and
Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson’s (1999) description of northern accents in general and the
Sheffield accent, respectively. They also say that [p] is heard in words like one, “once,
among, none and among” (Wells, 1982, p. 362; Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999, p.
74). Although York is north of Wells’s (1982) isogloss for [p] in these words, “Birmingham,
Stoke, Liverpool, Manchester and Sheffield” (p. 362), it now seems that the isogloss has
moved further north.

7.1.2 BATH

For the BATH vowel, the main variant is [a&] for all the informants. What the tables in section
5.1 do not show, is that there appears to be a pattern in the informants’ use of [a]. [a] is the
preferred variant in the words rather, can’t and half. Table 58 shows an example of this in

Jenny’s reading passage.
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Table 62: Jenny: Bath realisations in reading passage

BATH [2] [a] [a:]
1 [leest] [ka?]

2 [‘eefta] [ rado]

3 [paes]

4 [vaest]

5 [efto]

6 [es]

Previous accounts have often used [a] to describe the BATH vowel in northern accents (Wells,
1982, p. 365; Williams and Kerswill, 1999, p. 143; Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999, p.
74; Myrstad-Nilsen, 2011, p. 94; Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, pp. 104, 108). Petyt
(1985) differs in that he uses [&]. The present investigation shows that both are, in fact,
needed to describe the BATH vowel in York English, since [&] is the main variant and [a],
clearly different in quality, is restricted to certain words.

Unlike Williams and Kerswill (1999), who found a frequently used retracted variant,
[a], in Hull, this variant is not present among the ten informants in York. Instead, another
feature from the Hull accent is observed. The phenomenon, described briefly in the account
of consonants in Yorkshire English (see section 2.1), known as secondary contraction, is
observed in many of the informants’ pronunciation of can’t to be [ka?], that is, the entire n ¢
being deleted and replaced by a glottal stop. However, unlike the realisation described by
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012), [ka:?], this contraction does not cause lengthening of the
BATH vowel: it is still a short [a]. Thus, the vowel change, [&] to [a], and deletion of [n]
indicate negation.

Since [«] is the main realisation of the BATH vowel, this, to some extent, supports
Wells’s (1982) view of the short, traditional realisation as an important marker of northern
identity (p. 354). None of the informants use any other realisation much. In comparison, the
STRUT vowel is more varied. At the same time, the informants clearly favour the traditional
realisation of the STRUT vowel. Thus, if frequent use is seen as an indication of positive
attitudes towards a realisation, then the informants might have very positive attitudes towards
the [a] realisation of the BATH vowel. Since the majority of the informants use [0] as the

main realisation of the STRUT vowel, this does not, however, support Wells’s (1982) claim of
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it being perceived as “vulgar” among “educated northerners”, especially given that four out

of the seven informants mainly using [u] had obtained higher education.

7.1.3 FACE and GOAT

FACE and GOAT are essentially realised as diphthongs among the ten informants. However,
the few instances of monophthongal realisations reveals that the monophthongal realisations
are still in use. This is especially interesting given the fact that several of the monophthongs
appeared in the reading passage and word list, where the speech style is more careful than in
the question-and-answer sections.

Earlier studies have concluded that the FACE and GOAT vowels are mainly realised by
monophthongs; even Myrstad-Nilsen’s (2011) very recent study supports this (Wells, 1982;
Petyt, 1985; Williams and Kerswill, 1999; Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999; Hughes,
Trudgill and Watt, 2012; Haddican ef al., 2013). Something has clearly happened over the
last few years among females in their twenties. Petyt (1985) believes that the few diphthongal
realisations that were present during his recordings would merge together with the
monophthongal variants and become monophthongal realisations only (pp. 124, 132).
According to the present study, if the two realisations have been merged since his study, they
have also further been diphthongised.

The diphthongal realisations of the FACE and GOAT vowels have now clearly spread
to York, like Wells (1982) said would happen (p. 357). Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012)
note that diphthongal realisations of GOAT may be heard among young people in Bradford (p.
105). The same can then be said about female young adults in York. Haddican ef al. (2013)
saw diphthongisation as a change in progress. In the present study, it appears that this process
is finished.

Fronting of the GOAT vowel to [a:] has also been described in the research literature
as a change in progress (Stoddart, Upton and Widdowson, 1999; Watt and Tillotson, 2001;
Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012; Haddican et al., 2013). There is disagreement in the
research literature as to whether or not the fronted variant is rounded or not, i.e. [e:] or [2:]
(e.g. Hughes, Trudgill and Watt, 2012, pp. 105, 108; Watt and Tillotson, 2001, p. 269). In
this study, the fronted variants of the GOAT vowel, that is found among a few informants, is
not rounded, i.e. the realisation is [o:].Haddican ef al. (2013) further believed the process of

GOAT fronting to be quicker than the process of diphthongisation (p. 395). The current study,
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however, clearly indicates that diphthongisation of the GOAT vowel is more common than

fronting.

7.1.4 YORK

The phonetic analysis also shows that the YORK variable is very varied. Both the [o:]
realisation and the more open, unrounded [p:] realisation are used significantly. Like with the
STRUT vowel, the informants are divided in which variant was the more frequent. Three of
the informants strongly prefer the [o:] realisation (Anne, Emma and Hannah), while the
remaining seven strongly prefer the [p:] realisation. What is very interesting about this divide
is that it very much reveals an either-or relationship. Two out of the three informants in
favour of [0:] use this variant in almost 100 % of the cases. Similarly, four out of the seven
informants preferring [p:] use this variant in almost 100 % of the cases. Two out of these
seven have a relative frequency of [p:] of c. 75 % and c. 65 %. The remaining two (Grace and
Ivy) stand out as they have more of a 50-50 preference, although [p:] is their main variant.
Clearly, [p:] is the most common realisation among the informants, while [2:] is also
frequent.

The present study therefore indicates that the traditional variant of the YORK vowel in
York English is [p:]. This is the same as what Hughes, Trudgill and Watt (2012) found in
Bradford English (p. 105), that the realisation is less rounded and more open that it is in RP.
The choice of symbol to represent this realisation, however, differs slightly from the ones
used by others in previous accounts: Wells (1982) uses [p], Viereck (1968) and Hughes,
Trudgill and Watt (2012) use [a:], and Watt and Milroy (1999) use [a:]. In the current
analysis [p:] is the variant used. There is, however, a certain degree of variability among the
informants with regards to degree of unrounding and openness. In all cases where there is
less rounding and more openness than in RP [2:], [p:] is chosen to represent this
pronunciation. Future studies should therefore study this variant more thoroughly to see

whether there are any patterns as to the variation and change within the [p:] sound.

7.1.5 The York accent in Wells’ (1982) vowel-part system

The present analysis thus indicates that for females in their twenties in York the main

realisations of the phonological variables are

90



STRUT: [v], although [9] is gaining importance
BATH: [®]

FACE: [e1]

GOAT: [oU]

YORK: [p:]

We can now update Wells’ (1982) vowel system for the York accent.

I Ui u |1 U9
e (9 el QU e 3 29
* plal 21 |av a: D:

Figure 8: The York vowel system

Figure 8 shows that there have been changes over the last three decades. In part-system A, [a]
has been replaced by [&] and [2] has been added, albeit in parenthesis as it is not the main
variant, but increasingly common. In part-system B, [e:] and [e1] have both been supplanted
by the diphthong [e1]. The same has happened to [0:] and [00] in part-system C. Instead we
now just find [ou]. Part-system D has also had a vowel substituted, [o:]. In its place we now
rather find [p:]. Have the same changes taken place in other urban centres of the north of

England? That is for future studies to find out.

7.1.6 Accent levelling in York

The second research question concerns whether there is any evidence of accent levelling
among the informants. The analysis of accent levelling shows that there is accent levelling
among all the ten informants, with use of traditional variants ranging from c. 10 % to c. 60 %.
This reveals that the York accent might be even more levelled in the future, since the
informants, on average, keep the traditional variants in only about 40 % of the cases where
they could have used them.

As York is a city, this fits very well with previous descriptions of accents in cities
(Wells, 1982, p. 11; Nordberg, 1994, p. 4; Foulkes and Docherty, 1999, p. 14). Urban accents
have been found to be more modern and with less regionally marked features, and the same
can be said about the accent of the informants studied here, since they use the traditional
variants in only 40 % of the cases. Thus, the city of York displays the type of “urban
insularity” that Taeldeman (2005) talks about, i.e. that it behaves differently than rural accent.
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The informants’ answers to questions about the differences between the York accent and the

accents spoken in villages and rural areas around York also support this. What became clear

during the interviews is that the term Yorkshire accent denotes something more traditional

and was associated with villages and the countryside, as opposed to the York accent, which is

associated more with modernity. The following examples illustrate this point:
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27)
Emma: =If you go out into the surrounding villages then they’re much more likely to
be native Yorkshire people, you know, there aren’t many students or international
people living out there=

Interviewer: =Y eah=

Emma: =so I suppose you could then go on to say that they’re all much likely to have
a very strong Y orkshire accent, as opposed to, I don’t know, fifteen people that you
just surveyed here in=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Emma: =York city centre=

Interview E

(28)

Grace: I think so. Yeah. Li- like I say like the- if you go out towards more Leeds way
and stuff it gets- like West Yorkshire, it becomes more like I- what I would think of
as like a typical Yorkshire accent=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Grace: =whereas in York it’s- it’s different. I don’t know how, but.. [So yeah]
Interviewer: [Mhm]=

Grace: I think there definitely is a difference=

Interviewer: =Okay=

Grace: =within, yeah, boundaries and stuft=

Interview G



(29)

Hannabh: I think there is a difference between York and Leeds=

Interviewer: =Okay=

Hannah: =erm to the villages, I think it depends. Like if you come from York I think
you’re gonna have a sort a well-spoken accent than if you come from like a little
farming village=

Interviewer: =Ok-=

Hannah: =like where I- where my parents live, ’cause their quite- very broad and
Yorkshire spoken there, whereas York, like you get a diverse range of people, so you
get sort difference=

Interview H

(30)

Becky: =I mean I think- I mean I think I prefer the broad- so like the West Yorkshire
accent that I- I- I really like. That’s probably my favourite, but I mean yeah. My m- [
like the- the nice subtle Yo- York accent, yes=

Interview B

Another interesting thing to note from the informants’ answers is that even though York is a
smaller city than Leeds, its accent is perceived as being more “posh”, or more levelled

towards RP, than the accent of Leeds. See the following examples:

31)

Interviewer: =Yeah? What do you find to be typical of York speech?

Daisy: Erm.. [ don’t know. Erm.. [inaudible] I don’t think it’s too Yorkshire, but
maybe a b- maybe quite posh a bit.

Interview D

(32)

Emma: =I mean, like I say, we still have an accent here, but I think people often see
York as a sort posh pocket=

Interviewer: =Okay=

Emma: =within Yorkshire. ... Well, yeah, I mean, I suppose, like I said just then, like

I- there is this perception that York is sort of the- the posh part of Yorkshire=
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Interviewer: =[Yeah]
Emma: [you know,] so as opposed to Leeds or Wakefield or Scunthorpe or like any of
these kind of Yorkshire town, Sheffield...

Interview E

(33)

Interviewer: How about the rural areas around York, do they like the York accent?=
Ivy: =I think so=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Ivy: =I don’t know. They might- in some area they might think it sounds posher just
because York is perceived as being a posh city=

Interview I

(34)

Interviewer: =Do you think the York accent differs in any way from the accents of the
surrounding villages or cities?

Ivy: Erm I definitely think it’s different to Hull [and]

Interviewer:[Mhm]=

Ivy: =Leeds=

Interviewer: =Okay. In what ways?

Ivy: Erm [clears throat] so I think Leeds is a- just a heavier-sounding accent.

Interview I

(35)
Daisy: Erm yes. Like I think erm like somewhere like Hull or Leeds I think is a bit
more like Yorkshire like real- really broad...

Interview D

(36)

Becky: Mm it definitely differs from Leeds=

Interviewer: =[Mhm]

Becky: [it’s-] If you go down the- down towards those the accent is very, very
different, definitely. Erm..

Interviewer: In what ways?



Becky: The- I th- they’re more- they’ve- they’ve got a broad- they’re more broad-
they’ve got a broad very of saying things...

Interview B

If it could be proven empirically that the Leeds accent is more traditional than the York
accent, this could potentially refute the gravity model of diffusion. Future studies should
therefore compare the York and Leeds accents. If southern accent features have not entered
the York accent via Leeds, why is it that York has become the “posh pocket within

Yorkshire”? There is thus a need for diachronic studies of the York accent as well.
7.2 Causes of accent levelling

7.2.1 Summary of findings

The final research question is whether possible differences in degree of accent levelling can
be explained by differing degrees of mobility and/or attitudes. The results from the statistical
analyses reveal that the speakers’ attitude to the York accent is the social factor that
correlates best with accent levelling (=0.696), since no informants stand out and have to be
removed, and since there is a 97.5 % chance that the result are not due to chance (p=0.025).
Thus, the more positive the informants’ attitudes are towards the York accent, the more they
use its traditional variants. Furthermore, the coefficient of determination reveals that almost
50 % of the variation among all ten informants is caused by this factor (1°=0.484).

The correlation between mobility and accent levelling is weaker when all ten
informants are included, and is not statistically significant (r=-0.435, p=0.209). The scatter
plot for mobility reveals that there is one very clear outlier in the data, Emma, who has not
spent many years away from York, but still uses very few traditional variants. For the other
nine informants, there is a very strong negative correlation between the social factor of
mobility and accent levelling (r=-0.703), meaning that the more time the informants have
spent away from York, the less they used traditional variants. This result is significant
(p=0.035) and mobility can account for almost 50 % of the variation among the informants
(r’=0.494), Emma excluded.

It would of course be best to find a social factor that correlated strongly with accent
levelling for all the informants. Only attitude does this and is thus the factor best explaining

the variation. However, mobility is potentially an equally important factor. If the data sample
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had been larger, for instance if 30 girls in their 20s were interviewed, the special case of
Emma might have affected the correlation coefficient less. Mobility can therefore be a
potentially very important factor causing accent levelling, but the informants’ attitudes
explain all the variation as it is.

Interestingly, the analysis of the relationship between attitudes and mobility reveal
that these two factors are, in this case, independent of each other. It would be expected that
these two factors would show some indication of dependency. Nevertheless, the correlation
coefficient demonstrates that here there is in fact no correlation (r=0.046) and is it more
likely that the result is due to chance (p=0.9).

Finally, the quantitative analysis shows that the degree of accent levelling might be
different for people with different life-mode backgrounds. The three informants with a life-
mode 2 background have the least levelled accents. Future studies should control for this

variable in order to test this more accurately.

7.2.2 Comparison with previous research

The present investigation reveals that the more mobile an individual is, the more levelled
their accents are. This finding thus corresponds to Trudgill’s (1986) view of mobile speakers
as “language missionaries” (p. 56). These are therefore the individuals that are very likely to
introduce new accent features into York English.

In their studies, Kerswill and Williams (2000), Watt (2002) and Kerswill (2006) look
at emerging new dialects and languages resulting from one-time-migration. The current study
rather looks at how individuals’ mobility patterns affect their own accents. The study is thus
more similar to the studies of Kerswill (1993) and Urbatsch (2015), who compare the
language use of mobile and non-mobile individuals. No non-mobile individuals are
investigated in the current study. However, the current results are the same as theirs: like
Kerswill (1993) and Urbatsch (2015) the current investigation reveals a lot of variation in the
language use of mobile individuals. The current study even goes one step further and
indicates a clear pattern of variability corresponding to time spent away from Y ork.

With regard to the relationship between attitudes and language use, the present study
supports the conclusion of Johnsen (2015), that attitudes affect language modification and the
spreading of linguistic features. The present investigation has also highlighted a suitable way
of studying the attitudes of the speakers whose language use one is investigating when

comparing language attitudes and language use. When investigating individuals’ language
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use, I believe it makes little sense to compare their use with general attitude studies, as the
individuals’ attitudes might not be the same as the overall attitude of a speaker group. By
looking at the individuals’ attitudes together with the individuals’ language use, it is possible
to explore how the one affects the other. The current investigation has demonstrated this, i.e.
the result indicates a relationship between attitudes and language use: the more positive
attitudes an individual has towards the accent, the more of that accent’s traditional phonetic
variants she uses. Accordingly, the current study emphasises the importance of including
both mobility and attitudes in variationist sociolinguistic studies.

The current study furthermore supports earlier research on the relationship between
life-mode background, or social class, and language use, even though Tagliamonte and
Haddican et al. (2013) indicate that this does not apply to the York accent. The three
informants with a life-mode 2 background, i.e. the previously termed working-class
background — Becky, Caroline and Jenny — have spent a relatively short time away from
York. Since mobility is seen as a feature of speakers with a life-mode three background
(Kerswill and Williams, 2000, p. 3), this fits pretty well with Hejrup’s life-mode system. As
they are not very mobile, they naturally have more close-knit networks, which are associated
with less levelled accents (Meyerhoff, 2011, p. 197), and thus the findings from the present
study support the logical implication of this, that they have a very traditional accent.

Haddican et al. (2013) moreover note that the people who are the most loyal to the
city of York use monophthongs more than people who are less loyal. The current study does
not support this conclusion very strongly. Firstly, there is very little variation in the
informants’ attitudes to the city of York. Secondly, only three (Caroline, Fiona and Jenny)
out of the four informants who use monophthongs are positive to staying in York for the rest
of their lives. Thirdly, only three (Becky, Fiona and Jenny) of the four have positive attitudes
towards the York accent. It is thus difficult to say that identifying strongly with the city of
York leads to higher use of monophthongs. Perhaps life-mode background could be an
explanatory or contributing factor, although, again, only three (Becky, Caroline and Jenny) of
the informants have a life-mode 2 background. There does not appear to be one factor that
can explain all four of them. The only uniting factor is that these are the four informants with

the least levelled accents.
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8 Concluding remarks

8.1 Summary

This thesis has investigated the use of traditional variants among young women in their
twenties in the city of York in the United Kingdom. The phonetic analysis revealed that there
is quite a lot of variation in the informants’ realisation of the phonological variables in
question, namely the STRUT, BATH, FACE, GOAT and YORK vowels. Two of these variables,
the FACE and GOAT vowels, showed clear signs of levelling towards RP, with realisations
being predominantly diphthongal as opposed to the traditional monophthongal realisations.
BATH was still being realised primarily by the traditional short, front vowel [&] and did not
show signs of levelling. The STRUT and YORK vowels were the most varied. The STRUT
vowel appeared to be in a process of levelling to some extent, changing from the traditional
[v]-realisation to the intermediate [o]-realisation that is approaching the southern variant, [a],
but not quite. The current analysis further revealed that the traditional realisation of the YORK
vowel was the less rounded, open variant [p:]. It did, however, appear to be changing towards
the southern [o:]-realisation.

The second question that this thesis tried to answer was to what extent the informants’
use of the phonological variables indicated or were signs of accent levelling. Their use
demonstrated clear signs of accent levelling. The third question was then related to the causes
of this accent levelling. Statistical analyses indicated that the social factors of mobility and

attitude to the York accent were highly significant causes of the informants’ accent levelling.

8.2 Looking ahead

If I were to do a replication study of the current investigation, there are a few things [ would
have done differently. During the second question-and-answer part of the interview I would
have included a question concerning which accent the informants believed they spoke, or
which accent they identified with. Did they see themselves as speakers of the York accent,
Yorkshire accent, northern accent or a different accent? From the answers obtained in the
current sociolinguistic interview it was clear that there was a difference between York and
Yorkshire English, therefore it would be interesting to see which one they identified with.
Secondly, I would have aimed to have more similar interview lengths and tried to

have about 30 minutes of recording for each of the informants. Naturally, the longest

98



interview, with Emma, contained much more reliable representations of her relative use of
the traditional variants. Controlling the lengths of the interviews was a problem, especially
since the informants were available for interviews at different times of the day. Thus some of
the recordings were conducted during busier times of the day in the cafés. Finally, I would
have tried to meet all the informants at least once before the interviews in order to get to
know them a bit more. Meeting them once could have ensured a more relaxed atmosphere to
conduct the interviews in, and in which it would have been possible to elicit an even more
relaxed style.

There are certain limitations with the analyses performed here, as has been pointed
out throughout this thesis. One of them is the number of participants. However, since this was
a master’s thesis it was not possible to include more informants. Future studies could
therefore benefit from including more participants. Another limitation is the use of
sociolinguistic interviews conducted by a non-native investigator and not observations of
naturally occurring language between native speakers from York. For such a small project as
this, it was more valuable and feasible to conduct sociolinguistic interviews with myself, the
researcher, as the interviewer, also from an ethical point of view. In larger studies it might be
possible to combine several methods of data collection, including more naturally occurring
language. A third limitation is the auditory analysis which is dependent on the hearer. It could
be beneficial to include an acoustic analysis as well, in addition to an auditory analysis like
the one performed here. Fourthly, future studies, with more time and resources to find
informants, should control for more factors in the sampling of informants, for instance
whether or not the informants are married or living with a partner, and where their spouses
are from.

The phonetic analysis also uncovered several fascinating topics for further
investigation. Among the phonological variables, the STRUT and YORK vowels deserve more
research, because they both are highly variable, and, in the case of the YORK vowel, because
Yorkshire accents clearly have a different traditional realisation of this variable than has been
described in much of the research literature.

As a whole this thesis has also demonstrated that the York accent is very fascinating
and deserves future studies. The accent of York should be compared to the accents of other
Yorkshire cities and town, especially the Leeds accent, in order to test whether the gravity
model holds true or not. The York accent should further be studied both synchronically and
diachronically to find out why York is perceived as a posh part of Yorkshire. Is this a recent

phenomenon? Regarding its accent it would seem so, as Haddican ef al. (2013) did not find

99



diphthongal realisations to be the main variants of the FACE and GOAT vowels, but rather that
monophthongal variants were very much present too. If the “poshness” of the York accent is
a very recent phenomenon, when exactly, how and why, did this perceived “poshness” spread
from being, presumably, a stereotype of the inhabitants to characterising their accent use too?
The present analysis and discussion of causes of accent levelling indicated that two
major factors are mobility, measured by time away from York, and overt affective attitudes.
Future variationist studies should therefore include these two factors in their analyses of
causation. With a higher number of participants, including speakers from both genders, all
ages, and all life-mode backgrounds, future research could test the true relationship between
accent levelling, mobility and attitudes. Especially the relationship between mobility and
attitudes should be looked at in studies with more participants, as the statistical analyses work
better with larger samples. Torgersen and Kerswill (2004) write that “an understanding of the
balance between ‘contact’ versus ‘identity’ or ‘attitudes’ in explaining the diffusion of
change is in its infancy” (p. 25). In many ways it still is. In this thesis, I therefore hope to
have inspired students and researchers to look further into this topic, especially in a more

general sense, given that the people of our world are, at present, very much on the move.
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Appendix 1: Interview questions

Local background

l.

Where have you lived apart from York, and for how long?

2. Where do your parents/spouse come from?
3. What job do you do?
4. Where did you do you education?
5. What did you study?
The City of York

l.

2
3.
4

9]

What do you think about York as a place to live?

. What do/don’t you like about it?

Would you rather live somewhere else?

Since you can remember, has York changed very much? In what way? For the better
or worse?

What do you think is the best time of year in York?

Would you like to live in York for the rest of your life?

Reading passage and Word list

The way people speak

l.

® N kWD

10.

Do you like the way people speak in York?

What do you find to be typical of “York speech”?

What in particular do/don’t you like?

Is there anything you don’t like about the way you speak yourself?

Have you ever tried to do anything about it?

Do you like to hear the York accent on TV? Why (not)?

Has anyone outside York ever laughed at you for the way you speak?

Has anyone recognised/made a mistake about where you come from by the way you
speak?

Do you think people outside of York like the way people speak here?

Do you think the York accent differs in any way from the accents of the surrounding

villages or cities?



Appendix 2: Word list

path
fatal
task
strut
paint
father
example
budget
butter
broad
eighty
cake
both
cat

foamy

know
dough

farce
staff

laugh

country
form
business
company
home
love
important
also
much
fuss

soft
punch
daughter
ice cream
blood
break
career
girl
advantage

nasty

bus

jerk
joke
daft
work
further
can’t
Tom
name
lazy
throat
pudding
number
after
Victorian
ask
make
toe

cgg

sing

born
Laura
bath
boat
take
dance
old
birth
came
great
goat
rush
idea
late
half
road
for
false
class

before

York
beak
beautiful
total
choose
youth
owner
Europe
pearl
agree
faith
don’t
mate
court
friend
floor
cup

young

yawn

joy



Appendix 3: Reading passage

One day last year, when I was driving back to work after I’d had lunch, I had an amazing and
unforgettable experience. It must have been two o’clock, or perhaps a quarter of an hour
later, a quarter past two. It was an incredible thing, really. I was sitting there at the steering
wheel of my new car, waiting for the lights to change, when all of a sudden the car started to
shake, this way and that, rocking from side to side, throwing me backwards and forwards, up
and down. I felt as if I was riding a bucking horse. Worse than that, some mysterious spirit or
hostile force seemed to be venting its vast fury upon the earth. And the noise! There was a
kind of deep groaning and horrible, awesome grinding which seemed to fill the air. And then,
a short while after, the whole paroxysm had stopped, just as suddenly. Everything was calm
and smooth again, quiet and peaceful once more. I put my foot down, just a gentle pressure
on the accelerator, or the gas pedal, as it’s known in America, and drove off. Everything was
utterly normal once more. So then, was this some very local and momentary earth trauma
which had struck us, or I asked myself, was it a supernatural visitation, some fiery storm of
diabolical wrath, or was it rather merely that [ had drunk a double vodka or two during my

lunch?



Appendix 4: Informed consent form

University of Oslo, Norway
Faculty of Humanities
Department of Literature, Area Studies and European Languages
Consent Form
MA Dissertation in English Linguistics
Ida Syvertsen

Supervisor: Gjertrud F. Stenbrenden, Associate Professor of English Language

I am invited to participate in this research project which is being carried out by Ida Syvertsen.
My participation is voluntary. Even if I agree to participate now, I can withdraw at any time

without any consequences of any kind.
The study is designed to investigate the use of English in York.

If T agree to participate, this will involve me a) answering questions about my background

and about York, and b) reading a short text and a word list out loud.

Any information or data obtained from me during this research that can be identified with me
will be treated confidentially. This will be done by my name being replaced by a number.

Only Ida Syvertsen will be able to identify my name with this number.

The interview will be recorded. The original recording and all copies will be available to the
present investigator (Ida Syvertsen), her supervisor (Gjertrud F. Stenbrenden), the external

examiner, and to investigators in other academic institutions engaged in similar work.

If I have any questions about this research I can ask Ida Syvertsen

(idasy(@student.ilos.uio.no). I am also free, however, to contact her supervisor, Gjertrud F.

Stenbrenden (g.f.stenbrenden@ilos.uio.no) to seek further clarification and information.

I understand what is involved in this research and I agree to participate in the study.



Signature of participant Date

I believe the participant is giving informed consent to participate in this study.

Signature of researcher Date



Appendix 5: Example of orthographic

transcription

Q&A Part 1

Interviewer: Now.

Anne: Mhm.

Interviewer: Where have you lived apart from York and for how long?

Anne: So I’ve lived in a, a village called Linton. Er, I lived there ’til the age of seven [and]
Interviewer: [Mhm].

Anne: that’s er, probably 45 minutes to an hour away from here=

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: Erm, probably about, actually, probably less than that. It’s probably 45 minutes.
Depends on where you’re going. Then I moved to another village which is like the next door
one

Interviewer: [Mhm].

Anne: [which] is called Collingham. And I lived there with my parents for ... fifteen years?
Something [like that]

Interviewer: [Ah]

Anne: Thirteen? Fiftee-, like until I went to university.

Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: Erm, I haven’t got the math perfectly there. But then I went to university in York.
Interviewer: Ehe.

Anne: So, only about 45 minutes from home really. A:nd, and erm .. But York is kind of the
local.. The local cities are Leeds and York, to be honest. And erm, so yeah. And I grew up in-
and then I’ve been in York since university, since the age of 18. I’'m now 23 — so five, this is
my fifth year. Maybe even sixth, ’cause I’m turning 24 this year.

Interviewer: Great. Okay. So, erm, why did you choose to move to York? Why York?
Anne: Eerm.. ... I looked at all the other universities. So I had- you have- you choose like
five on your list. And erm, .. and just, er, York was my favourite one. So even though I

wasn’t, erm, [ wasn’t against being to- erm, far away from home, but I wasn’t, kind of, too



bothered about it either. A lot of people move a long way away from home for university, just
to try something different. But for me it was more about the actual place rather [than]
Interviewer: [Mhm].

Anne: going somewhere new. Erm.. so: I chose York ’cause it was, erm, ended up just being
my favourite, erm, in terms of best for, erm, English literature, which is what I studied. And
then, and yet the course is more suited to me. I really liked the city as well. Erm, it’s a lovely
place to live.

Interviewer: Great. Okay. So, erm, your parents, are they from Linton as well?

Anne: No. So, my parents, well they:, erm, they’ve- I’ve lived with them in all the places, in
Linton and Collingham, obviously. And that’s where I was born and where [ was grew up.
But my mum is from Middlesbrough, erm, which is up north. My dad is from Newcastle=
Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: But I don’t sound at all like them. They’ve both, erm, they’ve both dropped their
accents, erm, and they both- Actually, my mum, when she was 18 she moved to London.
And, erm, literally they just- it’s quite hard- they did- it was kind of a purposeful thing, but
also, erm, to, to drop their accents, but also, erm, I think it just kind of wore off=
Interviewer: =Mm=

Anne: =And when they were both in London, and they- they met each other when my dad
kind of in his late twenties and my mum was in her early twenties. Erm, I think they just kind
of influenced each other. And when they moved to Yorkshire, erm, and they weren‘t as far
north anymore they just=

Interviewer: =Mm.

Anne: started speaking differently, which is .. strange, I guess [laughter]

Interviewer: [laughter]

Anne: just to: change they way you talk but=

Interviewer: =yeah

Anne: Who knows?

Interviewer: Mhm. .. Okay. What job do you do now?

Anne: So I work for a church, erm, and I work with students there. So I’'m a student worker.
And the church is called G2, and it’s part of St Michael Le Belftrey (...)

Interviewer: .. Eeer, Yeah. You said that your education that was in York=

Anne: =Mhm=

Interviewer: =Er .. and you studied English lit.

Anne: Yeah.



Interviewer: Good. And then I’'m going to ask you some questions about York, the city.
Anne: Yeah.

Interviewer: Mhm .. Er.. You’ve talked about it a bit already, but what do you think about
York as a place to live? What in particular do you like about it?

Anne: Mmm=

Interviewer: =or don’t like, for that matter?

Anne: Erm.. I think it’s quite narrow in terms of — that’s something I don’t like, I guess —is |
don’t think it’s very diverse at all, or it doesn’t seem ... I think there’s- there’s a bit of a..
erm.. strange thing of, because it’s so beautiful. That’s one of the lovely things about York;
how historic it is. Erm.. it’s a beautiful place to live. Erm.. you get a lot of tourism there,
which can be annoying, but it’s erm.. it’s actually quite nice that it’s a place worth visiting ...
by lots and lots of people. Erm... I think the sad thing about ’t is that you don’t get to see ... I
don’- I don’t think you the kind of a full spectrum of all the diffe- different kinds of people
who live here=

Interviewer: =mhm.

Anne: and you kind of get a bit of a false layer on top of kind of the touristy, kind of.. dream
of what it looks like=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =but actually.. it erm... but actually it’s quite a different place, and it is a city=
Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =It doesn’t feel like a city wandering around, that’s one of the lovely things=
Interviewer: =yeah=

Anne: =but actually.. there is the depth and the diversity and the difference that is within it,
but it’s all kind of hidden, which is not.. I think that’s a=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =funny thing, so it can... I think it can be a bit a of a fagade, I guess.

Interview: Mhm=

Anne: =erm... But I love it. I think it’s erm... I think it feels quite erm.. quite friendly.. erm,
as a city. Erm.. even though it’s big... Erm...

Interviewer: Yeah=

Anne: =as a big culture of people my age as well actually. There’s a lot of people who move
to York as graduates=

Interviewer: =mhm=



Anne: =so there’s young professionals, and either students who are staying or people who
actually move here because erm.. it’s a good place to find work or erm, nice place to live=
Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =a nice place to settle, | guess=

Interviewer: =yeah=

Anne: = so, er.. so, yeah. I like it a lot.

Interviewer: Yeah. Good. Erm.. Have you ever thought about living somewhere else, and if
so where?

Anne: Erm.. so, how seriously? Just thought about it or just kind of properly considered it?
Interviewer: Up to you=

Anne: Erm.. I guess.. I’ve thought about living in lots of different places. I’ve thought about-
the two that stick out the most=

Interviewer: =mhm.

Anne: erm, that [’ve come to [inaudible] quite seriously

Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: are erm.. Cambridge and London. Erm, and that’s because I’'m engaged=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =so erm.. my.. erm.. then boyfriend, now fiancé=

Interviewer: =[mhm]

Anne: [he] er.. So he was based in Cambridge. That’s where he went to university. And then
he did his masters there. And he was really settled there. So we spent a long time tryin’ a way
up whether we should go somewhere new together.

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: = [And] an obvious place would be somewhere, somewhere like London or around
there=

Interviewer: =[yeah]

Anne: [because] there’s a lot of opportunity for work.. erm.. for both of us. And it was new to
us both. Erm.. my- but my parents having lived there, they were like: “It’s not all it’s cracked
up to be”

Interviewer: ooh=

Anne: =and it’s- and it’s hard=

Interviewer: =[tiny laughter]=

Anne: =and it’s expensive=

Interviewer: =yeah



Anne: Erm.. and then we also looked at- we also thought about Cambridge really seriously ...
Erm... and that’s a lovely place. ’Cau’- It’s got a lot of similarities to York, [actually]
Interviewer: [mhm]=

Anne: =wandering around. You.. Yeah. It- The two are like=

Interviewer: =yeah=

Anne: =they’re almost like related, I think.

Interviewer: Mhm=

Anne: =Er.. And we really enjoy being around there=

Interviewer: =yeah=

Anne: =but in the end, the best place for [name]’s Ph.D., which is what he’s doing=
Interviewer: =yeah=

Anne: =erm.. was York. And that’s-

Interviewer: [Okay]

Anne: =[and I-] I didn’t reall- I didn’t want to move. I didn’t want to leave. I reall- I really
like living here and I feel very settled here.

Interviewer: Yeah.

Anne: And I like being near my family and- and [name]’s family is up here as well. So, erm..
in the end it made more sense to settle here. But I thought about Cambridge and London quite
seriously.

Interviewer: Mhm=

Anne: =Erm.. Yeah, I probably would’ve enjoyed them as well.

Interviewer: Yeah. So now you’ve decided that this is the place?

Anne: Yeah, at least for the next few years=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =definitely.

Interviewer: Mhm. Erm.. Okay. Something a bit different=

Anne: =mhm=

Interviewer: =Since you can remember, the time that you’ve spent here=

Anne: =mhm=

Interviewer: =has York changed at all?

Anne: Just over the last- since I can remember?=

Interviewer: =Yeah.

Anne: Oh, right back into erm.. like when I used to visit- when I used to come here was

younger as well=
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Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =beyond uni... erm.. before uni, rather.. erm... I was thinking of this this morning, and
it isn’t very obvious thing, erm.. Lots of places have shut down [laughter]

Interviewer: Yeah=

Anne: =like I wa- [ was just thinking that this morn’: that shop’s gone and that one and that
one. So | guess=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =funny change is that- and things have kind of switch around.

Interviewer: Yeah=

Anne: =I think... Maybe I’ve- maybe I’ve only just grown aware of it

Interviewer: Mhm=

Anne: =and I think this has happened in lots of places. But erm.. from when I was younger to
now, erm.. there’s a lot more places, even just like this, but also lots more independent
places.

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: [York] is- Like, one of the first things I’d say about it, that I didn’t say earlier, sorry!
[laughter]

Interviewer: [laughter]

Anne: Was that it’s actually it’s full of really good independent businesses, really good
independent shops and=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =coffee shops, particularly coffee shops=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =as you know=

Interviewer: =Yeah.

Anne: And restaurants and things like that. And erm.. and actually, I think that’s something
that’s- that’s grown in that- and it- it’s produced that kind of.. culture.

Interviewer: Mhm=

Anne: =D’you know what I mean? York is actually=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =the kind of- it’s kind of- the kind of people who live here’re students and young
professionals and things like- Actually more and more people have gone up. And I think,
also... Maybe this is my parents- It might not be me remembering it, ’cause what- I don’t

know why I would be interested in it when I was a child, but I think a lot more people
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actually are a lot more interested in living in places, like cities, up North. And York is a really
good one, because actually.. erm.. because there’s so much erm.. culture and history=
Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: And there’s some things that- Like, for [name], moving up from Cambridge to here,
he’s- he’s- you know, he says: “actually there’s something about it which is- which you don’t
have in Leeds or Manchester or anything else which is a much bigger, much more
cosmopolitan, much [more]

Interviewer: [mhm]

Anne: =almost industrial feeling”=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =I don’t know.. er.. he says actually it feels- it feels quite southern, which can [be a]
Interviewer: [yeah]

Anne: good thing or a bad thing. So I think that’s kind of- that’s grown a lot more=
Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =So I guess, in terms of how things change, I think it- I think it feels a lot more like a
major city maybe?

Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: Erm.. Or maybe it feels less like a major city [laughter]

Interviewer: [laughter] ... Mhm. Er.. What do you think is the best time of year in York?
Anne: Christmas.

Interviewer: Mm=

Anne: =Definitely. Erm.. That’s when- well, that’s when everyone comes to visit, so it must
be. Erm.. but summer’s pretty good as well. Summer- I think- summer’s good because
actually it’s a bit quieter. Students all leave.

Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: But my f- and act- and that’s really... and we just seem to get- like we did in this year.
Last year we had this great weather. And there’s lots of big parks and open spaces=
Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: And people kind of just seems to picnic all the time. But then I also think Christmas,
like, the ultimate, because it’s just- you- like, there’s nowhere else like it=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =There’s nowhere else that has places like the shambles and=

Interviewer: =1 know=
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Anne: =erm.. all that- it feels- lots of people love it because it feels like going back into the-

back in time=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =and erm.. And it’s good for shopping as well. Erm.. so it’s actually quite practical.
Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: Well, apart from the parking. But erm=

Interviewer: =laughter=

Anne: =it’s quite practical for erm, for Christmastime. It’s like the per- *’Cause that’s the

thing you want. You wanna be able to get all your Christmas presents, erm.. and it has that-

you can do that here.

Interviewer: Mhm.

Anne: It’s not just.. kind of quaint. Erm.. but also it’s erm ... but also it’s got that lovely feel

to it where.. Yeah, it just feels really.. special and different. And lots- and so many people
come for like the markets. And they- they do- many make a big effort as well. I dunno- I
dunno who organizes it. But there=

Interviewer: =mhm=

Anne: =there seems to be lots of events and

Interviewer: Yeah=

Anne: =market, the big Christmas market and things like that. And the minster do like big
carol services and=

Interviewer: =yeah.

Anne: It’s a great- Yeah, it’s a great time of year=

Interviewer: =Mhm. I agree=

Anne: =Yeah [laughter]

Interviewer: [laugher] So, final question of this section: erm... Would you like to live in
York for the rest of your life, as you see it today?

Anne: ... Would I like-? Ooooh=

Interviewer: =or is it more like: we’ll see? Maybe? For now?

Anne: Oooh. I guess- Yeah, I don’t think I will=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =but [ would like to. Does that make sense? I’'m always like: We’ll see=
Interviewer: =It [does]

Anne: [’Cause I’ m] like I’ll probably move because I’ll be dissatisfied=

Interviewer: =Yeah.
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Anne: That’s not- that’s a complicated answer. Sorry. [laugther]

Interviewer: [laughter]

Anne: [ think I’ll end up moving because... erm... yeah, I think I’ll al- but I’1l always enjoy
living here. But I think it’s more of a “we’ll see” in a way.

Interviewer: Yeah.

Anne: So I really like it=

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: And I could... I could live here for a very long time. But I don’t think I will. So
therefore I can’t want it that much. [laugher] ’Cause I’'m not like “whatever happens.”
Interviewer: [laugher]=

Anne: =Erm.. I’'m kind o- Now that [ know- which I didn’t a while ago, now that I know I
have at least three or four years, I’'m kind of like, “Great!” [laughter]=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: That’s it. That’ll give- that’s enough for now=

Interviewer: =Y eah. Good. Thanks.

Q&A Part 2

Interviewer: Okay.

Anne: Mhm.

Interviewer: Do you like the way people speak in York?

Anne: Ah, such a mix. There’s a big mix ... erm.. Generally, I’'m not that keen on like the
Yorkshire accent. But I don’t know whether I actually- ’cause I don’t- I don’t have it, well
not really... Erm.. I think I’ve got elements of it. But the.. the Yorkshire accent, which is
more.. er, general- there’re actually very different ones. But not particularly, no. I’'m not a
fan.

Interviewer: Mhm. Okay. Two. What do you find to be typical of York speech?

Anne: Erm...

Interviewer: What do you notice that makes you say that that person has a typical accent?
Anne: Aah. Gosh. Erm... People use certain words... Erm... But, I dunno. That’s not really
an accent, but they’ll kind of say “love.” But they’ll- For example they flatten their- like the-
like an o or a u sound, so it’s like “lo- 0-“-kind of sound. Erm.. I think people drop their T-s?
Or maybe they add any T-s? ... Erm.. What else do people do? It can be a bit nasally as well.

Interviewer: Okay=
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Anne: =I think. [Laughter]

Interviewer: [Errr..] So you say you have mixed feelings about it?=

Anne: =Mhm=

Interviewer: =And you’re not particularly keen on it=

Anne: =No.

Interviewer: Could you point out what in particular that it is that you don‘t like? Is it a
specific sound or is it the way they say something? Or is it just in general the melody pattern
or...?

Anne: Erm... I think I fall into it sometimes, so I feel very hypocritical for saying it. But erm
... ’'m tryin’a think- I’m tryin’a find like a person in my mind- I’m tryin’a be like that’s-
[“that’s it”]

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: that’s they way it is, that’s- person talks. Erm ... And it’s the thing- it’s the thing- |
think it’s almost like that nasally sound, so instead of like saying [a1], so it’s like [?]
Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: Like an [?] [kind of]

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: noise. Erm.. [laughter] Erm.. and it’s probably something a bit- being a bit- it’s a lit-
it’s not really that familiar, because I’ve grown up in my parents kind of- they’ve always-
always- always had kind of- they’re accents have been not "Yorkshiry" at all. They’ve been a
lot more like erm. if anything like that kind of Northern erm.. al- almost Geordie like kind of
sound, which is actually quite different=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =Erm.. I guess it’s a little bit of unfamiliarity as well. And my parents have=
Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =it’s probably a little bit of weird rivalry from the [childhood]

Interviewer: [laughter]=

Anne: =or something and they’re not keen on it either, so. And that’s the thing I’ve been
trained at of speaking like as well, because obviously that’s at lot- that’s the way a lot of my
friends at school or things like that would speak and so my parents would kind of go: “Ma-
don’t speak like that” [laughter]

Interviewer: [Okay] =

Anne: =“Don’t- please don’t- like make sure you [speak..]”

Interviewer: [Yeah]=
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Anne: =Erm.. I think my mum used to- she spo- she used to speak more properly when we
were younger than she does now. Now she’s a lot more relaxed, but actually I swear they
used to talk- they actually used to talk differently when we were younger=

Interviewer: =[Mhm]

Anne: [which] I think is quite strange really. They used to speak properly, almost like stage
speech to make sure that we copied [them]

Interviewer: [Yeah]

Anne: =And now that we’re older they’re just like: “oh, [inaudible] actually it doesn’t really
matter’=

Interviewer: =No.

Anne: So=

Interviewer: =[laughter]=

Anne: =maybe because they’ve trained themselves out of it=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =Erm.. to kind of use more- slightly more Received Pronunciation=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =Erm.. to be more similar to that=

Interviewer: =[Mhm]

Anne: [Erm..] They’ll [inaudible] kind of great, *cause I’ve been told not to speak like that.
Interviewer: Okay. Erm ... Is there anything you don’t like about the way that you speak?
Anne: Ooh.. Lots of things. Erm..

Interviewer: What is it that you’re trying to avoid?

Anne: In an- in- in my accent or just?=

Interviewer: =Yeah.

Anne: Erm... What am I trying to avoid? What do I work on? I try and speak a lot more
slowly. I realised when I was a teenager that I was starting to like stutter. Erm.. Because |
think I talk quite fast, but I guess that’s not really my accent. Erm... I’m t- often trying to get
the line between, ’cause I- ’cause since coming to York my voice has got more like posh
sounding I think. Erm.. I speak more like I did in high school, ’cause I went to high school in
Harrogate. I did- so- if I’d- like- I’d kind of- so was- like- very much erm.. almost like erm..
it’s more Southern sounding, so quite a few people will say- ask- When they ask where I’'m
from, they’ll ask if I’'m from the south, ’cause Harrogate’s got quite a funny- they way you
say Harrogate, whereas erm.. I’d say someone from York might go- would drop the H maybe

and go “’arrogate.” [laughter]
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Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: They probably wouldn’t, but that’s- that’s my perception I guess.

Interviewer [Yeah]

Anne: [Erm..] Or someone maybe just from this area would- Erm.. So Harrogate’s like
“Harrogate,” rather than

Interviewer: [laughter]=

Anne: =-[got]. You’d say- actually, if someone- I would‘t say- I’d say gate, but if it’s
something on the end of it I’d probably- like Castlegate. Like it would probably be- anyway.
And it’s funny- like it’s... Erm ... Naturally, I don’t think a- that- a normal kind of York
accent wouldn’t necessary say “gate” in the same way. So it’s a f- Anyway, I can’t remem-
even remember what the question was.

Interviewer:[That’s fine]

Anne: [What would I wanna do?] So I’m tryin’a- I’m tryin’a always make sure I’'m- I’'m
somewhere in the middle, where I’'m not kind of=

Interviewer: =Yeah.

Anne: ’Cause sometimes I can almost erm.. emphasize it to the point where I- I’'m- I would
never say /ba:th/ instead of /bath/, but still, I have to make sure I don’t, just ’cause it almost
sounds- it- I think it sounds like it suits my voice better.

Interviewer: Okay=

Anne: =Ju- that sounds very strange, but do you know what [ mean? I’m- have to make sure
that I keep my own- I still sound a bit more regional. [Laughter]

Interviewer: [Yeah], I see what you mean. Yeah.

Anne: Yeah.

Interviewer: Okay. Erm.. Yeah. The next question- you’ve already answered that: if you’ve
tried to do anything about it, and you try to find a middle way, so=

Anne: =Yeah=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: definitely. But then I’m also- so I’'m also like I wanna pronounce my T-s, but I wan-
and [ wanna do nice vowels. [Laughter]

Interviewer: [Laughter]

Anne: But at the same time [ wanna.. [sound too much]

Interviewer: [take away too much?]

Anne: Yeah. And I also don’t wanna sound too.. But I do watch- I try and watch a little bit
the way I speak.
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Interviewer: Mhm. Yeah. Erm.. Do you like to hear the York accent on TV?

Anne: Yeah, I do=

Interviewer: =[Yeah]

Anne: [It’s quite] comforting, | guess=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =hearing something which is like local to you. But it depends how it’s being
portrayed, I suppose. If it’s just on an advert, it’s quite nice.

Interviewer: Mhm. Er... Has anyone outside York ever laughed at you for the way you
speak?

Anne: Err... No, tends to be inside of York, ’cause they don’t believe that ’'m actually from
round here. [Laughter] Erm..

Interviewer: Yeah.

Anne: A couple of people have, ’cause I’ll kind of go “I’m from like the Leeds sort of area”=
Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =and people will be like “Really?” And than I- if I go “I’m- I went to school in
Harrogate,” Harr- how I say Harrogate or [Harrogate]

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: depends the way I’m speaking. Erm.. and people will kind of go “Ah, yeah.” You can
tell from [the way]

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Anne: that you- ’cause it- it’s- [ guess it’s- it doesn’t sound- it doesn’t sound like Yorkshire
accent at all.. or it doesn’t to people’s perceptions any way.

Interviewer: Yep. Erm.. Has anyone been able to recognize that you’re from Linton or from
that area?=

Anne: =Someone’s pinpointed Harrogate before but not [the]

Interviewer: [Yeah]

Anne: the village, I guess- so it’s quite- pretty close- like a town is- that- like the nearest town
is a pretty good spot. They [just went]

Interviewer: [Okay]

Anne: “You’re from- I can tell you’re from Harrogate” *Cause they said “You’ve got
Yorkshire kind of elements in it=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =but then you’ve also clearly posh Yorkshire. [Laughter] Posh Y orkshire sounding

anyway=
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Interviewer: =Mhm.

Anne: Erm.. so, “You must be from Harrogate-kind-of area.” And I was like, “Yeah.” It was
really weird. But that’s only happened once.

Interviewer: Okay.

Anne: Most of the time- at university lots of people said- would go “Are you from the South
as well?” [Erm..]

Interviewer: [Okay] Mhm=

Anne: =and they’d just assume that that’s where [ was from=

Interviewer: =Mhm. Do you think that people outside of York like the way that people- that
people speak here? Like people from the South, what do you think they.. [think of the York
accent?]

Anne: [Yeah, I think so.]

Interviewer: Yeah=

Anne: =I think so, ’cause lots- eee... I dunno. People might think it’s funny. Erm... Yeah, |
think generally, ’cause it isn’t too.. Erm.. I think there are other accents which people find
more odd or interesting. Like lots of people think like Birmingham or Liverpool- like those
accents are almost- erm.. people find them funnier, I think, whereas a Y orkshire accent I
don’t think- I don’t think there’s- it’s not- it’s not quite so obvious, or maybe it is? Oh, it’s so
hard to tell when you’re inside it=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: [Laughter] Erm.. Yeah, I think so. I think generally people wouldn’t find it erm.. as
weird. And I'm sure I’ve heard somewhere- like a trustworth- what was it? Like trustworthy
accents or something. Like=

Interviewer: =Y eah=

Anne: =there’s been some studies and stuff, hasn’t there? And I feel like we’re on the list.
Were we on the li- I don’t know.

Interviewer: Okay. Last question: Erm.. Do you think the York accent differs in any- in any
way from the accent- accents of the surrounding villages and cities? Can you pinpoint, like,
[1s it]

Anne: [Oooh]=

Interviewer: =different or just the same? Everything Yorkshire is the same?=

Anne: =No, there’s loads of differences=

Interviewer: =Yeah=
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Anne: =there’s loads of differences. So the place where I grew up.. I guess th- yeah, the
village where 1 grew up and Harrogate have got- There’s- there’s a similar kind of.. erm..
that- I guess that’s kind of- that- like people- it’s like Southern kind of sounding and
whatever, whatever Southern is, you know. Erm.. that more kind of Received Pronunciation,
I suppose. There’s more of that sound. Erm.. But then also- my best friend, who grew up in
Harrogate all her life, she’s got that erm.. she’s got this kind of flat- those flat U-s. So she
says like fun- funny erm... which is real- which I find really interesting, ’cause she got all the
same kind of elements, but then she’s got this very- slight different thing, which is almost-
which is more- more Yor- I’d say it more like a Yorkshire than mine is. And- but I suppose
everyone just thinks they’re like normal and different from everyone. Erm.. But then I’'m
like- But then there’s the- the Leeds accent, is a very different kind of Yorkshire accent from
the one that you’ll find in York. There’s some similarities, but I ca- I ca- I feel I can tell the
difference. That’s almost why it’s hard to- when you’re- when you said, “Oh, can you-
what’s the York accent like?” I’'m like, “Ah, that’s really hard to think through, ’cause I can
hear like a Leeds one and I can hear- and then the area is more kind of East Yorkshire - I
think it’s East Yorkshire — like Wakefield there’ll- like Wakefield, Castleford area erm.. erm..
that’s a com- that’s a whole other accent, so I-=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =that’s my church that [ went to- growing up to spend quite a lot of time- significant
amount of time with people from erm.. around there, erm.. ’cause that’s the church my
parents took me to. Erm.. and that’s another- that’s another completely different kind of
Yorkshire accent from the Leeds one=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =Erm.. I don’t even know how to describe how, but there’s just certain things. Like
with Leeds I think- I notice more- more like dropping T-s and things, whereas you’d find
more in this area you’d- like when people say ah- like people put T-s before things, like t'up
this to that. Do you know what I- do you know what I=

Interviewer: =Yep. Yeah=

Anne: =It’s so hard to describe but=

Interviewer: =I know what you mean=

Anne: =Yeah. Whereas in T-s you’d say-=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =in Leeds it’s- I feel- like the more I notice about it- *cause [name] speaks with more

of a Leeds accent and=
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Interviewer: =Okay=

Anne: =like he’d say Briggate. Like- for it’s- so there’s a place- there’s a street called
Briggate, erm.. B-R-1-G-G-A-T-T-E, something like that. I don’t know whether it’s double
D=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =But anyway, double G or double T. But I’d say Briggate, and I pronounce my T-s.
From my area- whereas [name] would just say Briggate=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: and there’d be- just- ends after the A. [Laughter]

Interviewer: Yeah. [Laughter]

Anne: [Laughter] So that’s it. Erm.. Yeah. Funny little nuances like that. So you can kind of

spot who’s- a little bit- it’s- it’s not- not really easy, but you can kind of spot where people
are from in the area. Erm.. And it varies a lot=

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Anne: =Even just North Yorkshire, West Y orkshire=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Anne: =East Yorkshire, South Yorkshire. South Yorkshire is completely like- again- totally

different, I think. Similar elements though, I guess.
Interviewer: Mhm. Well. That was it. Thank you.
Anne: Mm.
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Appendix 6: Example of phonetic analysis

Q&A part 1

Interviewer: Okay. So in which year were you born?

Jenny: Erm 1989 ['erti nain] =

Interviewer: =Mhm. And where have you lived apart from York? =
Jenny: =Er I was born [bp:n] in Liverpool =

Interviewer: =Mhm. ..And when did you move to York? =

Jenny: =Er my family moved when I was- I was six months [mun6s] =
Interviewer: =Mhm. .. And then you’ve lived in York ever since? =
Jenny: =Yeah. Well I lived in Stamford Bridge, which is part of York [jp:k].
Interviewer: Okay =

Jenny: =on the outskirts=

Interviewer: = Stamford

Jenny: Yeah =

Interviewer: =Bridge=

Jenny: =Bridge=

Interviewer: =one word? =

Jenny: =Er it’s two separate words =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Yeah.

Interviewer: So that’s a village outside York? =

Jenny: =Yeah=

Interviewer: =Yeah. Mhm. .. That’s fine. Er and your parents, are they from York as
well? =

Jenny: =Er they’re both [bau6] from Liverpool =

Interviewer: =Okay. Cool. ... And what do they do?

Jenny: Erm my mum’s [mum] is a supervisor erm of a plastic factory.
Interviewer: Supervisor at er plastic factory =

Jenny: =Yeah.

Interviewer: Mhm =

Jenny: =Er and that’s in er Stamford Bridge =

Interviewer: =Okay. And your dad? =
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Jenny: =Erm she erm he [laughter]

Interviewer: [Laughter] =

Jenny: =He is erm a prison officer erm at Full Sutton ['sa?an] Pri-=
Interviewer: =Okay =

Jenny: =Prison.

Interviewer: Cool. Okay. So er what job do you do?

Jenny: Erm I support [s3'pp:?] people with learning difficulties =
Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: Erm and er I erm er assistant manages to [inaudible] so [sou]..
Interviewer: Mhm =

Jenny: = [Laughter]

Interviewer: So tha- is that sort of part of the social service in York?
Jenny: Erm yeah. It’s erm a company ['kumpaeni] erm that erm is independent
living =

Interviewer: =Okay. Yeah=

Jenny: =Erm yeah. So [sou] =

Interviewer: = So private sector? =

Jenny: =Yeah=

Interviewer: =Yeah. ... Okay. Er so what education do you have?
Jenny: Erm I have- well, I- I did performing arts at College =
Interviewer: =Mhm...

Jenny: Well, I er I didn’t er carry on=

Interviewer: =Okay. So College, what age- year is that? =

Jenny: =Erm what year? =

Interviewer: =Yeah. How old were you? =

Jenny: =ErIwas 17 =

Interviewer: =Okay. Sos- 17 to 18? =

Jenny: =Erm yeah=

Interviewer: =Yeah. That’s good. And that’s in York? =

Jenny: Er yeah. York [jp:k] College =

Interviewer: =Yeah. .. Cool. Okay. Erm and then some questions about York. What
do you think about York as a pl- place to live? =

Jenny: =Erm I love [luv] it. I er I moved erm to Driffield about erm six years ago
[o'gou] and then I moved back ’cause I wanted to live in York [jp:k].

Interviewer; Sheffield was it? =
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Jenny: =Er Driffield =

Interviewer: = [Driff-]

Jenny: [It’s er] D-R-I-F-field =

Interviewer: =Okay =

Jenny: =Yeah=

Interviewer: = And where is that? =

Jenny: =Erm it’s erm about 20 minutes from Bridlington =

Interviewer: =Oh, yeah. [Cool]

Jenny: [Yeah] =

Interviewer: =Mhm. And you stayed there for how long? =

Jenny: Erm well, I was there for about six years =

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: But apart from that it’s been like York [jp:k] [has been]

Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =my- my home [houm] and- but [bu] I er I- I used to come [kom] in- my-
visit my dad =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Erm ’cause my- my parents are separated ['sepa rer?od] =
Interviewer: =Okay =

Jenny: =so [sou] I er would go [gou] and live with my mum [mum], but then come
[kom] and see my dad =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [like] every weekend or [p:] =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =like once [wpns] a week ’cause [inaudible] =

Interviewer: =How old were you during those six years? Was it during your
childhood, youth [or?]

Jenny: [Erm] six years. It was when I was.. moved last [las] year, so [sou] er 20 to
26 years when I=

Interviewer: =Okay =

Jenny: =Yeah, so [sou]- Well =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Yeah, that’s when I [laughter]

Interviewer: [So why] did you choose to move back to York then? =

24



Jenny: =Erm Well, I- I only ['sunli] moved to Driffield really because erm of my
living situation =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =so [sou] erm but [bu] I always knew I wanted to move back to Driffield =
Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =Er to York [jp:k] =

Interviewer: = Yeah.

Jenny: Get my words right [laughter]

Interviewer: [Laughter] =

Jenny: =and er even though [6o:] I- I liked Driffield, I just- I couldn’t- I couldn’t not
move back to York [jo:k] [I love [luv] it]

Interviewer: [Mhm]

Jenny: Just- it’s just a really- really nice little city really =

Interviewer: =Mhm. .. So what is it in particular that you like about York?
Jenny: Erm it’s just [d3vst]- it’s- it’s- it’s a small [smp:l1] city erm you- it’s really easy
to get around =

Interviewer: = Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm it’s really easy even if you- even if you don’t [doun] drive=
Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =it’s- it’s quite easy with like busses ['busiz] and erm you can- it’s got like
bike- erm cycle tracks as well and =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Erm and erm it’s just [d3ust]- it’s just really beautiful as well
Interviewer: =Mm =

Jenny: =like the scenery and stuff [stuf], so..

Interviewer: Is there anything you don’t like?

Jenny: About York [jp:k]? =

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: N-no ['na:] [laughter] I can’t [kan] think of anything =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Yeah.

Interviewer: So would you rather live somewhere else?

Jenny: No ['na:], I c- I couldn’t imagine living in a bigger city =

Interviewer: =No=

Jenny: =Erm like I 've been to Manchester [and]
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Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =like Leeds and stuff [stuf] and no ['na:] =

Interviewer: =[No]

Jenny: [I don’t [doun]-] I don’t [doun] like it. Erm if I didn’t- if I- if I had to choose-
like it would be York [jp:] [erm]

Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =but [bu] if- but [bu] if like for some [sum] reason I- I had to move away
[o'wer] from York [jp:k], it would have to be a smaller ['smp:la] like town or [p:]=
Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =like Driffield =

Interviewer: = Yeah.

Jenny: But ['bu] I don’t [doun]- I can’t [ka] see myself moving away [o'wei] from
York [jo:k] =

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: There’d have to be a- a really good reason [laughter] =

Interviewer: =Yeah. [Laughter] Since you can remember, has York changed a lot?
Jenny: Erm I think some [sum] of the shops have =

Interviewer = [Mhm]

Jenny: [Erm] over ['auva] the six years. Erm.. And then obviously we don’t [da]
have the fountain anymore [Ieni'mp:] [what was it?]

Interviewer: [Foun- fountain?] =

Jenny: =Yeah, there’s a fountain erm erm erm and erm Parliament Street=
Interviewer: =Oh, yeah=

Jenny: =Yeah. Like they [de1] don’t [doun] use that now =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [It’s all [p:1]] block off and =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =[inaudible] Erm I think the only ['sunli] thing that’s changed [tfem3d]
really is like- the market is like more [mo:r] in the centre of York [jp:k] now.
Interviewer: Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm from what I can remember, I don’t [doun] think it was like that ten
years ago [2'gou] =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Erm but other ['0d3] than that I don’t [doun] think it has really =

Interviewer; =Mhm =
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Jenny: =not in a, you know [nau], not in a bad way [wei] anyway ['enilwel] =
Interviewer: =Yeah. So in general it’s changed for the better? =

Jenny: =Yeah=

Interviewer: = Yeah.

Jenny: We might get a Primark [laughter]

Interviewer: [Laughter] So what do you think is the best time of year in York?
Jenny: Erm.. I think- I think when like there’s any kind of festival on=
Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [Like] or anything like- like Halloween [‘ha lou'i:n] or like Christmas. Like
you just have that nice feeling of like celebrations and [it’s really nice]
Interviewer: [Mhm] .. And would you like to live in York for the rest of your life?
Jenny: Erm there’d have to be a really good reason for me to move away [o'wer] =
Interviewer: = Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm but [bu] yeah. I can- I can see myself erm like growing ['grauig] old
[ould] here [laughter]

Interviewer: [Mhm] ... Okay.

Reading passage

One [wpn] day [der] last [laest] year, when I was driving back to work after ['afts]
I’d had lunch ['lenf], I had an amazing [s'meizin] and unforgettable ['Unfalge?abl]
experience. It must [most] have been two o’clock, or [p:] perhaps a quarter
['kwp:?ar] of an hour later ['le:?s], a quarter ['’kwp?s] past [pes] two. It was an
incredible thing, really. I was sitting there at the steering wheel of my new car,
waiting ['wenn] for the lights to change [tfein3], when all [2:1] of a sudden ['suden]
the car started to shake [feik], this way [wei] and that, rocking from side to side,
throwing ['Oreuiy] me backwards and forwards ['fp:wadz], up [up] and down. I felt
as if I was riding a bucking ['bukin] horse [hp:s]. Worse than that, some mysterious
spirit or [p:] hostile force [fp:s] seemed to be venting its vast [vaest] fury (up)on the
earth. And the noise! There was a kind of deep groaning ['gra:nin] and horrible,
awesome ['p:sam] grinding which seemed to fill the air. And then, a short [{p:?]
while after ['efta], the whole [houl] paro- - I can’t [ka] say [ser] that word — had

stopped, just [d3ust] as suddenly ['sudanli]. Everything was calm and smooth again,
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quiet and peaceful once [wpns] more [mp:]. I put my foot down, just a gentle
pressure on the accelerator [ak'selalrel?a], or [p:] the gas pedal, as it’s known [no:n]
in America, and drove [drauv] off. Everything was utterly ['ute] normal ['np:mal]
once [wpons] more [mp:]. So [seu] then, was this some [sum] very local ['laukal]
and momentary [ma'mentari] earth trauma [trp:ma] which had struck [struk] us
['az], or [p:] I asked [ees] myself, was it a supernatural visitation [,visa'terfon], some
[sum] fiery storm [stp:m] of diabolical wrath, or [p:] was it rather ['rada] merely

that I had drunk [drugk] a double [dubl] vodka or [p:] two during my lunch [lon(]?

Word list

Path [pz6]
Fatal ['fertal]
Task [taesk]
Strut [stru?]
Paint [pein?]
father

example [eg'zeempl]
budget ['budz1?]
butter ['ba?a]
broad [brp:d]
eighty ['erti]
cake [keik]
both [bauf]

cat

foamy ['foumi]
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know [nau]
dough [dau]
farce

staff [steef]
laugh [laf]
country ['kuntri]
form [fp:m]
business
company ['kumpaeni]
home [houm]
love [lov]
important [Im'pp:?an]
also ['p:1 sou]
much [must]
fuss [fus]

soft

punch [punf]
daughter ['dp:?9]
ice cream

blood [blud]
break [brei]
career

girl

advantage [od'vaens]
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nasty ['neesti]
buss [bus]
jerk

joke [dzauk]
daft [deeft]
work

further

can’t [kan]
Tom

Name [nemm]
Lazy ['leizi]
Throat [Brau?]
pudding
number ['numba]
after ['efta]
Victorian [vik'tp:rian]
Ask [aesk]
Make [meik]
Toe [tou]

€ge

sing

born [bp:n]
Laura ['lp:re]

Bath [ba0]
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Boat [bau?]
Take [teik]
Dance [deens]
0Old [ould]
birth

came [keim]
great [gre:?]
goat [gau?]
rush [rouf]
idea

late [ler?]
half [heef]
road [roud]
for [fp:]

false [fp:s]
class [klaes]
before [bi'fp:]
York [jp:k]
beak
beautiful
total ['ta:?ali]
choose
youth

owner ['auna]



Europe ['jp:rop]
pearl

agree

faith [fe1O]
don’t [doun]
mate [mei?]
court [kp:?]
friend

floor [flp:]
cup [kup]
young [jun]
yawn [jp:n]

joy

Q&A part 2

Interviewer: Do you like the way people speak here in York? =

Jenny: =Er yeah=

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: Er so you get- you get a variety of things I think =

Interviewer: =Mhm. .. So what do you find to be typical of York speech? =

Jenny: =[inaudible] Erm [laughter] Can I- hard to think on the spot. Er like “now-*
“now then” [laughter]

Interviewer: Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm.. er It’s really hard really. Erm .. er and I've lived here all [p:1] my life
as well [laughter] =

Interviewer: = [Laughter]

Jenny: Erm just.. like how they [dei1] speak like erm like “you aright?” [Laughter] =

Interviewer; =Mhm =
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Jenny: =Erm don’t ask [as] me to spell it [laughter] =

Interviewer: =That’s fine.

Jenny: Er like “now then gaff”

Interviewer: Mhm =

Jenny: = [Laughter]

Interviewer: Okay.

Jenny: [Laughter]

Interviewer: What in particular do you like about the York accent?

Jenny: Erm.. It’s not that I erm- it’s not like there’s anything in particular really. It’s
just [d3ust]- it just feels like home [houm] really =

Interviewer: =Mhm. .. Is there anything you don’t like about it?

Jenny: Erm no ['na:], not really.

Interviewer: No=

Jenny: =Mhm.

Interviewer: Is there anything you don’t like about the way you speak yourself?
Jenny: Erm.. sometimes ['som,talmz] it’s the fact that I speak too fast [fast] =
Interviewer: =Mhm=

Jenny: =Erm.. and er like there are times where like I think people don’t ['ds]
understand [,anda'staend] the way [wei] I say [se1] things =

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: And like it’s when you go [gou] like “er ['a:]” at the end or [p:] something
['sadin] like that. Like “you know ['na:]” =

Interviewer: =Uhuh.

Jenny: and stuff [stuf] and sometimes ['sumltalmz] I can get really Yorkshire
['jo:kfa] and then there’s times where I can change [t{emn3] and be quite posh. And I
think it is depending on where I am =

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Jenny: =like if I'm at work I have to sort [sp:?] of watch how I say [se1]- say [sei]
things =

Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: Erm so it depends really. What company ['kumponi], well, what company
['kumponi] 'm in=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =Erm.. [yeah]

Interviewer: [Do you] try to change it er consciously or is it just automatic? =
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Jenny: =Erm it- I think it’s- it’s not as automatic ['p:?almaetik] erm and I- and then
obviously I- it depends like if- if I'm round people that are quite posh then I do sort
[sp:?] of think of- “I better- I better change [tfein3].” But [bu] most [maus] of the
time it’s just [d3ust] automatic ['p:?a,maetik] =

Interviewer: =Yeah. Mhm. And do you try to er specifically speak slower when you
talk to people? =

Jenny: =Yeah=

Interviewer: = Yeah.

Jenny: I'm a lot better at that now then I was [laughter]

Interviewer: Okay. Erm do you like to hear the York accent on TV or radio?

Jenny: Say [ser] again, sorry =

Interviewer: =Do you like to hear [the York accent on TV]

Jenny: [Yeah. Yeah] =

Interviewer: =or radio? =

Jenny: =Yeah. It’s quite- it’s quite nice =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [Erm] it mak- yeah, it just makes [meiks] you feel like you’re closer ['klausa]
to that person =

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =because of their accent=

Interviewer: = Yeah. ... Has anyone outside of York ever laughed at you for the way
you speak?

Jenny: Erm [clears throat] A lot of people have laughed [laft] at me [laughter]
Interviewer: [Oh] [laughter] =

Jenny: =I dunno [do'nau] whether it’s to do with my accent or [2:] =

Interviewer: = [Laughter] =

Jenny: =Erm.. I think people- people laugh [lef] at me because they [dei1] think I-
’cause I can go [gou] from Yorkshire ['jo:k{s] to like sounding quite posh and then
erm and then because I wa- my family is from Liverpool =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [I do] have that little twang sometimes ['som,talmz] =

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Jenny: =So [sou] I think people laugh [leef] more [mp:] because they don’t [dou]

know [nau] where.. like what kind of accent I have [laughter] =
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Interviewer: =Mhm.. Okay. So er then you’ve sort of answered the next question, if
anyone has been- er made a mistake about where you’re from by the way you
speak =

Jenny: =Yeah. They [Jei1]- they [de1] can never pick it=

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =Yeah.

Interviewer: Er so no one has been able to recognise where you’re from =

Jenny: =No [navu] =

Interviewer: =by your speech. So where do they usually place you then?

Jenny: Erm they [de1] don’t [doun] know [nau]. That’s the [laughter]
Interviewer: [Laughter] =

Jenny: =that’s the thing. Like they [8e1] erm like they [Je1] can- they [Je1] can
never tell =

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =So [sou] =

Interviewer: =Okay. Mhm. .. Do you think people outside of York like the way
people speak here?

Jenny: Erm I can’t [ka] say [se1] I've heard anyone ['eni,wnn] say [ser] that they
[0e1] don’t [doun] like the accent erm it’s more [mp:]- I've heard people say [sei]
that they [de1] don’t [dou] like the Liverpool accent =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [or [p:]] they [de1] don’t [dou] like- like the Scottish accent=
Interviewer: =[Yeah]

Jenny: [but I've] never really heard anyone ['eni,wnn] mention the Yorkshire
['jo:kfir] accent=

Interviewer: =Mhm. ... Okay. And then the last question: Do you think the York
accent differs in any way from the accents of the surrounding villages or cities?
Jenny: Erm.. I- I can’t [kan] say [sei] that I notice ['nau?is] =

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =er really. Erm.. but I suppose [so'paus] because my family’s from
Liverpool =

Interviewer: =Mhm=

Jenny: =and stuff [stuf]- like I don’t [dou] really- I don’t [dou] really think about
it=

Interviewer: = [Mhm]
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Jenny: [because] when I go [gou] and see my mum [mum] it’s different ’cause, you
know [nau], she’s from Liverpool and she didn’t have a Yorkshire ['jp:k{ir] accent,
even though [6au] she’s lived in Yorkshire ['jp:kfa] =

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =like- for like 26 years=

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm and I think- and I think because York [jp:k] has quite a lot of people
that are from so [sou] many different places [pleisiz] =

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm we- we do have a bit of a mixture=

Interviewer: =Yeah=

Jenny: =so [sou], you know [nau], you do- you do have like erm people from all
[p:1] over ['suva] really =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [you know [nau], especially] when they [de1] come [kum] to uni. They [dei]
come [kum] from all [p:1] over [‘auva] [the UK ['ju:'ker]]

Interviewer: [Yeah] =

Jenny: =all [p:1] over ['auva] the world, really =

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: =Erm=

Interviewer: =So would that be different in erm the villages around York or the
countryside?

Jenny: Yeah. Prob- probably, yeah =

Interviewer: =Mhm. So how would they speak in the countryside?

Jenny: Erm.. Again it’s really difficult, [’cause I'm-]

Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =for me ’cause like I don’t [doun]- I don’t [doun] really- I don’t [doun]
really notice ['nau?is] it [very well]

Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =Erm.. ’Cause I- I just- I just think people sound really similar =
Interviewer: =Mhm.

Jenny: Er=

Interviewer: =Yeah. Well, that’s fine. Do you notice anything when you go to visit
your mum in East Yorkshire?

Jenny: Erm.. not really. I'm- I’'m- I'm like the worst person =
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Interviewer: = [Laughter]

Jenny: [erm] to sort [sp:?] of compare like people’s accents unless [,on'les] it’s like a
proper like change [tfein3] [from like]

Interviewer: [Yeah] =

Jenny: =Newcastle ['nju: keesl] =

Interviewer: = [Mhm]

Jenny: [or [p:] something ['sum0mn]] Like- If it’s just [d3ust] like gradual change
[tfenz] I [don’t [doun] think]

Interviewer: [Mhm] =

Jenny: =I really- I really erm- but then- I- I know [nau] a lot of people in Driffield
who have moved this area as well, [so [sou]]

Interviewer: [Yeah] =

Jenny: = Again it’s like a mixture=

Interviewer: =Mhm =

Jenny: = of erm of different sort [sp:?] of- but [bu] they’re not like- they’re not
completely different to the point where I’d notice ['nau?is] =

Interviewer: =Mhm. Yeah That’s fine. Thank you.
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