Chapter 11

Dialect recognition and speech community focusing in new and old

townsin England:

The effects of dialect levelling, demography and social networks*

Paul Kerswill and Ann Williams

1. Introduction

1.1 Folk linguistics and language variation and oga

In a recent article, Preston has made a plea éosyhtematic study of non-linguists’
opinions about language varieties to complemerfepsional linguists’ insights about
‘scientifically discovered aspects of languagedtrte and use’ (1996a:72). His concern
in that article is partly with implications for plibpolicy, though, as we shall argue, such
folklinguistic opinions also bear strongly on issué language variation and change.
Preston’s research on Americans’ perceptions ofddristates English dialect areas has
enabled him to present both quantitative and ettapdgc evidence of a range of social
psychological and linguistic factors which influenolklinguistic awareness. If we
assume that people’s awareness of a particularifing feature is related to its
sociolinguistic patterning in a speech communhgnt Preston’s approach is of obvious

value to sociolinguists investigating language ataon. Indeed, the ‘modes of awareness

he hypothesises (Availability, Accuracy, Detail @adntrol) seem to us to have the



potential significantly to extend and deepen Trildgnotion of ‘salience’ (Trudgill
1986:11).

This article centers on just one means of colgctolklinguistic data: non-linguists’
identification of regional and/or sociolectal vaies presented on a test tape. Surprisingly,
this procedure has been relatively neglected de§paston’s plea for it (1989:3), even
though, as we hope to show, the evidence it previldirectly relevant to the

understanding of language variation.

1.2. Dialect recognition and the attribution of ggers to one’s own community

A brief review of three dialect recognition studied illustrate the range of possible
links with language variatiohPreston (1996b: 320-9) considered the extent iolwh
non-linguist respondents can differentiate betwesoes with regional phonology, but
no lexical or grammatical cues as to their orifireston asked non-linguist Americans to
allocate nine Eastern United States varietiesaw torrect positions on a north-south
scale. The overall result was that, with the judgets pooled, listeners placed virtually
all the voices correctly on this scale — even tlomgnany cases the difference in the
judges’ average ranking of adjacent locations waalls One particular pattern emerged
which sheds light on the social psychology of vawia There were clear differences
between a Michigan (northern) and an Indiana (e®ngroup of judges: surprisingly, the
Michigan judges did not differentiate the northeances as clearly as did the Indiana
judges, a finding which, Preston suggests, reflgnasunity of that territory’ as displayed
in the hand-drawn dialect area maps produced bgstsifrom this region (1996b: 324).

However, Preston does not explicitly consider these of the Michiganders’ apparently



inferior discrimination abilities. It seems to imat the result may actually be a
consequence of the Michiganders’ enthusiastic iflestion with a broad northern area,
differentiated clearly from the South, such tha&t ptacement task is somehow
downgraded when individual voices are perceivelbledsnging to in-group members, and
thus deemed socially attractive.

That this is a possibility is suggested by findifigom the second study we consider:
this is Williams, Garrett and Coupland’s (1999) lexation of Welsh teenagers’
recognition of and attitudes to regional accenté/efsh English as spoken by teenagers
of the same age as themselves. Two voices fromadagik locations were played to
judges from the same six locations. A not unsuigisesult was that the teenagers were
generally more successful at recognising voices fiteeir own location than from
elsewhere, and that overall recognition scoregfdividual voices were fairly low
(ranging from 21% to 42%). However, individual vescvaried greatly in terms of
whether judges from the same locations as the sa@icald recognise them: the highest
rate was 100%, the lowest 13.8%. Equally surprigiag the fact that there were often
considerable differences in recognition rates betw/o voices from the same location.
Williams et al. find that, in general, it is theiges whose owners are perceived as
‘likeable’ and ‘a good laugh’, possibly due to tentent of the narratives, which tend to
be ‘claimed’ as belonging to the judge’s own regiagroup regardless of the actual
provenance of the voice. They point to this asdating the complexity of the dialect
identification task; it is an example of a socigyghological factor mediating between the
ostensibly stimulus-based task (here, based onesgghand suprasegmental accent
features) and the response. This type of explamagems to throw additional light on

Preston’s American findings, as we saw above —ghave suggested that perceived in-



group membershijm itself had the power to make a voice ‘attractive’, peshapan
effect separate from other possible (paralingyiséiatures of the voice which, if
Williams et al.’s conclusions are correct, mightrekevant.

The dialect recognition task we report in thiscéetlikewise presents two young
voices from each research site, again with adotedisteners. Additionally, we included
older voices from the same locations. As we slea| sve too found differences in the
recognition rates for voices from same locationwideer, we adopt a different, but
complementary angle in the interpretation of thdifferences: we examine the particular
accent features of the voices, and those voickdioa to the processes of dialect
levelling and speech community focusing.

The outcomes of the American and Welsh studiesiatlicate that the dialect
identification technique can help in the interptieta of variation and change in speech
communities. The key notion, already alluded tovabasfocusing(Le Page 1978): a
speech community is said to be focused if therelaively little variation and if the
variation that remains is clearly patterned. Sumhmunities are socially stable, and
linguistic change is likely go be slow. ‘Diffusedmmunities, on the other hand, do not
have such clear norms, reasons for this usualhglin a more volatile social structure.
(See Kerswill 1993 for an example of a diffuse ifgrant speech community interacting
with a focused urban speech community.) The lirtkvben focusing and perceptual
dialectology is this: in a focused community, oneaud expect members to be more
successful at recognising other members’ languageties than the case would be in
diffuse communities.

It was as an attempt to test this hypothesistteathird study was conceived.

Kerswill's investigation of dialect perception inet Bergen region of Norway aimed to



investigate the focusing of the Bergen speech comitgnby testing native Bergeners’
sensitivity both to very small and to somewhat tgedeviations from canonical Bergen
speech (Kerswill this volume, briefly reported ierdswill 1993). The study used a test
tape containing the voices of rural migrants frénv@ immediate hinterland who had
accommodated in varying degrees to the Bergen utiadect, along with a native Bergen
speaker. The results showed that not only could#rgen judges tell the difference (to a
statistically significant degree) between the mastommodated’ rural speaker and the
genuine Bergen voice, but they could also rankeéhgaining speakers in terms of their
degree of ‘ruralness’, the ranking being identtoahat established by applying a dialect
index based on a range of morpholexical featutaga$ suggested that the Bergen speech
community is exceptionally focused in that the pitancriteria for ‘membership’ are
extremely subtle and yet salient, though they cowldbe picked up by a careful phonetic
comparison of the Bergener and the apparently falgommodated’ rural speaker on the
tape.

The Bergen study did not provide any comparatata ¢o evaluate either the method
or the conclusions reached. The study we will lpertng partially provides this

comparison, as well as taking account of the figdiof the American and Welsh studies.

1.3 Mediating factors affecting dialect recognition

On the face of it, a dialect recognition task gy a test of sensitivity to linguistic
(usually restricted to phonetic) differences; iBisgrue whether or not the task involves

‘own-community’ or ‘other-community’ identificatiofas with the three studies we have



just reported, ours tests both of these). Yet,afave seen, the recognition process will

be mediated by a number of other factors, including

1. The life experience of the judges (relating ey to whether their social networks
are close-knit or open, and to whether they aviddals have been socially and
geographically mobile).

2. The absolute linguistic differences betweenvéreties being offered for recognition,
and the differences between these and other \egiktiown to the judges. This factor
will itself be affected by thealienceof the features differentiating them or, to use
Preston’s (1996a) terminology, thawailability for perception and comment, and the
accuracyanddetail with which they are perceived.

3. The sociolinguistic maturity of the judges (telg mainly but not exclusively to age —
see Kerswill 1996, Williams et al. 1999: 370-1).

4. The subjectively perceived social attractiverddbe speaker due to paralinguistic
factors (voice quality, tempo, pitch range, conterttich one might presume to be

unrelated to the identification of the varieties.

Ideally, a study of dialect recognition should eithest, or control for these factors. The
present study tests the first (the life experievfctne judges) by systematically varying
judges by social class/social network and towaldb tests the second (the effect of
linguistic differences), but in a qualitative watyexplicitly controls for the third
(sociolinguistic maturity) by using judges of tter®e age. The fourth (the perceived
social attractiveness of the voices due to paralsig features) can be approached by the

use of a questionnaire, as it was in the Welshysthdugh this does not answer the



guestion ofwhichfeatures actually influence the perception. Alégirely, the Matched
Guise technique (Lambert, Hodgson and Fillenbau6®)lghay be used. In the present
study, the latter was rejected because we fedisiértial to preserve the naturalness of the
material presented. Instead, we focused on theqtitdieatures contained in the

authentic extracts which the subjects heard.

2. Dialect recognition in urban England

2.1 The context of the dialect recognition task

2.1.1 The Dialect Levelling project

In Britain, as in other European countries, thexg heen a steady trend towards the loss
of regional dialects, resulting in new, compromiaeeties combining some of the
original dialect/accent features, some new formd,some forms adopted from a relevant
standard. These varieties have a geographicaldgnatis greater than the old regional
dialects, and in a few cases they function as registandards rather than completely
ousting the old dialects. In all cases, they ageréisult ofdialect levelling— the reduction

in regionally marked forms and the adoption of oegily more widespread features.

It was in order to explore the linguistic and sbonechanisms behind dialect
levelling that the projecEhe role of adolescents in dialect levelfingas set up. An
important facet of the project was the exploratibsubjective factors affecting people
whose dialect is involved in levelling, part ofghnvestigation being the dialect

recognition task reported here.



Before discussing the task, we place it in theextrof the wider study. The project

had the following premises:

1. In areas of high population movement, there beayapid changes in dialect and
accent features, including levelling. The speechroanity isdiffuse

2. Membership of a close-knit, stable social nekwaith strong local ties leads to
linguistic conformity (i.e. not ‘stepping out ohk’). This inhibits change, including
that manifesting as levelling. The speech commusiflycused

3. The distance of a town from a national metrap@h this case London) is inversely
proportional to the degree to which the town adt@iptaiistic features from that
metropolis (the gravity model: see Trudgill 1983).

4. Language change is most visible through thepawison of teenage language with

older adults’ speech and with the speech of youaolgidren.

Additionally, the project built on Milroy and Milggs (1992) contention that, in urban
societies, there are clear differences in the saetavorks contracted by people of
different social classes. The more privileged nmeddasses tend to have ties outside their
immediate neighbourhoods and families: they arenofieographically mobile, and are
likely to have been socially mobile, too. Workinigss people, especially in times of
adverse economic circumstances, tend to have diesawith family, neighbours and

work colleagues. The difference is reflected inegipe in that middle-class people use
less localised and more standardised varietiesdbamorking-class people. Conversely,

working-class speech is more likely than middlesslapeech to symbolise a local identity.



Despite these differences, both middle-class amrting-class speech undergoes
change, including levelling, and the project ainfeedocument this. We also tested the
hypothesis that geographical mobility and open péta (both held to be middle-class
traits: Milroy and Milroy 1992) affect the speeddadirection of change (towards forms
which are both more standard and less localisetpendentlyf social class. We did
this by investigating (1) both middle-class and kitog-class teenagers, and (2) towns

which differ greatly in terms of theverall degree of mobility of their populations.

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.1 ABOUT HERE

Two of the towns chosen, Reading and Milton Keyiaes about the same distance
from London (c. 70 kms.) and have similar populafigures, economies and commuting
patterns. (See Figure 11.1 for a location map.hBoé prosperous with low
unemployment. Crucially, they differ in their re¢elemographic histories. Parts of
Reading have large, stable populations with sttoogl ties, while the town as a whole
has seen considerable in-migration. By contrasttoMiKeynes was designated only in
1967, and since then has seen a massive, andwogtipopulation increase due to in-
migration, mainly from the south-east of EnglandeThird town, Hull (official name:
Kingston-upon-Hull), contrasts with Reading andtbtil Keynes in its distance from
London (340 kms.), in its geographical isolationtloa north-east coast in East Yorkshire,
and in its declining industries reflected both igrhunemployment and falling population
figures. Even more than in Reading, a large progouf its inhabitants have strong local
ties. (See Table 11.1 for a demographic summatlyeothree towns.) We expect, then,

that dialect levelling (based on the rise of Londod general south-eastern features) will



be further advanced in Milton Keynes than in Reggdihat changes in Hull will be less
rapid and will follow a relatively independent cear and that the use of levelled and
standard features will be greater among the mididies teenagers in all three towns.
Some of the results of the project are reportddarswill and Williams (1997, 1999) and

Williams and Kerswill (1999).

@@INSERT TABLE 11.1 ABOUT HERE

2.1.2 Dialect recognition and dialect levellingpbyheses

As suggested earlier, it is likely that memberfocfised speech communities will
recognise each other on the basis of voice sammpbes easily than people whose
communities are diffuse. This expectation can liereded to dialect levelling: speakers
whose communities are undergoing rapid levellin fimid this kind of ‘own-community
recognition’ more problematic than speakers fromicinities not subject to levelling.
However, as we have seen, recognition is mediatest\zeral other factors, both social

psychological and linguistic (see 2.1). Thus, wevarat the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:0wn-community recognition will be better among pkeowith strong local
ties (working-class judges in Reading and Hull Ww#l more successful than middle
class groups in the same towns, but working-clagt®iMKeynes judges will not have
the same advantage).

Hypothesis 2:0wn-community recognition will be better in towngh relatively little

mobility (Hull > Reading > Milton Keynes).
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Hypothesis 30wn-community recognition of an accent with strgrigcalised phonetic
features will be better than that of accents wittsuch distinctive features. In the
present study, this potentially confounds, or astenteracts with Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 4Recognition of an accent from outside the judg&/s community depends
on how familiar that accent is to the listener (fiaarity being a function of a number
of disparate factors, especially personal cont@otisthe broadcast media). We refer
to this as théamiliarity hypothesis

Hypothesis 5To judge from the experience of Williams et ab4®), different voices
from the same town (even if there is no age diffeeebetween the speakers) will not
be recognised at the same rate by members ofghatl community. Reasons for
this are likely to be complex: in this article, ¥ogus mainly on the linguistic features
of voices.

Hypothesis 6We extend Hypothesis 5 by further hypothesisirag tecognition rates will
be influenced by the perceived age of the speak@ns:community speakers close to
the teenage judges’ age will be more successfdigtified than speakers who are
significantly older. This arises mainly from thesamsption that a judge is more likely
to recognise an accent similar to his or her ovam thn accent that is different.
Linguistic differences within a community can b&uaction of age, resulting from
rapid language change, and these can lead to@dsrs not being recognised by
younger judges. However, other things (such as gimofeatures) being equal, an
accent is likely to be ‘claimed’ if it is perceivéluiat the speaker is of a similar age to

the listener, and hence potentially socially ativac

2.1.3 Subjects, materials, methods

11



The dialect recognition task was conducted as ongonent of a language-related
discussion which formed part of the fieldwork fhetproject. The subjects attended one
of six schools, two in each of Hull, Milton Keynasd Reading. The selection of the
schools was made according to the criteria fontlé project: since we wanted to
investigate dialect levelling among people witlneitlocally-based, close-knit networks
or more open, less local networks, we selectedashehose pupils could be expected to
conform to one of these two broad categories. Ih &hd Reading, this meant targeting
schools in mainly low-income districts with highntmuity of population and schools in
middle-income districts with a high proportion atomers. In Milton Keynes, there are
no districts with high continuity of population:ishgave us the opportunity to study
levelling among high mobility, low-income groupeésKerswill and Williams 1997).

An important corollary of this procedure is thag¢ two groups are likely to be either
broadly working class, using local accents, or rf@ddiass with less localised forms of
speech. For ease of reference, we refer to thgtauaps as ‘WC’ and ‘MC’, respectively.

24 group interviews were conducted, 22 by AW amadl by PK, following an agreed
format. The groups were composed of four (very sicrally five or six) 14-15 year olds,
each of whom had previously taken part in an irtligl sociolinguistic interview with
the same fieldworker. A total of 96 adolescentktpart in the project, a figure which
gives 32 in each town and 16 in each school. Thgsts participated in a number of
activities designed to tap their language awarefiéssse began with the dialect
recognition task reported here, followed by a goastire inviting discussion of regional
grammatical features, and a general linguisticudision covering issues such as ‘good’

and ‘bad’ speech and correction by parents or tach

12



For the dialect recognition task, subjects in éa@n were presented with taped
samples of ten speakers, chosen so as to be lwailylcelevant to the judges while still
allowing us to compare identifications of somelw same speakers across the three
towns. Thus, three different, but substantiallyrtaggoing tapes were prepared (six voices
being shared), the extracts being taken from irgars we had conducted previously or
which had been conducted for us, or which had beeorded off-air. We ensured the
samples contained phonetic features characteoistieir regional origins. In each case,

the sample was an extract from a personal narrative

@@INSERT TABLE 11.2 ABOUT HERE

The tapes were composed of the voices given ifeTHh?2, coded by sex and age as
shown. For each town, there are one elderly speaictwo young speakers. The ‘public
school’ voice was that of a pupil at a prestigiteespaying school in the south of
England. The subjects were given a form on whiely there asked to fill in answers to
three questions while the tape was being playedie®® do you think this person comes
from?’, ‘About how old do you think this person’is&nd ‘Do you think this person lives
in a town or in the country?’. (The latter two quess were mainly included in order to
give all the subjects a chance of getting at Isaste answers right, while making the task
more interesting.) Afterwards, the fieldworker Eediscussion about any features of the
voices that might have influenced the subjectdi@rfjudgements. For each voice for
each town, there is a maximum of 32 judgementpraictice, some subjects failed to

make an entry for every voice: the average numbgrdgements is therefore closer to 30.
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2.2 Recognising voices from one’s own speech coitynawerview of results

We return to one of the main issues of this artighguistic focusing. As in the Bergen
study mentioned above, we can investigate thigectly by considering people’s
recognition of voices from their own town. Howewvey,systematically varying both the
judges and the ‘native’ voices (those from the gglgwn town), we are in a position to
answer much more specific questions about the eaftiudialect recognition and its

relationship to focusing.

@@INSERTFIGURE11.2ABOUT HERE

Figures 11.2a—-2c show the recognition of the twangpvoices from the home towns of
the judges: scores for the WC and MC groups arengbeparately. Three results stand
out. First, both the Hull groups are much more sesstul than any of the other groups —
in conformity with Hypothesis 2 (‘judges from towngth little mobility are well attuned
to local speech’) — though Hypothesis 3 (‘highlgtafictive dialects are likely to be more
easily recognised than less distinctive dialegts&ly be a confounding factor. Second,
within Hull, the WC group is the more successfiihis time in conformity with
Hypothesis 1 (‘people with local ties are attunetbtal speech’). The third is perhaps
more surprising: this is the fact that the Readinlgjects are even less successful at the
task than their Milton Keynes counterparts — cagtta both Hypotheses 1 and 2. We

turn first to the Hull data.
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2.3 Focusing in Hull

2.3.1 Local networks and localised dialect as factavouring dialect recognition

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.3 ABOUT HERE

Figures 11.3a-3f show the Hull results in moreitldtaaddition to showing the ‘Hull’
identifications (dark shading), they show the nundfd¢imes the voices were heard as
being from Yorkshire, the county in which Hull isusted (light shading). The

recognition rates for an elderly Hull speaker, F2@, also given. Note the overall greater
success of the WC judges (their range being 860794 1%, as opposed to the MCs’
53.3% to 80.0%), a result which is in line with ypesis 1. However, we cannot
confirm this interpretation until we have showntttree WC group actually has stronger
local networks. We did this by asking the judge®settheir parents were born, on the
assumption that local parents are a reflectioncdlly-based networks. Table 11.3 shows
that, of the working-class parents, 94% of the ragttand 87% of the fathers were born
in Hull — the vast majority of them born on theagstwhere they currently reside — while

the figure for Hull-born middle-class mothers aathers is much lower at 53%.

@@INSERT TABLE 11.3 ABOUT HERE

On the face of it, we have evidence that the glyolocal networks of the working-
class judges facilitate their recognition of Hutiees. As we shall see later, this

interpretation is confirmed by a comparison witl tecognition patterns found in
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Reading and Milton Keynes: to anticipate, the RegdV/C group is more successful at
recognising own-community voices than the corredpanMC group, while the
equivalent pattern is not present in Milton Keynekere few of the families have local
origins.

While we have demonstrated a clear working-cldssuatage in recognition rates, we
have not explained why the overall rate for Hus@smuch higher than that for the
southern towns. As we have already mentioned,¢berd may contain features which
distinguish it sharply from neighbouring varietaasd which act as positive identification
markers (Hypothesis 3). One segmental feature appede unique to Hull and its
immediate hinterland. This is the vowel in the tatiset ofPRICE (Wells 1982), which,
in Hull, has two very distinct allophones: a dipirig [aé] before voiceless consonants,
as inprice itself as well as itright, bike andknife, and a monophthong [a:] before
voiced consonants, aslimide, five andpint. A typical Hull pronunciation ohight time
then, is haé? ta:m |]. Table 11.4 shows the use of the two variantsiceless and
voiced environments among WC and MC adolescent3\&dctlderly people. The most
striking result is the virtual absence of the distion among MC speakers: an RP-like
diphthong f€] is used fairly consistently in both environmeritke picture is very
different for the WC subjects: even in the readisigfrom which the adolescent data is
taken, the distinction is categorically maintaifgdall except two of our speakers (a girl
and a boy). Overall, the WC dialect appears to bmtaining this old, complex, localised
feature, which was described in detail as early@% (Ross, Stead and Holderness

1877:9).

@@INSERT TABLE 11.4 ABOUT HERE
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We now face the question of whether the Hull fists consciously or unconsciously
attended to this particular feature when carryiagtbe listening task: the two
environments (voiceless and voiced) were indeesienitein the recorded extracts for two
of the speakers, M9 and M15, with the distinctitgady made. However, because the
decision had been taken to use only sections aftapeous discourse as stimuli, and to
use a variety of stimulus voices, we could notlgasst for any direct effect, using, say,
the technique of Labov’s Subjective Reaction teabfv 1972: 146-9). However,
assuming that a dialect is normally perceived ab@le, rather than by listening for
individual features, we can conclude that the megtognition scores are the result of a
dialectgestaltwhich is linguistically well demarcated from otldkalects. If this is so, it
implies that investigating responses to RReCE vowel may not be relevant in this
context: the distinctiveness of this vowel maym#igative of the distinctiveness of the
accent as a whole.

If we allow the definition of focusing to encompaat least some shared phonetic
features, then we can conclude that, like Bergemi, &ppears to be a focused speech
community. Yet we have also uncovered differencgsinvthe community: it is the WC
judges who appear to be more ‘focused’ than the fl§2, in having a more localised
accent and, second, in recognising the voicesrb®e have already argued that this
greater ability is at leagiartly due to these judges’ greater familiarity with heal
variety owing to their more strongly local netwarkisis factor should, we argue, be seen
as combining with the fact that the WC judges aiadpasked to recognise accents that

are actually similar to theirs (Hypothesis 6).

17



At this stage of the argument, we cannot of coorake any statement about the
degree of focusing in relation to other communities approach this issue below in our
discussion of Milton Keynes and Reading. But fivee, address a surprising difference in

the identification patterns of the WC and the M@ges.

2.3.2 Hull or East Riding? The mediating effec{sicio)linguistic exposure

The discussion of focusing does not, however, éxpidy the two groups of judges
identify the elderly Hull speaker in such differevays, with high identifications as ‘Hull’
by the WC, and no such identifications by the M@pvinstead favour a ‘Yorkshire’
identification. Figures 11.4 and 11.5 show the generic ‘Northern’ identifications (that
is, excluding not only identifications as ‘southetilidlands’, etc., but also generic
‘Northern’) for the three Hull voices and the tweagraphically closest voices, East
Riding of Yorkshire (corresponding to the ruraltemand of Hull) and Middlesbrough (a

large town some 100 kms. to the north).

@@INSERT FIGURES 11.4 AND 11.5 ABOUT HERE

Middlesbrough is incorrectly identified by all thedges, something which suggests a
lack of familiarity with the accent, due, probaltly,a minimal amount of contact
between that town and Hull. This would support Hixesis 4 (the ‘familiarity
hypothesis’). By far the largest number opted fimekpool (in the north-west of England),
though Newcastle, which lies some 60 kms. to thiehnaf Middlesbrough, was a popular
choice — both accents having been made familiezgant years in popular television

soaps and children’s programmes. Given the unfartitiof the Middlesbrough accent, it

18



is likely that three phonetic factors contributehiese very specific, but erroneous
identifications of Middlesbrough: first, intonatios subjectively similar to that of both
Liverpool and Newcastle, where a rise-plateau paiteassociated with finality
(Cruttenden 1995; Local 1986). Second, the tapé@d&xcontains Newcastle-type
glottally reinforced pre-vocalid / (Milroy, Milroy and Hartley 1994). The third famt
involves the vowel system: while some realisationghe tape, especially thoseraiCE
andGoAT (half-close monophthongs), are similar to thosBlefvcastle, others are
similar to Liverpool, particularlyg2: ] for NURSE (though it is not merged witbQUARE
as it may be in Liverpool); indeed, Llamas, in dissing theNURSE vowel, comments
that migration from Ireland and Wales ‘may expltia similarity of [Middlesbrough] to
Scouse [Liverpool] with regard to this and otheriaats’ (1998: 109).

On the other hand, the scores for the elderly Ralihg voice are similar to those for
Hull F83, suggesting both the local ‘relevancettd accent and a considerable phonetic
similarity to the Hull accent. As with F83, the Wi@iges place him in Hull, while the
MC prefer a “Yorkshire’ identification. A possibéxplanation for this is that many of the
MC judges do not live in the city, but in the dotony villages just outside the city
boundary. They are therefore more likely to idgngiiderly speakers as rural because it is
in a more rural context that they encounter thehe WC group, all of whom live on the
council estate in the north of the city, encoumetderly people mainly in the city.

This argumentation could be extended to explaip thk MC judges are nevertheless
able to identify the young Hull voices: visits teetcity are likely to bring them into
contact with young Hull people. However, this pbgsy is complicated by the presence
of a local dialect levelling process, by which teat of Hull speech are spreading to the

rural hinterland (Middleton 1999). This means tifw young voices on the tape to a
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significant extent resemble younger WC speaketiarvillages, where many MC judges
live. On the face of it, this ought to lead to dantification of the young voices as
‘Yorkshire’ rather than ‘Hull’. The fact that this not the case may perhaps be due to a
blurring of the city/country distinction for youngpeople, with dormitory villages
increasingly seen as suburbs of the city. Thigméation must, however, remain
suggestive.

In this study, the young judges are in genergdistically more similar to the
younger voices they are being asked to judge theydre to the older voices. This will in
itself lead to higher recognition rates (Hypothd&)isas will become even clearer when
we come to consider Reading and Milton Keynes. Adwawve already suggested, this has
the corollary that voices perceived to belong togbe similar to the judges are likely to
be socially attractive, and hence ‘claimed’ byjtmges. In conclusion: the relationship
between dialect recognition and focusing is nadirbut mediated, affected as it
demonstrably is by the judges’ own social netwotteir exposure to different varieties,

and their linguistic similarity to the voices thase judging.

2.4 Dialect levelling in Reading

2.4.1 Familiarity and local networks as factorshia recognition of Reading accents
We hypothesised that dialect recognition in Reaehngld be a little less consistent than
in Hull, but considerably more consistent than iitdvh Keynes. This turns out not to be
so: recognition rates in Reading are much lowen thadull, and lower even than in
Milton Keynes. We had two grounds for the hypotbesie greater distinctiveness of the

Reading accent as compared to Milton Keynes, amdttiongly local working-class
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networks in the town (see Kerswill and Williams 298r a discussion of these points).
Figures 11.6a—6h show the identifications of foea&ng voices, including the two
young voices already shown in Figure 11.2b. No+@ocegnised the elderly speaker as a
Reading voice; instead, approximately half the @gdglaced him in the Southwest, with
responses such as ‘Devon’, ‘Cornwall’, ‘Somersat] &ristol’, as well as ‘West
Country’, which is the widely accepted generic téomthis region of England. Most of
the remainder favoured ‘Northern’ identificationgglicating a complete failure to
associate the voice with the south of the courttgllawe will return to the reason for

this lack of recognition after we have considerneeleger F50.

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.6 ABOUT HERE

The picture is more optimistic for the second etdgeaker, F50: 40% of the WC and
one of the MC judges correctly identified her —gb ‘West Country’ remains, overall,
the most popular option. The recognition patterm 80 is not surprising, since she
represents the generation of the WC judges’ (olp@rents or (younger) grandparents,
and so is a familiar ‘voice’ in the community. Thilso explains the MC judges’ failure
to identify her: almost none of the judges’ fansl@riginate from Reading, with the result
that this is a much less familiar voice for theraing encountered only outside the family.
Table 11.5 shows the differences between the lhatieg of the parents clearly: almost all
the WC parents are Reading-born, while only a gemgll proportion of the MC parents
are born there. The WC-MC divide in terms of bildiwe is even stronger than it is in

Hull (Table 11.3), and this appears to be refleatethe recognition patterns.
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@@INSERT TABLE 11.5 ABOUT HERE

We still have to answer the question of why traest speaker, M82, is not
recognised at all. We suggest that this voice lgda the generation of the great-
grandparents of the judges, and is thus relatuefgmiliar. Such an explanation would
be in line with the ‘familiarity hypothesis’ we hayust discussed. Phonetically the voice
is very different from that of the judges: he iflyfuhotic (that is, he pronounces non-
prevocalic /r/), and uses a strongly retroflexcataation of /r/ — neither of which is true of
the judges. He does not u$g for /Q or [v] for intervocalic D/, as do most of the WC
judges.

The two youngest speakers attract strikingly défifie recognition patterns. F18 is
recognised as ‘Reading’, or at least ‘Berkshireé(tounty in which Reading is situated),
by 71.4% of the WC speakers. Given that this is@Wice, this is not surprising, and
the lower success rate of the MC speakers (23.4%)line with both Hypothesis 1
(‘people with local ties are attuned to local speeand Hypothesis 4 (the ‘familiarity
hypothesis’). M15, however, is recognised as a Regaspeaker only by four MC judges,
no WC judges correctly identifying him. Most of tremainder opted for an
undifferentiated ‘South’, suggesting a measureeobgnition coupled with uncertainty.
Listening to the extract, however, gives a cluthtoreason for this, and (as we shall see
in the next section) suggests the direction in whie Reading accent is changing:
although the voice can be heard to use a rangemstandard phonetic features, such as
h-dropping in the itembBappeningand stresselde categorical glottal replacement of
intervocalic t /, vocalisation of non-initiall /, and a broad diphthon&§] in FACE, he

does not use any marked Reading features. F18ditian to using all the features
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mentioned, uses a central vowe] [n the itemsunnyandstuff (cf. M15: [@]) and a
diphthong P§] in inside(cf. M15: [A&]) — both of these being features not widely found
in London-influenced south-eastern accents, anthttex being specially mentioned as a
Reading feature by some judges in the discussitowimg the identification task. M15
uses a more levelled variety than F18, in the sdisseissed in Williams and Kerswill
(1999): he does not use strong Reading featurésidowoes he use marked London
features. Instead, he uses the set of south-edstgumes which are spreading throughout
the region and further afield, including those whige in evidence in the taped extract.
This, in turn, makes his accent more similar td ¢idhe MC judges than is F18's: this is
why, we suggest, four of the MC judges accepteddsriReading’. Next, we consider

whether this boy’s speech represents a stage ichdrgge in the Reading accent.

2.4.2 The de-focusing of Reading

Our data shows that the identification of the Regdiccent as ‘West Country’
diminishes with the decreasing age of the spedkes. apparently simple fact masks a
complex issue: that of the effect of the time disien. Would this result have been
obtained for an older panel of judges, or if thevey had been done 25 or 50 years
previously? Our supposition is that older listenergudges in an earlier period, would
have been less likely to adjudge M82 a ‘West Causpeaker than today’s adolescents
were. This is because there has demonstrably esge in Reading, most of which can
be considered part of regional dialect levellingl(dms and Kerswill 1999). Thus, from
a contemporary adolescent’s vantage point, thecbpafeelderly speakers can seem very
remote not only in time, but in place. We now exelthe apparent ‘de-

Westcountrification’ of the accent, and consider direction in which it is heading: in
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particular, is it becoming ‘Cockneyfied’ (that ispndonised’)? Figure 11.7 shows the
‘West Country’, ‘Reading’ and ‘London’ identificatns for the four Reading voices and
those for the two London speakers. Other identiics, including generic ‘South’, have
been omitted. Figure 11.7a shows the ‘Reading’tiieations: the impression given by
this graph, which ranks the four Reading voicesléscending age, is that the accent is
becoming less south-western, with only three judig=sming M15 to be ‘West Country’,
which puts him nearly into line with the two Londws. Figure 11.7b shows a gradual
‘improvement’ in ‘Reading’ identifications, thoughis stops with F18, with even

London M13 being heard as more ‘Reading’ than M15.

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.7 ABOUT HERE

So far, we could be tempted to use the analogiyeoiccent ‘travelling’ rapidly in an
easterly direction towards the capital. But Figlte/c destroys the analogy. The two
Londoners, F35 and M13, are overwhelmingly ideedifas such (with scores of 78.1%
and 69.7%, respectively), while for M15, who is Beading speaker who receives the
highest ‘London’ identification and whose speechtams the fewest Reading features,
the figure is only 16.7%. The picture emerginghasttthe Reading accent, for all the
levelling it has been subject to, remains distidMireover, inner-London speech, even
that of the youngest age group, is still easilyntd@ble by outsiders. Indeed, the extract
of London M13’s speech contains a number of Lonf@atures, includingg: ] for the
vowel of MOUTH, a relatively front vowel,g2], for STRUT, and the vowelegé/ (as in
FACE) in the auxiliaryain’t, an item in which Reading speakers tend to @55 in

DRESS.
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Interestingly, these judgements are not speafiReading judges, since the Milton
Keynes and, more surprisingly, the Hull judges gsiv@lar identifications. Figure 11.8
shows the ‘West Country’, ‘London’ and other southiglentifications of the southern
voices which were presented to those judges: glethre are stable phonetic features in
a London accent and, apparently, in a Reading &edeioh are nationally salient and
available (in Preston’s 1996a sense) and whichtiedcondon’ and ‘West Country’

identifications, respectively.

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.8 ABOUT HERE

This is evidence of the continued presence ofgaegeof focusing in Reading, yet
there are also clear signs of the ‘de-focusinghefspeech of the town: change has been
sufficiently rapid for the oldest generations torfeelonger identified as natives of the
town. This is clearly not true of Hull for eithdderly or young speakers, who are
recognised at a very high rate. Our research skivatgshe continued focusing of Hull is
mirrored by a slower rate of change than in Reading

A particular consequence for Reading of the redadh focusing (assuming it was
greater in earlier decades) is that its residgratticularly the younger ones, seem to
associate its accent with the West Country. Thescpptual dislocation’ of the accent
reflects, we believe, the rapid social changebaétown over the past 50 years. In 1950,
it was a market town dominated by agriculture (isversity was founded as an
agricultural college) and industries related taticatture, food manufacture and brewing.
Today, it is one of the principal national centi@shigh-technology computer-based

industries, financial services and retailing. Iis tanvironment, the link with agriculture
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has been lost, and it is not surprising that tidestl speakers and their accents have been
marginalised.

One particular phonetic feature is a specific toue perception of the older accent
as south-western: the non-prevocalic /r/, which mastioned by a number of judges in
the discussion sessions as a feature they atteaded@rriving at a ‘West Country’
identification of F50. Anecdotally, we can mentibiat Reading young people regularly
report being accused of talking ‘country’ when théit London — even though they do
not use the non-prevocalic /r/; and a middle-ageshker reported being surprised at how
‘country’ she sounded the first time she heardviogre on tape. All this is tied in with a
strong negative stereotype of south-western spgetieing that of unsophisticated
farmers, the word ‘farmers’ itself being the vehithrough which the stereotype is often
expressed, with boths being realised in mocking imitation of West Cayrspeech.
Reading’s geographical and dialectal position tieatoundary between the
stereotypically rural South and Southwest and thestypically urban Southeast,
coupled with the rapid economic changes noted ghboakes it particularly vulnerable to
the ‘farmer’ stereotype.

The example of Reading shows that de-focusing gaed in hand with dialect
levelling and a rapid rate of change. Levellinggmially robs people of the possibility of
using strongly local speech to mark allegiancertmps based on territory, class or
ethnicity (see Kerswill and Williams 1997 and 1988discussions of language used as
an identity marker). With the perceptual dislocatad traditional Reading speech to
another region, and the lack of a distinctive rephaent, Reading speakers seem to be
losing this possibility. Likewise, the rate of clgarthere is sufficiently fast for there to be

a disjunction between the oldest and the youngesti®ers, at least in terms of young
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people’s recognition of old people as part of theexh community. It may be realistic to
talk of a move away from strong local identificatsotowards identities based on other
groupings, including class, age, gender and etiynigith regional identities subsumed
into a sense of being ‘from the south-east'.

In the next section, we turn to the New Town oftbhi Keynes, where there is by
definition a sharp break in continuity between oldest and the youngest speakers

(Kerswill and Williams 2000 forthcoming).

2.5 Milton Keynes: an incipient focused, but lea@peech community?

2.5.1 Non-local networks and the recognition oftbhl Keynes voices

Figure 11.9 shows the recognition patterns for dilKeynes, as before with the two
class groups’ identifications shown separatelyw&snoted earlier (Section 2.2), the
Milton Keynes judges are more successful at tlask than are the Reading judges, a
finding which goes against our hypotheses. Howesleser examination shows that the
results pattern quite differently from those of Bieg, in a way consistent with Milton
Keynes’s status as a new community whose younggtiés have no time-depth in the

town.

@@INSERT FIGURE 11.9 ABOUT HERE

The failure of any of the WC judges to recogniseelderly speaker, F82, comes as

no surprise: in addition to the factors we haveady adduced for the parallel finding in
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Reading, a reason must also be the fact that eeryf these judges have any family
connections with older people in the town. Elsewhere have argued that this lack of
continuity is reflected in the linguistic produgatidata (Williams and Kerswill 1999;
Kerswill and Williams 2000 forthcoming); what weeattealing with here is the effect a
lack of continuity has on dialect recognition. T@hll.6 shows the judges’ place of birth
and that of their parents. There is a strikingedldhce between this table and the
equivalent tables for Hull and Reading: in Miltoeyaes, there are only slightly more
locally-born parents among the WC group than anmtbadVC group (around 13%, as
opposed to 3% for the MC), whereas the percentilpeally-born WC parents in the

other towns was extremely high (80-90%).

@@INSERT TABLE 11.6 ABOUT HERE

This does not explain why the positive identificatof F82 as ‘Milton Keynes’ or
‘Buckinghamshire’ (the county in which Milton Keysées) is relatively high for the MC
judges (38.5%). The same argumentation could perbemsed as for the Hull MC
judges: many of the Milton Keynes MC judges livadiillages near the town. Elderly
speakers like F82 would be encountered in thegeaand her ‘voice’ would be familiar.
At present, however, this interpretation is somevgpaculative.

The fact that few of the Milton Keynes judges h&eally-born parents means that
‘localness of network’ ceases to be a possiblefantthe explanation of differences in
judgements, as it was in both Hull and Reading,revtieere was a marked tendency for
the WC judges to recognise own-community voicetebéttan MC judges. The Milton

Keynes resultsiyhen taken together with the results for Hull are&ing in fact
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strongly support the relevance of networks as dapendent factor: Figures 11.9¢c—9f
show that there is practically no difference in teeognition of the younger voices
between the two classes (20% vs. 25% for M9, 67%4% for F13). This leads us to
the conclusion that it is network, and not clasd th the decisive factor in own-
community dialect recognition. This conclusion dinges powerful support for
Hypothesis 1 — though we argue elsewhere that hiesa decisive effect in other areas:
those of language and identity (Kerswill and Witise 1997), and the patterning of

linguistic variables (Kerswill and Williams 1999).

2.5.2 Milton Keynes and Reading: converging acctaikswing different paths
We have previously noted the Reading judges’ ldduocess in recognising Reading
accents, and we ascribed this to dialect levebing rapid change. These factors should
apply even more in Milton Keynes, though the sligbetter own-community
identifications seem to refute this. This means$ Wweamay be witnessing an incipient
‘focused’ speech community, which is developing @iuthe diffuse melting pot of the
incomers’ generation. Our research shows that tooths are subject to the same dialect
levelling, leading to a number of shared featulFes.dialect perception, the equivalent of
linguistic levelling is increasing similarity in giarns of recognition — and here we find
that the overall frequencies are indeed similaoutiin there are detailed differences which
we can relate to differences in the localness ®fukdges’ networks.

However, when we consider the phonetic featuréeefoung Milton Keynes and
Reading voices, a striking difference emerges betvike two towns. We saw above how
the more strongly localised Reading voice, F18, paseived as ‘Reading’ much more

frequently than the more levelled voice, M15, whpe®a/enance listeners were unwilling
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to commit themselves to. The Milton Keynes voiaesthe other hand, show precisely
the reverse pattern. F13 does not use any margezhes features; thus, she does not use
the older BuckinghamshiréJg] for PRICE, but instead use#\g], and she uses{J] for
MOUTH. This makes her accent subjectively quite simdaReading M15. On the other
hand, Milton Keynes M9, who is identified as a Londr by 71.8% of the judges, has a
rather different accent: in particular, he usesdami[E: ] for theMOUTH vowel —

acquired, no doubt, from his parents, who are ftamdon.

The pattern is that, whereas in Reading it ideks levellecccent that is the better
identified, in Milton Keynes it is theore levellechccent. The difference can be related
directly to the history of the two towns and thdislects over the past 30 years. Reading’s
dialect has long contained localised features,these survive sufficiently (albeit
weakly) for them to be markers of the Reading origfia young speaker. By contrast,
there are few if any young linguistic inheritorstibé older North Buckinghamshire
dialect of the area now occupied by modern Milt@ykes: younger members of local
families are, presumably, now linguistically abssthnto the new, in-migrant
mainstream. Of the two young Milton Keynes speakifes one with the more localised
pronunciation traits (M9) in fact derives his adckam elsewhere, in this case London.
The fact that 35% of the in-migrants came fromdhpital means that M9’s accent will
be widely heard in Milton Keynes — more so, progatiian a young North
Buckinghamshire-derived accent. Nevertheless,titedevelled accent represented by
F13 that is probably numerically in the ascendaang to which young speakers
accommodate as they reach their teens: indeegbrevious research (Kerswill and
Williams 2000 forthcoming) suggests that speakikesM9 tend to modify their accent

towards that represented by F13 as they reachtdesis. It is this adolescent age group,
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we argue, that is establishing the ‘new’ acceriliffon Keynes. In consequence, F13's
accent is the one perceived as characteristiceoydlinger speakers, and this is reflected

in the relatively high recognition scores for herce.

2.5.3 Does own-community perception co-vary wittgliistic features?

As we have shown elsewhere (Williams and Kersv@B9), the accents of Milton
Keynes and Reading are converging by a procesvelling, though they are taking
different routes. The dialect perception data addke linguistic performance data by
giving more detail to those routes. First, it aately reflects the linguistic discontinuity
between older and younger generations in Miltonriésy however, contrary to
expectations, it shows that the same discontiragpties in Reading, though only in
terms of perception, linguistic features showingsiderable continuity despite the
rapidity of change. Second, it shows that percepiatterns correlate with the strength of
the listener’s local networks, and that these netavare in turn reflected in the degree to
which the listener's own speech is localised, agack localisable. However, in an
exceptionally fluid community, such as that in avrtewn, it seems that this relationship
does not apply: it may be the more levelled spesakeith fewer localised features, who
are perceived as local. Clearly, the relationsleipvieen dialect perception and dialect
production is not straightforward, affected asiby a number of social factors. Careful
examination, however, yields insights into dialeeelling which are not available from

the linguistic data alone.
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3. Discussion: Dialect perception and focusing

3.1 Social structures, linguistic distinctiveness damiliarity as factors in focusing

Before we return to the main theme of this artiale,will summarise our findings in
relation to the hypotheses.

There was ample support fidypothesis 1‘Own-community recognition will be
better among people with strong local ties’: intbsiull and Reading, the WC groups
showed better own-community recognition. In Miltdaynes, there was no WC
advantage. However, while in Hull the WC showeddyatecognition rates for all the
Hull voices, in Reading it was the MC who recogdiiee more ‘levelled’ speaker (M15)
the better. This suggests that his greater sinylarithe MC judges’ own accents might
have played a part. It may well be that the hypsithenly holds for the recognition of
voices with strongly localised accents.

There turned out to be a close relation betwégpothesis 2'Judges from towns
with little mobility are well attuned to local spee andHypothesis 3‘*Highly distinctive
dialects are likely to be more easily recogniseshtless distinctive dialects’. In the
context of the present study, they must be intéegreogether. They form part and parcel
of an emerging, multifaceted picture of focusingvimich large-scale social patterns,
especially mobility and social networks, interadihwanguage use: a focused speech
community is one in which highly distinctive dialdeatures coupled with a slow rate of
language change co-occur with strongly local nekwand low geographical mobility. A

corollary of all four factors in tandem (distinaidialect, slow rate of change, local
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networks and low mobility) is the high recognitic@ates noted for Hull. On an individual
level, there will of course be differences, paticly those dealt with by Hypothesis 1
and by Hypothesis 4, to which we turn next.

It is almost a tautology to say that accents whiehfamiliar to the judge will be
better recognised than those which are notHgpothesis %1 However, the range of
factors contributing to familiarity is wide. The stamportant distinction may be between
those factors which promote the recognition of am-@ommunity accent and those
which facilitate the identification of accents fratsewhere. Local networks and family
ties influence own-community recognition, as tlésearch has shown; however, for the
recognition of other accents, three factors inipaldr may be important: (1) the degree
of contact between one’s own community and the canity represented by the voice,
(2) whether a voice sounds like someone the judggéns to know, and (3) the
influence of the broadcast media. In the contemyavarld, the broadcast media are a
crucial means by which familiarity with varietiesspread, and this becomes very clear
from the discussion sessions following the diatecbgnition task. Of the six voices
heard by subjects in all three towns, Durham M5btha most consistent identification:
63.7% identified the voice as ‘Newcastle’, which aeeepted as correct since Durham
lies just 25 kms. south of Newcastle and has aaraaharing many features with that of
Newcastle. In the discussion sessions, many jusigeshat they knew the accent from
Byker Grovea popular and long-running children’s soap s&emwcastle and using local
child and teenage actors. Additionally, judgesne school cited the fact that one of their
teachers had a Newcastle accent. The second besfietl voice was that of London
M13, who was recognised by 60.4% of the judgeshigmcase, the popular soap

EastEndersvould have been a factor making London accentditanthough London

33



voices are heard over a wide sector of radio aeditgon broadcasting. In contrast, Hull
M15 was identified as coming from Hull by no-ondsade that city — even though Hull
has a population figure that is 65% of that of Nastte (254,000 vs. Newcastle’s
389,000). However, he was correctly located in ‘sbite by 24.6% of Reading and
Milton Keynes judges, this being the single moshown identification (‘North’,
‘Liverpool’ and ‘Manchester’ being popular, but$esommon choices). There are no
television series set in Hull, nor are there amygof popular culture from there. A
comparison of the results for Hull M15 and Durhar@8\trongly supports the
hypothesis that familiarity through media exposara decisive factor.

We have found ample support tdypothesis 5'Different voices from the same town
(even if there is no age difference between thalggrs) will not be recognised at the
same rate by members of that speech communitywener, the reasons we adduced for
this finding can be related to factors other these discussed by Williams et al. (1999):
though of course we do not deny that ‘social ativaness’ due to paralinguistic and
content factors plays a part, we were able toedla differences to the degree of
focusing of the speech community and the amoudtadéct levelling.

In our studyHypothesis 6‘Own-community voices close to the age of theggsl
will be relatively easily recognised’ forms an end®n of Hypothesis 5. We found that a
lack of recognition of elderly speakers only ocaarghe two towns with rapid language
change: Reading and Milton Keynes. This meanswkatan add ‘rapidity of change’ to
loss of focusing and the presence of dialect levgeks a factor impeding dialect
recognition. However, the intervening variable whieflects the factors directly
affecting a judge’s success, is the combinatioa distinctive dialect and the judge’s

familiarity with that dialect.
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3.2 Degrees of focusing

Finally, we return to the main theme of this agjdhe relationship between dialect
perception and speech community focusing. It iardleat there is no direct correlation
between the two: measuring focusing by means d¢éatiperception leads to a complex
picture, and the results must be interpreted agtiesbackground of a number of
mediating social and social psychological variablésanges in dialect perception over
‘apparent time’, that is, comparing the recognitidrolder and younger voices, shows
that both rapid linguistic change and a break imact across the youngest and oldest
speakers lead to an apparent discontinuity in adpeommunity and, we may assume, a
reduction in focusing. This reduction can be resdrsas we can see in Milton Keynes
where some degree of dialect recognition is begonto appear and less diffuse social
networks are developing. Overall, we can say thak id the most focused of the three
towns: recognition is mainly high, and there igdditoss of recognition across three or
even four generations. Although the Bergen studynoit investigate age differences of
this sort, it did show that there are unequivodednetic cues to speech community
membership there, and that they are exploited byaenpidges. Despite a different
methodology, the high success rates suggest thaiatine is true for Hull.

Reading and Milton Keynes must be regarded aspytog the same, much lower
position on a putative subjective focusing scatghlshow a loss of recognition across
generations and relatively low levels of recogmitwithin the same generation. But this
simple picture for Reading and Milton Keynes beflesater complexity: our comparison

of the social networks of the judges, and our dismn of the degree of levelling of the
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voices presented on the tape, suggests differém¢lee sociolinguistic structure of these
towns, due, we argue, to their very different derapbic histories. Most striking of all
was the very frequent identification of older Re@pgspeakers as ‘West Country’ and
therefore rural, suggesting what we called a ‘gettea dislocation’ of the town’s accent.
We argued that this was a consequence of rapidlsgwnges in the town. Reading
contrasts with Milton Keynes, which was foundedaonn-migrant base and
consequently started from a state of diffusion,alvhs gradually being replaced by a
degree of focusing.

The relationship between this ‘perceptual focusftiwat is, degree of own-
community dialect recognition) and linguistic beiwawr is one we have touched upon in
this article. Perceptual focusing is closely linkedHypothesis 3 (‘highly distinctive
dialects are likely to be more easily recogniseshtless distinctive dialects’), and yet the
relationship is not straightforward. As we havensébere is a clear effect of the judge’s
familiarity with the accent being presented, inahggthat of his or her own town. This
familiarity is in turn linked to the judge’s sociaétwork characteristics. As we argued in
the discussion of Hypotheses 2 and 3, dialect r@tiog forms part of a broader view of
focusing, in which social structures, especialalonetworks and low mobility, combine
with distinctiveness of dialect, clear sociolingiggatterns and slow linguistic change to
form a focused speech community.

All this, of course, confirms dialect recognitias an aspect of human sociolinguistic
behaviour that is mediated by, and interacts vatignge of highly disparate factors. As a
result, it has a complex, but nonetheless invesiggaelationship with other

sociolinguistic processes, including dialect lemgjland other forms of language change.
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Notes

1 A version of this paper also appears in C. bjeal.)Proceedings of the Harold
Orton conferenceleeds: University of Leeds.

2 There is a problem of terminology here. Theleeavill note that we will be using
the termsaccentanddialectsomewhat loosely. In British linguistic traditidaccent’
refers to pronunciation features (e.g., HughesTandgill 1996: 3). This covers
subphonemic variation, but also variations in phogical inventory and the predictable
difference in phonemic incidence this leads to.(&guthern English and ScoktJp/
cupcorresponds to Northern EnglistUp/, because of the absencedfih Northern
English varieties). ‘Accent’ also covers phonoladiig predictable differences in
incidence, such as the Southern English usA:dfds against Northern /ze/ before
voiceless fricatives in items suchlzath ‘Dialect’, on the other hand, refers to
grammatical and lexical features, as well as n@dlptable differences in phonological
incidence, such as Durham Engli§aUt/ in thought for which Received Pronunciation
has QO:t /. In this article, our use of ‘accent’ and ‘didlean the whole reflects this
division. However, following usual practice we udralect’ as a modifier referring to all
aspects of regional and social variation in thengatialect recognitioranddialect
levelling“.

3 For discussions of levelling in Europe, see<bire, Edwards and Whittle 1993;
Thelander 1982; Hinskens 1996; Trumper and Madda8@8; Sanday 1998; Kerswill
1996b; and papers in Vol. 10 $bciolinguistica

4 Funded by the Economic and Social Research @laefrGreat Britain, 1995-8,

ref. R000236180. Award holders: Ann Williams, PEelrswill and Jenny Cheshire.
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Research Fellows: Ann Williams and Ann Gillett. &&swill and Williams (1997),

Williams and Kerswill (1999).
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Tables

Table11.1. Summary of demographic characteristics of Readwiljon Keynes and
Hull.

Population % skilled
New Town?  Close to Population change  manual+un Unemploy-

London? 1991 1981-91 -skilled* ment*
HULL no no 254,000 -8.7% 63.0% 12.02%
(340 kms)
-5.1%
READING no yes 129,000 (increase 42.8% 4.25%
(60 kms) (not with

counting  Wokingham
Wokingham)  added)

MILTON vyes, founded yes 176,000 +39.2% 44.9% 4.75%
KEYNES 1967 (pop. (70 kms)
44,000)

*1991 Census, taken froBBC Constituency Guide 1997
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Table11.2. Voices presented to judges in Hull, Reading arnitbkl Keynes.

Tape
presented to Voices
judges in: —
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
HuLL Hull Milton Durham Middles Reading Hull Public  Yorks. London  Hull
F83 Keynes M55  -brough F50 M9 school East M13 M15
F13 F17 M14 Riding
M80
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
READING Reading  Hull London Reading Durham London Public Reading Milton Reading
m82 M15 F35 M15 M55 M13 school F50 Keynes  F18
M14 F13
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
MILTON Milton Hull London Reading Durham London Public Reading Milton  Milton
KEYNES Keynes M15 F35 M15 M55 M13 school F50 Keynes Keynes
F82 M14 F13 M9
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Table 11.3: Birthplace of Hull judges and theirgyds

Working class Middle class
Born Mother’s Father’s Born Mother’s Father’s
birthplace birthplace birthplace birthplace
Girls
1 Hull* Withernse Hull Hull Hull
2 Hull* Hull* Hull*
3 Hull* Hull Hull Hull East Ridint Barnsle
4 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Hull
5 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull East Ridint East Ridint
6 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Canad.
7 Hull* Hull Hull Nuneatol Hull Nuneatol
8 Hull Hull Spair Hull Hull Hull
Boys
1 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Hull
2 Hull Hull Hull Birminghan Kurdistar Wales
3 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull Mancheste Hull
4 Hull Hull Hull Mancheste Mancheste Wales
5 Cheste Hull* Lincs Hull East Ridint East Ridint
6 Hull* Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Hull
7 Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Hull Hull
8 Hull* Hull* Hull Hull Manchester Hull
% born in 93.7 93.7 86.7 80.0 53.3 53.3
Hull

* indicates individuals born on the estate whesytturrently live
Note: for ease of identification, ‘Hull’ is printad bold type.
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Table 11.4: TheRrRICEvowel with following voiceless and voiced consotsaull
speakers (adapted from Williams and Kerswill 190&hle 7)

(a) with following voiceless consonant, ebgight
%[E~a..8d Yla]

WC elderly (N=4) 100 0
WC boys (N=8) 100 0
WC girls (N=8) 100 0
MC boys (N=8) 100 0
MC girls (N=8) 100 0

(b) with following voiced consonant, elgride
%[E~a..§ %la]

WC elderly (N=4) 0 100
WC boys (N=8) 17.5 82.5
WC girls (N=8) 25.7 74.2
MC boys (N=8) 95.0 5.0
MC girls (N=8) 100 0

Note: Each adolescent read the following woldgght, knife, lighter, bike, whitebride,

five, pint, smile, widerScores for the elderly are derived from the e data: 20

tokens per speaker were transcribed.
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Table 11.5: Birthplace of Reading judges and tharents

Working class Middle class
Born Mother’s Father’s Born Mother’s Father’s
birthplace birthplace birthplace birthplace
Girls
1 Reading Reading Reading Reading Barbado Barbado
2 Reading Reading Reading Warringtor Yorkshire Yorkshire
3 Reading Guyan: Guyan: Reading Esse: Esse:
4 Reading Reading Reading Reading
5 German' India Reading I. of Wight Reading I. of Wight
6 Reading Cambridgt Reading Ascot Londor Portsmout
7 Reading Reading Reading Reading Reading Tadley
8 Reading Reading Reading Reading Watfford Yorkshire
Boys
1 Reading Reading Reading Reading Reading Reading
2 Reading Reading Reading Slougt Reading Somerse
3 Reading Reading Reading Reading Wolverhampto Londor
4 Reading Reading Reading Reading Susse Hasting:
5 Reading Reading Reading Hillingdon Hasting: Reading
6 Reading Reading Reading Reading Newcastle Newcastle
7 Reading Reading London London London London
8 Reading Reading Ireland Reading Germany Devon
% born in 93.7 81.2 81.2 62.5 26.7 11.8
Reading

Note: For ease of identification, ‘Reading’ is ped in bold type.
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Table 11.6. Birthplace of Milton Keynes judges dineir parents

Working class Middle class
Born Mother’s Father’s Born Mother’s Father’s
birthplace birthplace birthplace birthplace
Girls
1 Scotlanc Scotlan( Scotlan( M. Keynes Newbury St. Helen
2 M. Keynes Halifax Londor M. Keynes Londor Leed:
3 Luton Portsmout Watforc Oxford Oxford Oxford
4 Londor Londor Londor M. Keynes Lowestof Bletchley
5 M. Keynes Bletchley Bletchley Cranfielc Leicestel Bucks
6 Lancashir Lancashir Liverpool
7 Blackpoo Londor Glasgov Invernes Invernes
8 Bletchley Stevenag Irelanc M. Keynes Kenye Kenye
Boys
1 M. Keynes Bletchley Bletchley Birkenheai Birkenhea Birkenhea
2 Londor Esse: Londor Londor Luton Luton
3 M. Keynes Londor Londor Kent Mancheste Dorse
4 M. Keynes Gt. Yarmoultl Irelanc Aylesbury Polanc Mancheste
5 Newbury Newbury Tadley Northamptoir  Newport Pagne Newport Pagne
6 Irelanc Halifax Irelanc Bristol Bristol Mancheste
7 M. Keynes Londor Londor Northampton Newcastli ‘North’
8 M. Keynes Londor Jamaic Brightor Northants Leiceste
% born in 50.0 125 13.3 26.7 0 6.7
M. Keynes

Note: For ease of identification, ‘Milton Keynesia'Bletchley’ are printed in bold type
(Bletchley lies within the borough of Milton Keynes
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Figure 11.1: Map showing location of places mergtm this article
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Fig. 11.2a: Correct identifications of young Hudlige:
by Hull judges
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Fig. 11.2b: Correct identifications of young Rea
voices by Reading judg
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Fig. 11.2c: Correct identifications of young Mil
Keynes voices by Milton Keynes judges
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Figure 11.2: Correct identifications of young vadeom judges’ home towns
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Working class judges:

Fig. 3a: Hull Working Class identificatic
of elderly Hull speaker (F83)

Yorkshire North
N=1 N=1

Correct town: 14
Correct county: 1
% correctt + c: 93.7

Middle class judges:

Fig. 3b: Hull Middle Class identificatio
of elderly Hull speaker (F83)

Other Correct town: 0
N=2 Correct county: 0
% correctt + c: 53.3
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Yorkshire
N=8

North
N=3

Fig. 3c: Hull Working Class identificatic
of Hull teenager (M15)

Other
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Correct town: 13
Correct county: 0

North % correctt + c: 86.7

N=2

Fig. 3d: Hull Middle Class identificatio
of Hull teenager (M15)

Correct town: 9
Lancs./ Correct county: 2
% correctt + c: 78.6

Yorkshire
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Fig. 3e: Hull Working Class identificatic
of young Hull speaker (M9)
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N=1 Correct town: 15
Correct county: 1
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Fig. 3f: Hull Middle Class identificatio
of young Hull speaker (M9)
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N=2 Correct county: 3
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Figure 11.3: Hull identifications of speakers frétfull
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Figure 11.4: Non-generic 'Northern' identificatiafdNorthern voices b
Working Class Hull judges
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Figure 11.5: Non-generic 'Northern' identificatiamfdNorthern voice:
by Middle Class Hull judges
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Fig. 11.6a: Reading WC identification
elderly Reading speaker (M82)
Other

Correct town: 0
West Correct county: 0

Country % correctt+c: 0
N=8

Fig. 11.6b: Reading MC identification
elderly Reading speaker (M82)
South
N=2
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% correctt+c: 0
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Fig. 11.6c: Reading WC identification
middle-aged Reading speaker (F50)
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Fig. 11.6d: Reading MC identification
middle-aged Reading speaker (F50)

Other
N=1 West
Readi Country
eading N=4
N=1
Yorks/
North Correct town: 1
N=3 Correct county: 0

% correctt+c: 6.7
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Fig. 11.6e: Reading WC identification
Reading teenager 1 (F18)

Other London
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Fig. 11.6f: Reading MC identification
Reading teenager 1 (F18)

Correct town: 3
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% correctt + c: 23.1

Fig. 11.6g: Reading WC identification
Reading teenager 2 (M15)
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Fig. 11.6h: Reading MC identification
Reading teenager 2 (M15)

Correct town: 4
Correct county: 0
% correctt + c: 28.6

Reading
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Figure 11.7: Reading judges’ identifications of Bieg and London voices as ‘West

Country’, ‘Reading’ and ‘London’

Fig. 11.8a: Milton Keynes southern iden
cations of Reading voices and London M13
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Fig. 11.8b: Hull southern identificatiol
of Reading F50 and London M13
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Figure 11.8: Milton Keynes and Hull southern idéaditions of Reading and London

voices
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Fig. 11.9a: Milton Keynes Working Cla
identification of elderly MK speaker (F82
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Fig. 11.9b: Milton Keynes Middle Cla:
identification of MK elderly speaker (F82
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Fig. 11.9c: Milton Keynes Working Cla
identification of young MK speaker (M9)
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Fig. 11.9d: Milton Keynes Middle Cla:
identification of young MK speaker (M9)
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Fig. 11.9e: Milton Keynes Working Cla
identification of MK teenager (F13)
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Fig. 11.9f: Milton Keynes Middle Clas
identification of MK teenager (F13)
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Figure 11.9: Milton Keynes identifications of speekfrom Milton Keynes
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