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Dansk resumé 

Sprogvariation og -forandring i Cardiff 

Denne afhandling undersøger, hvordan udvalgte sproglige variabler korrelerer med social klasse og 

alder og tid i den engelske dialekt der tales i Wales‟ hovedstad, Cardiff.  

 

11 informanter blev udvalgt til undersøgelsen. Disse blev, på grundlag af deres fædres 

beskæftigelse, opdelt i en middelklasse og en arbejderklasse. Informanterne blev udvalgt fra en 

række optagelser foretaget af min vejleder, Inger Mees, i 1977 og igen i 1990. Fem af disse 

informanter interviewede jeg selv igen i 2011. Dermed indgår tre tidspunkter i undersøgelsen: 1977, 

1990 og 2011 – herunder tre aldersgrupper hvor informanterne var henholdsvis ca. 10, 24 og 45 år.  

 

Fem sproglige variabler blev analyseret i denne undersøgelse: variablerne (h
1
) og (h

2
), som omfatter 

udeblivelsen af /h/ (h-dropping) i henholdsvis (1) leksikalske ord og (2) grammatiske ord, variablen 

(r), som varierer mellem mulighederne [ɹ] og [ɾ], variablen verbal concord, som henviser til verbers 

kongruens, samt variablen BATH words (fx chance, fast, class) for hvilken jeg undersøgte (1) valget 

mellem en PALM- og en TRAP-vokal og (2) i de tilfælde hvor PALM-vokalen blev valgt, om denne 

blev realiseret med en bagtungevokal, [ɑː], eller en fortungevokal, [aː]. Variablerne blev analyseret i 

relation til standard engelsk, RP, som er den variant middelklassen taler. Der blev således skelnet 

mellem standard og ikke-standardformer. Derudover blev sprogvariablerne, alt efter hvor stor 

opmærksomhed og social betydning der var forbundet med hver, klassificeret som enten en 

‟indicator‟ (en variabel som påviser social, men ikke stilistisk lagdeling), en ‟social marker‟ (en 

variabel som påviser både social og stilistisk lagdeling), eller en ‟stereotype‟ (en variabel som 

bedømmes negativt af det sproglige samfund). 

 

Ved undersøgelsen fandt jeg, at variablerne (h
1
) og verbal concord var de mest stigmatiserede 

former. Begge påviste en tydelig adskillelse af de to klasser, hvor arbejderklassen havde en 

betydeligt højere andel af ikke-standardformer end middelklassen, som brugte så godt som ingen 

ikke-standardformer. Ligeledes blev ikke-standardformerne markant reduceret, efterhånden som 

arbejderklasseinformanterne blev ældre. Disse to variabler kunne derfor klassificeres som 

stereotyper.  
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Variablen (h
2
) påviste ligesom (h

1
) et tydeligt skel mellem de to sociale klasser og en nedadgående 

anvendelse af h-dropping over tid. Ikke desto mindre var der stadig en relativ stor andel af h-

dropping i middelklassen, og dermed et noget andet mønster. Denne variabel kunne derfor kun 

delvist klassificeres som en stereotype. 

 

Samme usikkerhed gjorde sig gældende mht. variablen BATH words. Standardformen PALM var 

karakteristisk for middelklasseinformanterne. Kun i få tilfælde brugte de TRAP, og da hovedsageligt 

kun i ord hvori vokalen blev efterfulgt af en nasal plus en anden konsonant, fx chance. En 

fremskudt realisation af PALM [aː] forekom ikke i denne klasse. Dette mønster forblev forholdsvis 

stabilt mellem 1977 og 2011. Fremskudt PALM blev derimod brugt betragteligt i arbejderklassen. 

Derudover var der også flere forekomster af TRAP end i middelklassen. Bagtungevokalen blev 

sjældent brugt her. Efterhånden som arbejderklasseinformanterne blev ældre, faldt brugen af 

fremskudt PALM, mens brugen af TRAP steg markant. Brugen af bagtungevarianten af PALM steg 

også en smule. På baggrund af den leksikalske fordeling af TRAP kunne det desuden konkluderes, at 

brugen af TRAP kun lod til at være højstatus i ord hvori vokalen blev efterfulgt af en nasal plus en 

anden konsonant, samt i nogle ord hvori vokalen blev efterfulgt af en hæmmelyd plus en anden 

konsonant, fx fast. Middelklasseinformanterne lod ikke til at acceptere TRAP i ord hvori vokalen 

blev efterfulgt af en hæmmelyd alene, fx class. På grundlag af disse resultater lader det til, at 

fremskudt PALM er stigmatiseret, og denne må således klassificeres som en stereotype. Valget af 

TRAP-vokalen lader derimod ikke til at være negativt betonet, men da den primært bruges af 

arbejderklassen, må den anses for at være tættest i sammenligning på en social marker.  

 

Variablen (r) afviger fra de resterende variabler, idet den viser en stigning frem for et fald af ikke-

standardformer fra 1977 til 2011. Denne må derfor anses for at være en indicator.  

 

Alt i alt har denne undersøgelse, ved at se på udviklingen af sproget for de samme informanter over 

længere tid, bidraget til at give en større indsigt i, hvordan udvalgte sproglige træk udvikler sig i 

løbet af det enkelte individs liv. 

 

 

(4.542 tegn) 
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1 Introduction 

The issue of language variation and change has been afforded much attention, particularly in recent 

years. Various studies have investigated the development of language and its usage in different 

social groups, and many have succeeded in establishing systematic patterns. However, it is still a 

relatively new field of study, and many urban areas and linguistic features remain to be 

investigated. This study will attempt to contribute to our knowledge of patterns of language 

variation and change, by analysing the speech of a number of speakers from Cardiff, the capital of 

Wales. Positioned as it is, at the border between Wales and England, Cardiff presents an interesting 

case with regards to the variety of English spoken here as opposed to that spoken in South Wales in 

general.  

 

Five linguistic features, or more precisely, „linguistic variables‟ (see section 4), are investigated in 

this study, namely (h
1
), (h

2
), (r), verbal concord, and the lexical set known as the BATH words. This 

study will investigate how these variables correlate with the independent social factors of class, and 

age and time. It examines the speech of 11 informants divided into two classes, the working class 

and the middle class, and investigates how this develops across time, by analysing the linguistic 

variables at three points in time. The present study is based on recordings collected by Inger Mees 

(1983) in 1977
1
 and 1990. Many thanks to Mees for allowing me to use these recordings, without 

which the factor of age and time could not have been investigated – at least not in real time, which 

must be considered to be a very significant approach to language change (see section 2.2.3.1.). 

 

In addition, based on the linguistic variables‟ co-variation with the above-mentioned factors, the 

social significance and awareness attached to each of the five variables will be considered. Previous 

studies have found that speech communities may be more or less aware of the social significance of 

linguistic variables. Researchers have generally distinguished three types of variable in this regard, 

namely indicators, social markers, and stereotypes (see section 4), indicators being variables which 

show social stratification but not stylistic variation (see section 2.2.2), while social markers refer to 

variables showing both social and style stratification and stereotypes comprise variables which 

carry negative evaluations. This study will attempt to establish to which of the three possibilities 

each of the five variables belong. 

                                                 
1
 The sample collection was actually commenced in December 1976 (Mees, personal communication). However, most 

of the recordings were collected in 1977, and thus this is the year referred to henceforth.  
2
 Mees also collected a set of recordings in 1981, but these will not be employed in this study.  
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With the three issues of social class, age and time, and the three degrees of social significance in 

mind, I set out to answer the following research questions: 

 

1. How do the five linguistic variables correlate with social class? To what extent are they 

subject to social stratification? 

2. How do the variables develop over time as the speakers grow older? 

3. How are the variables perceived by the speech community – what is their social significance 

and how much social awareness is connected with each variable? To what extent can each 

variable be categorised as one of the three variables; indicator, social marker, and 

stereotype? 

 

I will begin by giving a general overview of language and its social significance in chapter 2, briefly 

outlining the history and development of the field of sociolinguistics. In addition, an introduction 

will be given to the social factors of particular importance to this study. After this, in section 3, the 

details of the methods of data collection are presented, as well as a short description of the 

informants and their hierarchical social order. Information is also provided about Cardiff and the 

English spoken here; the chapter will conclude with a description of RP, the standard variety of 

English with which Cardiff English will be compared. Section 4 will present the notion of the 

linguistic variable and the social significance and awareness afforded to the three different types of 

linguistic variables. Furthermore, it will outline the five linguistic variables investigated in this 

study. The analysis of these, incorporating different methods, e.g. auditory and acoustic techniques, 

is presented in section 5. Finally, in sections 6 and 7, the results of the distribution of the linguistic 

variables will be presented and discussed in relation to social class, and age and time, on the basis 

of which the social significance and awareness related to each variable will be established. 

2 Language as a social construct 

Historically, linguists have treated language as a neutral object to be described independently of 

social factors. However, as argued by modern researchers within the field of linguistics, language 

cannot properly be accounted for without considering the context in which it occurs and the social 

factors surrounding it (Romaine, 2000: ix). In isolation, linguistic features and structures do not 

carry much meaning, but considered in a social context, they may in fact be very significant. As 

stated by Chambers, “variants come into being and are sustained not for their linguistic content but 
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for their social function”. (Chambers, 2003b: 4). Another influential scholar, William Labov, also 

believed that language cannot exist on its own, as he noted in some of his early work: “I have 

resisted the term sociolinguistics for many years, since it implies that there can be a successful 

linguistic theory or practice which is not social.” (Labov, 1978: xix). Contrary to the strong beliefs 

of Labov, the term sociolinguistics has been broadly recognised by scholars, and thus this is the 

term employed in this study.  

 

2.1 Sociolinguistic variation 

Since the 1950s, the term sociolinguistics has been used to refer to language and society and their 

interrelation (Romaine, 2000: ix). In narrow terms, sociolinguistics may be described as “an attempt 

to find correlations between social structure and linguistic structure and to observe any changes that 

occur.” (Wardhaugh, 1992: 11). Compared to other fields of study, it is a rather young field, which 

has undergone rapid expansion, particularly since the latter half of the 20th century (Romaine, 

2000: ix). 

 

Before the age of sociolinguistics, linguists tended to focus on the study of what they regarded as 

the only structured language (i.e. standard forms), while generally disregarding variations in 

language (i.e. non-standard forms) because of their supposedly random and unstructured nature. 

Modern sociolinguistic studies, however, have shown that variation in language may be, and often 

is, structured (Milroy and Milroy, 1998: 47). At the same time, language has also been 

acknowledged as being heterogeneous, contrary to the traditional perception of language as 

homogeneous. This relation has been termed „orderly heterogeneity‟. Thus, while speakers may 

behave linguistically differently and produce utterances different from one another, taken together, 

their linguistic behaviour follows systematic patterns (Guy, 2007: 6; Kiesling, 2011: 8). The 

groundbreaking studies of Labov (1966), as well as more recent studies, have supported this notion 

(Wardhaugh, 1992: 46; Kiesling, 2011: 8).  

 

The first sociolinguistic studies evolved around geographical variation and emphasised the 

distinctiveness of regional rural dialects in particular. Traditional dialectologists were interested 

principally in mapping the different dialect areas, setting up dialectal boundaries between different 

linguistic areas. Furthermore, it was a common belief that the „purest‟ form of a rural dialect was to 
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be found among the so-called NORMs, i.e. non-mobile, older, rural males (Chambers and Trudgill, 

1998: 19, 29; Romaine, 2000: 64; Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 53). This conviction, however, has 

changed gradually as society has altered and cities have expanded. Since the 1960s, investigators 

have turned their attention to the urban areas and the diverse language spoken here, realising that 

this is actually the majority language spoken by more than 80 per cent of the British population 

(Romaine, 2000: 65). As the emphasis shifted from rural to urban areas, the focus on geographical 

variation also expanded to incorporate the social dimension of variation (Chambers and Trudgill, 

1998: 46). 

 

The first large and perhaps also most influential study within the field of sociolinguistics was 

carried out by Labov in New York City in 1966. One cannot read a sociolinguistics book without 

stumbling across his name and a reference to his publication The Social Stratification of English in 

New York City. Not only did it break with traditional dialectology in the sense that it was an urban 

study, it also established that systematic social patterns did in fact exist in non-standard varieties, 

and that these could be correlated with social factors such as social class, gender, age, ethnicity and 

style (Labov, 1966).  

 

2.2 Social factors 

Five social factors in particular have proven to be very strong correlates of linguistic variables. 

These are social class, age, gender, ethnicity, and speech style (Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 53). 

Three of these are of particular relevance to this study, namely social class, age, and speech style. 

The remaining two factors of ethnicity and gender are kept constant. First, only white informants 

were interviewed in the original samples carried out by Mees (1983; see section 3.1.1). This 

automatically leaves out the factor of ethnicity. Second, although both female and male subjects 

were originally recorded in Mees‟ study, only female informants were included in the present study 

to limit the amount of data. This naturally keeps the factor of gender constant, as male informants 

will not play a role and cannot affect the data. The three remaining factors will be discussed in the 

sections below. 
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2.2.1 Social class 

Socioeconomic background, or rather social class, has been and still is a central social factor in 

sociolinguistic studies. It was one of the first factors to attract the interest of variationists, and it has 

since been shown to be very significant in language variation. By some, it is considered to be the 

most influential factor (Milroy and Milroy, 1998: 55). In fact, patterns of social stratification seem 

to be fairly consistent, showing similar patterns in most urban areas, at least in English-speaking 

countries. These patterns show that local non-standard varieties, also known as vernaculars, are by 

far overrepresented among speakers at the lower end of the social scale, while standard forms, are 

used more frequently by those at the higher end of the scale (Romaine, 1984: 85; Chambers. 2003: 

4; Kiesling, 2011: 60). 

 

At the same time, social class is also one of the factors, which has been most difficult to define and 

measure (Milroy and Milroy, 1998: 54; Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 53). A number of different 

social scales have been suggested in determining social class membership, but scholars have not yet 

been able to agree on a single guiding model (Wardhaugh, 1992: 145). However, some factors have 

been recognised as being more important than others. In his New York City study (1966), Labov 

categorised his informants according to the three criteria of occupation, education and income. The 

informants were then ranked according to the total score afforded to them for each criterion. 

Trudgill used a similar index in his study of Norwich in 1974, employing the same three criteria. 

However, he added three further criteria, namely housing, locality, and father‟s occupation, thus 

producing a six-component index. On the basis of a scale from 0 to 5 for each criterion, the 

informants were then assigned to five social classes (1974: 36-38). It has been much debated 

whether or not one should use a combined index of several indicators. Many researchers are of the 

opinion that the best prediction of social class is indeed achieved by a combination of different 

factors (Ash, 2003: 419; Kiesling, 2011: 59-60). In his study of New York City, Labov found that it 

was the combined index of occupation, education and income, rather than a single indicator, which 

correlated most closely with the linguistic variables under study (Labov, 1978: 115).  

 

However, the use of extensive indices incorporating various different criteria is not favoured by all 

researchers. Some argue that such comprehensive indices are not necessary and may sometimes 

even be counterproductive, blurring the correlations (Chambers, 2009: 51-52). Thus some 

researchers choose to use a simpler model. Studying the speech of Glaswegians, Macaulay (1976) 
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ranked his informants according to occupation alone. This decision was based on the general belief 

that occupation is the best single indicator of social class as well as one of the easiest and most 

neutral factors to obtain without offending the informant (1976: 174). In her study of Cardiff 

schoolchildren (1983), Mees, like Macaulay, also relied solely on occupation. However, as the 

informants were children, it was the occupation of the father that was categorised. Both studies 

were able to successfully correlate the linguistic variables with social class. Nevertheless, Macaulay 

also notes that it might be more reliable to use more indicators, when dealing with larger samples 

and younger speakers (1976: 183-184).  

 

From this, one may deduce that occupation plays a key role in classifying social class, and most 

researchers agree that it is the measure which most reliably predicts the social class affiliation of a 

speaker. In industrialised countries, the primary occupational distinction has been made between 

manual and non-manual labour or, more explicitly, as expressed by Chambers, “between people 

who earn their livings by working with their hands and those who earn them by pencil-work and 

services” (2009: 41). A similar distinction is that traditionally made in America between white 

collar non-manual and blue-collar manual workers (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 40; Chambers, 2009: 

41). It has been argued that occupation is more influential even than other popularly used indicators 

such as income and education, as the different requirements for what language to use in different 

occupations may carry more weight in determining class membership than the social status related 

to income and education that speakers may share (Chambers, 2009: 51).  

 

2.2.2 Speech style 

Contrary to social class and variation across different groups, i.e. inter-speaker variation, stylistic 

variation places the emphasis on the individual and individual variations in speech, also known as 

intra-speaker variation (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 198; Schilling-Estes, 2004: 375).  

 

In his early work, Labov distinguished between five different styles, from the least formal, i.e. the 

conversational styles (casual and careful, i.e. guarded, speech), to the most formal, i.e. the reading 

styles (reading passage, word list and minimal pair list) (Labov, 1978: 79-87). These styles may 

change depending on various factors such as social context, the physical environment, the topic, and 

the relationship of the participants, e.g. with regard to social class, gender, age and race 
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(Wardhaugh, 1992: 48; Romaine, 2000: 75). Labov himself noted that “styles can be arranged along 

a single dimension, measured by the amount of attention paid to speech” (quoted in Milroy and 

Gordon, 2003: 200). Casual speech, representing the most natural informal speech, i.e. the 

vernacular, is assumed to involve the smallest amount of self-monitoring, while the minimal pair 

list is supposed to elicit the most formal speech with the highest degree of self-monitoring. As such, 

speakers decrease their use of the vernacular and increase their use of the standard as they move 

from casual to formal situations (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 200; Schilling-Estes, 2004: 379).  In 

addition, speakers may alter their speech depending on whom they are speaking to, i.e. to fit their 

audience. Studies suggest that speakers alter their speech from the vernacular when talking to their 

peers to a more standard variety when talking to strangers, such as interviewers (Schilling-Estes, 

2004: 384).  

 

The most commonly employed materials in studies investigating speech style are the interview, 

eliciting free speech (most commonly careful speech), the reading passage, eliciting formal speech, 

and a word list, eliciting self-conscious speech. Researchers have generally focused on careful 

speech as a representative of free speech, rather than on casual speech, although this is the speech 

style most sought after by sociolinguists. At the same time, it is also the speech style posing the 

greatest challenge to researchers, as it has proven very difficult to obtain this type of speech in a 

formal context such as the interview and in a formal relationship like that between the interviewer 

and the speaker, i.e. between two strangers. This paradoxical situation where the presence of the 

investigator prevents the collection of casual speech has been termed the Observer‟s Paradox, and is 

a well known problem among investigators. It was originally termed so by Labov, and he himself 

has used the following description: “...the aim of linguistic research in the community must be to 

find out how people talk when they are not being systematically observed; yet we can only obtain 

these data by systematic observation.” Labov (1978: 209). 

 

A number of solutions have been suggested to manage this paradox, but they are often very 

demanding and time-consuming. There are, however, approaches which may be used to make the 

informants forget that they are being recorded and thus elicit spontaneous speech. Labov identified 

techniques to obtain more natural speech from the speakers, even in formal contexts such as the 

interview setting. He found that certain themes had the effect of making the speakers pay less 
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attention to speech. Such subjects included: danger of death, childhood games and moral 

indignation (Romaine, 1984: 18). 

 

It has been argued that stylistic variation may be closely related to social class variation. This is 

based on findings showing that the variants, typically non-standard, used in informal speech are the 

variants most frequently found among speakers of the lower social class groups. Conversely, the 

variants, typically standard, used in formal situations, are the ones associated with speakers at the 

higher end of the social scale (Schilling-Estes, 2004: 379).  

 

2.2.3 Age and time - linguistic change 

Unlike the social factors of social class and style, age is relatively easy to measure. Either you are of 

a particular age or you are not (Chambers, 2009: 159). Nevertheless, age is regarded as a significant 

social factor worth considering, as many changes in language may take place throughout the course 

of an individual‟s lifetime in relation to society, the community and the family (Milroy and Gordon, 

2003: 39) As expressed by Macaulay, “it is undeniable that our form of speech changes with age 

from our earliest babblings to our senile mutterings, but exactly what changes at what age requires 

careful investigation” (2009: 5). Various investigators have attempted to answer this question. 

However, while researchers agree that age is very influential in studies of language change, they 

have not yet been able to agree on how to treat it as a variable, i.e. how to identify and classify age 

groups. In early studies of age, though, age was treated chronologically, dividing the age continuum 

into different age intervals. In their studies of Norwich and New York City, Trudgill (1974) and 

Labov (1966) chose to divide their speakers into periods of ten years. Other investigators have 

chosen a more deliberate and distinct classification of age groups, grouping their speakers according 

to general life stages, such as childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, middle age, and old age. 

Macaulay (1977), for instance, chose to focus on 10 and 15 year-olds and their parents. Others have 

made the distinction of young and old, and others again have included more intermediate groups 

(Eckert, 1998: 156; Macaulay, 2009: 4).  

 

In the acquisition of dialects, particularly three life stages, preceding adulthood, known as the 

formative periods, have been found to be very influential. First, in childhood, the vernacular 

develops through contact with family and friends. Next, in adolescence, the use of stigmatised 
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forms, and the vernacular in general, intensifies, under the influence of peers, to adhere to the covert 

prestige norms emphasised in this period. In fact, one of the best recorded observations of this age 

group is teenage slang (Romaine, 1984: 104; Chambers, 2009: 166). It is also this group of speakers 

which have been observed to be the phonologically most innovative (Eckert, 1991: 213). Finally, in 

young adulthood, depending on one‟s occupation, the language becomes more standardised as a 

response to the demands of the labour market, or rather “the linguistic market place” (Chambers, 

2009: 190). 

 

Adulthood, however, has generally been considered as a stage subject to no change. Many studies 

have shown that phonemic systems of individuals rarely change over people‟s lifetimes (Sankoff, 

2004: 136), and indeed, many scholars have regarded adulthood and middle age as the “endpoint of 

acquisition”, treating it as “outside a developmental perspective” (Eckert, 1998: 157; Foulkes and 

Docherty, 2007: 57; Kiesling, 2011: 124). Nevertheless, some studies have shown that this is not 

always the case, at least not for all variables. As people grow older, their speech may gradually 

become more conservative as they adjust it to the norms of society.  

 

Different adulthood stages of stable patterns may be found at different age levels or in each 

generation. This phenomenon has been termed age-grading and may take place at all stages of life 

(Eckert, 1998: 152; Bailey, 2003: 324; Kiesling, 2011: 28-29).  The best known examples of age-

grading are the formative periods mentioned above. Another and more specific example is that 

described by Macaulay in his study of children‟s speech in Glasgow. Here Macaulay observed that 

middle-class children did not learn how to master the use of the highly stigmatised glottal stop 

before they reached the age of 10 to 15 (1977: 47).  

 

Obviously, the social factor of age is highly significant when studying linguistic change. In fact, it 

is the single most relevant factor in this regard. In general, two types of linguistic change have been 

observed; those related to different life stages of an individual, i.e. pertaining to age-grading, and 

those which happen over long stretches of time from one generation to another and may be 

described as historical changes.  
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2.2.3.1 Real-time vs. apparent-time 

In investigating language variation and change and its correlation with age, two approaches have 

been adopted. These are the real-time and the apparent-time approaches. The most commonly 

employed studies are those using the apparent-time approach. These are synchronic, in that speakers 

are recorded at a single point in time. This approach is termed apparent because it assumes that the 

language of speakers of different ages, or age groups, represents the language of different 

generations and consequently it may show ongoing linguistic changes. Contrary to this, the studies 

that investigate actual diachronic developments, comparing speech recorded at different times have 

been termed real-time studies (Bailey, 2003: 313; Kiesling, 2011: 28). Under the real-time study, 

two different procedures may be followed depending on the object of the study. One can either 

investigate the development of speech of the same subjects over a period of time – this may be 

advantageous when studying age-grading – or one may choose to investigate the development of 

speech for different subjects at different points in time (Trudgill, 1988: 37). For various reasons, 

this last method is the most commonly used procedure when looking at historical changes. 

Following up on his Norwich study (1974), Trudgill (1988) decided to return 15 years after his first 

research and test his original apparent-time hypothesis by recording the speech of new informants, 

observing diachronic changes and comparing them with the apparent-time changes found 15 years 

earlier (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 37). Trudgill found that many of the findings of the linguistic 

features which were investigated in his first study were confirmed (1988: 40). However, not all 

features had followed the predicted pattern. Although he himself ascribes at least one of the 

misinterpretations as “to the smallish sample size and/or the lack of perspicacity on the part of the 

investigator” (1988: 41), one cannot ignore that it may also count as a weakness of the apparent-

time hypothesis. 

 

Both the real-time approach and the apparent-time approach have their advantages and drawbacks. 

A problem with apparent-time studies is that they rely heavily on the stability of individual 

vernaculars over an adult‟s lifetime (Bailey, 2003: 320). The trouble with this assumption is age-

grading. Researchers cannot always be sure whether a change is an actual diachronic change or if it 

is merely a generational change such as that of the young Glaswegians observed by Macaulay, as 

described above, or a combination of the two. However, age-grading seems to apply primarily to 

variants operating above the level of social awareness, i.e. variants which are known to the speech 
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community, and thus tends to follow specific observable patterns (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 36-37; 

Chambers, 2009: 207).  

 

An advantage of the apparent-time study is that it can be done at a single point in time. Real-time 

studies, on the other hand, cannot, as they require researchers to wait for a number of years before 

they can collect new data. Not many researchers have that luxury. In addition, if the researcher 

wants to use the same informants again, they have to be found an interviewed again in the same 

way using the same sample design (Bailey, 2003: 328). Perhaps, that is why researchers have 

generally favoured the apparent-time study. Nonetheless, real-time studies are regarded as very 

central in the research on stability and change of vernaculars (Bailey, 2003: 329). 

 

In this study, I was so fortunate as to have been provided with recordings of the same informants 

from 1977 and 1990 by Mees. Consequently, it was possible to employ the real-time approach. 

3 Data collection 

This stage of the research process is obviously very important, as it forms the basis on which 

reliable results will depend. In this section, the design and methods of my study will be discussed.  

 

3.1 Speech samples 

The first decision to make is how to collect the data, in this case, speech samples. In 

sociolinguistics, two types of speech samples have generally been used. These are random samples 

and judgment samples, also known as stratified samples. 

 

The most commonly used method is the judgment sample. When collecting judgment samples, the 

researcher selects subjects from different social classes, or with particular social characteristics, 

which have been determined beforehand. In other words, the informants are categorised as 

belonging to a particular class or social category before they are selected. A random sample, on the 

other hand, consists of randomly chosen subjects. An example of this method is the sample 

collected by Labov in a telephone survey in Philadelphia. Labov collected his sample by arbitrarily 

choosing subjects from a number of telephone listings (Labov, 2001: 40). It is believed that this 

method ensures a more representative sample. Yet, it is also a much more comprehensive sampling 
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technique than that of the judgment sample. Consequently, most researchers have favoured the 

judgment sample (Chambers, 2009: 43; Kiesling, 2011: 35). 

 

The judgment sample was also the sampling method chosen by Mees in her study of Cardiff 

schoolchildren (1983). Hence, it is the method used here, as this study is based on recordings 

collected by Mees in 1977 and 1990.
2
  

 

3.1.1 Mees’ Cardiff study  

The speech samples collected in 1977 and 1981, constituting tape recordings of 80 schoolchildren 

(aged 9-11), and 75 schoolchildren (aged 13-15), respectively (Mees and Collins, 1999: 185),  

formed the basis of Mees‟ study The Speech of Cardiff Schoolchildren: a Real Time Study (Mees, 

1983).   

 

Before collecting the speech samples in 1977, Mees decided that the informants should represent 

three social classes, both sexes, and be of primary school age, i.e. 9-11.  

 

The age range 9-11 was deliberately chosen, as it was important for the children to have reached an 

age at which they were able to produce all the English sounds. Most children will have acquired this 

ability by the age of 7 or 8 (McLeod and Bleile, 2003: 10). Likewise, as the informants would be 

required to read from a text, fluent readers were needed to ensure the realisation of certain 

phonological features. As most children have learned to read by the age of 6 or 7 (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2003), it was estimated that children above the age of 9 would have overcome most of 

their reading problems. There was no guarantee that children between the ages of 9 and 11 would 

have no difficulties in reading the passage, but Mees had decided to focus on primary 

schoolchildren, and here the 9 to 11 year-olds are more or less the eldest pupils (Mees, 1983: 37-

38).  

 

In order to ensure representativeness of the city of Cardiff, the children were selected from 15 

primary schools located in eight geographically as well as socially different areas. As with most 

urban communities, Cardiff is a heterogeneous city consisting of various different areas, some being 

                                                 
2
 Mees also collected a set of recordings in 1981, but these will not be employed in this study.  
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populated by a majority of working classes and others by middle classes. Thus, for the sample to 

represent Cardiff as a whole, which was the intention of the survey, all areas, or at least the most 

significant ones had to be considered (Mees, 1983: 25, 39). However, some areas were excluded for 

a variety of reasons – one being that some areas contained only few schools. Others were dropped 

because of their mixed populations, comprising both whites and people of other ethnic 

backgrounds. As a majority of the areas consisted of whites, Mees decided to focus on these. To 

include people of other ethnic backgrounds would entail another social variable, namely ethnicity, 

which would further complicate the analysis process (Mees, 1983: 38). 

 

With the help of an inspector of the Education Authority, Mees selected the eight areas: 

Adamsdown, Splott, Ely, Rumney, Canton, Roath, Llanishen, and Whitchurch (see map below, 

copied from Mees, 1983). 

 

 

 

 

The social status of these areas was assessed on the basis of the five social and economic measures 

used in the 1971 census, which showed the percentage of 1) owner-occupied houses, 2) households 
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with more than six persons, 3) households with no car, 4) economically active unemployed,
3
 and of 

5) single parents. An additional subjective assessment of the eight areas was provided by M. C. 

Albrow, professor at the Department of Sociology, at the University College of Cardiff, although he 

emphasised that his assessment was based on rough estimations and that the areas were not to be 

regarded as homogeneous (Mees, 1983: 41). Albrow categorised the eight areas as follows: 

 

Adamsdown:  traditional working class 

Splott:             traditional working class 

Ely:                 working class council estates 

Rumney:         working class estates 

Canton:           transitional between traditional working class and inner city migratory 

Roath:             transitional between middle class and inner city migratory 

Llanishen:       middle class 

Whitchurch:    middle class 

(Mees, 1983: 42)  

 

Having selected the eight areas, Mees contacted the 15 schools and asked permission to visit and 

record the speech of a small number of children. At this point, the schools were only told that she 

was interested in investigating the language spoken in Cardiff. The teachers were later informed 

about the real purpose of the interviews, namely to analyse the linguistic behaviour of different 

social classes. The teachers were then able to help in the selection of informants (Mees, 1983: 42).  

 

In 1981, Mees returned to Cardiff in the hope of finding the same informants who participated in 

1977. These were now adolescents and had moved on to secondary schools, known as „high 

schools‟ in Cardiff. By contacting the 15 primary schools involved in the interviews of 1977, and in 

some cases neighbouring schools or the informants themselves, she succeeded in finding most of 

them, namely 75, as noted above.  

 

Finally, in 1990, Mees returned once more to Cardiff  to find and record the informants who had 

participated the two previous times, i.e. in 1977 and 1981. This time she was able to trace 54 of the 

informants (Mees and Collins, 1999: 185), by means of a phone book and former addresses of the 

                                                 
3
 Unemployed who are able to work and actively seeking employment 
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parents, and new tape recordings were made of the speakers, who had by that time reached the age 

of 23-25. 

 

All the recordings comprise a reading passage and an interview. These were included to elicit 

different speech styles. While the reading passage was intended to elicit formal speech, the 

interview represented the informal speech style, encouraging the speaker to use natural, or at least 

careful, speech. As mentioned in section 2.2.2 on speech style, the most natural or casual speech is 

unlikely to occur in a situation where the speaker is being recorded by a stranger, i.e. the 

investigator. Mees, however, discovered that asking questions about holidays, television 

programmes, and scary or funny experiences, made the informants speak more freely and for a 

longer duration (Mees, 1983: 51). 

 

In 1981 and 1990, a word list was added (Mees, 1983: 49). This study will make use of all three 

components, i.e. the reading passage, the word list, and the interview. They will not, however, be 

used to compare different speech styles, as in Mees‟ study, but will be employed as separate items 

(see section 5.1.2.1). The principal object of this study is to investigate naturally occurring speech, 

as that found in the interview, but for one of the linguistic variables it was necessary to include the 

reading passage and the word list.  

 

3.1.2 Sample selection 

In selecting the informants to be used in this study, a number of factors had to be considered. First, 

the recordings would have to be of a decent quality. It was found that a small number of Mees‟ 

recordings contained some background noise – enough to make it difficult to hear what the 

individual informants were saying, and thus hard to determine the variable to be analysed. 

Likewise, the technical quality of the recordings varied according to the informant‟s proximity to 

the microphone. 

 

Another criterion was the length of the interview. When analysing speech and quantifying linguistic 

variables, it is imperative to collect speech samples of a certain length if one is to generalise. 

According to Labov, a speech sample should contain from one to two hours of speech (1981: 10). 

However, as argued by Milroy and Gordon, this is not always possible in practice, and most often a 
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speech sample of 20-30 minutes is sufficient to obtain “useful phonological data” (2003: 58). 

Speech samples need to be of a certain length to ensure a large number of tokens, i.e. occurrences of 

linguistic items, of the variable of interest. It is recommended that a minimum of at least 10 tokens 

are recorded. As stated by Milroy and Gordon, “if the number of tokens is lower than 10, there is a 

strong likelihood of random fluctuation, while a figure higher than 10 moves towards 90 per cent 

conformity with the predicted norm, rising to 100 per cent with 35 tokens” (2003: 164). The 

required length of the interview therefore largely depends on the linguistic variable and the goal of 

the study, as some variables emerge less frequently than others (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 58). This 

is often the case for syntactic structures, which are not as common in speech as the more predictable 

phonological features (Cheshire, 1998: 7).  

 

In addition, it was also important to consider the stability of the informants‟ social circumstances, 

ensuring continuous social class membership. As the objective of this study is to observe the 

development of linguistic variables over time, i.e. as the informants grow older, informants 

influenced by external factors such as social mobility had to be excluded to the greatest possible 

extent. Likewise, only informants who had lived in Cardiff all their lives, or at least past 

adolescence, were included. Evidence indicates that dialect and accent acquisition takes place up 

until the age of 18 (Chambers, 2003: 368), and that “once the features of the dialect have been 

established in the speech of young adults, under normal circumstances, those features remain 

relatively stable for the rest of their lives.” (Chambers, 2009: 197). Furthermore, the provenance of 

the informants‟ parents was considered, though it was not a decisive factor. A concern was that if 

the children had parents from other regions outside the community, the children would not have 

acquired the features of the variety spoken in Cardiff, even though it was the community into which 

they themselves had been born (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 27).  

 

The last, maybe less obvious, aspect taken into consideration was the presence or absence of 

channel cues in the recordings. These might be represented by changes of pitch, volume, rate of 

breathing, and outbursts of laughter. They are particularly important in casual speech, as markers of 

spontaneous and natural speech (Wardhaugh, 1992: 151). 

 

Consequently, the informants not fitting the above-mentioned criteria were discarded. This, 

naturally, limited the number of potential informants. 
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3.1.3 Sample size 

The structure and size of the sample also involves some practical considerations. Sample size has 

been greatly debated by scholars. In general, the more subjects, the more representative the sample 

will be of the population under study (Feagin, 2004: 29). Some argue that a sample of 300 

informants is necessary to properly represent a population. However, this does not seem to apply to 

linguistic studies, where sample sizes most commonly have been much smaller, perhaps because, as 

argued by Labov, linguistic behaviour tends to be more homogeneous than many other phenomena 

studied (1966: 180-181). Furthermore, owing to practical considerations, and the difficulties 

involved in analysing linguistic data, the number of subjects included in a linguistic study often has 

to be limited (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 28).   

 

In sociolinguistic studies, it is suggested that a sample consisting of five subjects in each cell will 

often suffice as being representative of the group of interest (Feagin, 2004: 29; Kiesling, 2011: 36). 

Many studies have even had fewer than five per cell. However, this renders any general conclusions 

of the language of the population as a whole dubious (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 29). Consequently, 

this study sought to use at least five informants per cell. The final selection consisted of 11 

speakers, five from the middle class and six from the working class. 

 

3.1.4 New interviews – follow-up on Mees’ study 

With the objective of investigating the development of speech past the age of 25 and into adulthood, 

this study set out to find some of the original informants of 1977 to re-survey them. For more detail 

on re-surveys, see Kiesling (2011: 29). Five informants were located – some by means of former 

addresses of the informants or their parents; some by the website Friendsreunited.co.uk; and some 

by the online British Telecom phone book.
4
 Locating the informants was not an easy task. Twenty-

one years had passed since the informants were last interviewed, and during that time many had 

moved and changed their surnames through marriage, which made the process of finding them 

considerably more difficult. After failed attempts to find all the informants, a letter was submitted to 

the editor of the local newspaper, The South Wales Echo, with a request that he or she publish an 

article calling the attention of the informants. However, unfortunately, the editor did not respond. 

                                                 
4
 Seven informants were originally found and recorded, however, two of these were later excluded from the study, as it 

was difficult to establish to which social class they belonged.  
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Nevertheless, as mentioned above, in the end, almost half of the informants selected for the study, 

i.e. five (three from the working class, and two from the middle class) were found and re-

interviewed. The new interviews were carried out following closely the methods employed by Mees 

(1983), in order to limit the number of changes that might occur as a result of using a different 

interviewer.  

 

Apart from talking about themselves in an interview, the informants were asked to read aloud a 

reading passage and a word list (the same as those used in Mees‟ study) (see Appendix A1 and A2). 

In addition, a questionnaire was included (see Appendix A3). This contained questions about the 

informants‟ own speech as well as questions on their perceptions of the Cardiff accent. These 

questions were asked to solve some of the uncertainty about the status and social significance of 

some of the linguistic variables and their variants (see section 4). Furthermore, the informants were 

asked about their own sense of national identity and their relationship with, and attitude to, Wales 

and the Welsh language. Lastly, following Macaulay‟s example (1976: 180), the informants were 

asked about their awareness of social classes in Cardiff as well as their own social class status. 

These questions were included as they might help provide an answer to why some variants are used 

more than others. A transcript of one of the interviews is provided in Appendix B. In addition, 

excerpts from some of the recordings are provided on the accompanying CD. 

 

3.2 Informants 

As stated above, on the basis of the above criteria, 11 female informants were chosen. As explained 

in section 2.2, to limit the data, only one sex was chosen. This was preferred to a mixed sample, to 

keep the social factor of gender constant. Female subjects were chosen rather than male subjects, as 

these were overrepresented in Mees‟ sample as a whole, and it was therefore easier to find 

informants who met the criteria. The informants were selected from two different social classes: the 

working class and the middle class. The informants were then categorised as described below in 

section 3.2.1.  
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3.2.1 Social class index 

The ranking of the informants into two social classes is adapted from the classification used by 

Mees in her study in Cardiff. Based on The Office of Population Censuses and Surveys from 1970, 

she used the following categories to group her informants: 

 

Social class 1: Professional workers, managers, and employers 

Social class 2: White collar, intermediate and junior non-manual workers, and foremen 

Social class 3: Personal service workers, own account workers other than professionals, 

foremen, skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled workers (Mees, 1983: 47) 

 

This study has used the same classification in selecting the informants. However, while social class 

3, the working class, has remained as it is, social classes 1 and 2 were combined into one class, the 

middle class. This was done as there were not enough informants in class 1 meeting the criteria 

described in section 3.1.3. Nevertheless, this should not be a problem, as 1 and 2 are both 

classifications of the middle class, only differentiated by rank, one being lower middle class and the 

other middle middle class (Mees, 1983: 47). Thus, the distinction between working class and 

middle class remains intact.  

 

After the informants had been selected from each class, they were ranked according to a four-

component index, inspired by Trudgill (1974), based on the criteria of father‟s occupation, the 

informant‟s own occupation as well as education, and locality (of residence). An overview of the 

three indices of occupation, education and locality, and their individual categories has been 

provided in Appendix C.  Locality was included because this was believed to be very descriptive of 

the informants‟ social network. As observed by Eckert in her study of jocks and burnouts (1989), 

individuals are very affected by their peer group, particularly during adolescence. As described 

above in section 3.1.1, Cardiff consists of various areas, and each may be characterised as being 

overwhelmingly inhabited either by the middle class or the working class. Naturally, most 

informants will have gone to a school located in the area in which they lived. Consequently, the 

working-class informants have gone to a school with peers from the same socio-economic class 

and, likewise, the middle-class informants have been educated with peers having socio-economic 

backgrounds similar to their own. On the basis of the method suggested by Milroy and Gordon 

(2003: 43), the indicators were then arranged in order of relative importance. I multiplied the 

father‟s and the informant‟s occupation by 2, education by 1 and locality by 0.5. For the informants 
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who had changed either occupation or locality from one point in time to another, an average was 

taken for each index. To give an example; the ranking of the informant Rebecca was established by 

first adding her father‟s occupation (2 points) to her own occupations (2 points in 1990 plus 4 points 

in 2011 divided by 2), and multiplying the sum of her father‟s occupation and her own occupation 

by 2, which equals 10. Next her education (6 points in 1990) was multiplied by 1, equalling 6, and 

lastly her locality (3 points in 1977, 1990, and 2011 divided by 3, based on both the 1971 census, 

and Albrow‟s ranking, see p. 19-20), was multiplied by 0.5, equalling 1.5. In total, her score added 

up to 17.5. Scores of all 11 informants are presented in Appendix C.  

 

3.2.2 Age and time 

In addition to social class, the factor of age and time constitutes a significant part of this study. The 

present study follows the informants and the progression of their speech by looking at three age 

stages at three points in time. The informants were interviewed by Mees first in 1977, and then 

again in 1990. With the follow-up on Mees‟ study in 2011, an additional point in time was included 

for five of the 11 selected informants. Consequently, this study covers a time span of 13 years from 

1977 to 1990, and for five of the informants as much as 34 years from 1977 to 2011. Although these 

points in time were predetermined, having been selected by Mees in 1977 and 1990, and coinciding 

with the time of writing this thesis in 2011, they may actually prove to be quite significant in terms 

of the life stages that they represent. First, the samples of 1977, which were recordings of the 

informants at the age of 9 to 11, represent their childhood. Most researchers have agreed that this is 

a very significant life stage showing the language of speakers‟ pre-adolescent years. Second, the 

samples of 1990 record the informants when they are young adults, at the age of 23 to 25, entering 

the labour market and starting family life. Lastly, the newest samples of 2011 capture the 

informants in mid adulthood, at the age of 44 to 46, having settled into regular employment and 

carrying family responsibilities (Labov, 2001: 103). 

 

Below, in Table 1, an overview is provided of the 11 informants. They have been ranked according 

to occupation, education, and locality, from the highest social class to the lowest. The localities in 

parentheses are areas outside Cardiff and have thus not been included in the calculations. The 

names in bold are the five informants recorded in 2011. 
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Middle Class Age Occupation Education Locality 

Anne 

11  Father: economics lecturer  Llanishen 

25  Own: Student  University - Librarian (Aberystwyth) 

46  
Own: administrator of planning 

licences 
 (Aberystwyth) 

Julia 

10 Father: assistant county treasurer  Rumney 

24 Own: accountant University – History (Uxbridge) 

45 Own: supply teacher  (Thame) 

Allison 

11 Father: stock control manager  Whitchurch 

25 Own: court clerk A-levels Whitchurch 

- - - - 

Sian 

10 Father: press officer  Whitchurch 

24 Own: clerical work A-levels Whitchurch 

- - - - 

Stephanie 

10 Father: Sales representative  Llanrumney 

24 Own: teacher University - Teaching Roath 

- - - - 

Working Class  Age Occupation Education Locality 

Gillian 

9 Father: butcher  Splott 

23 Own: legal secretary O-levels Splott 

44 Own: Hotel HR and training officer Law degree Splott 

Rebecca 

10 Father: lorry driver  Splott 

24 Own: pub chef/waitress 
College – Hotel and 

Catering 
Splott 

45 Own: clerical work  Splott 

Maria 

9 Father: packer  Splott 

23 Own: private nanny/pub waitress  
College – not 

completed 
Splott 

- - - - 

Miranda 

9 Father: car mechanic  Ely 

23 Own: sales assistant CSE Ely 

- - - - 

Hayley 

10 Father: steelworker  Ely 

24 Own: waitress Finished school at 15 Ely 

- - - - 

Maxine 

10 Father: coach driver  Splott 

24 Own: cigar factory packer 
Secretarial course – 

not completed 
Splott 

45 Own: carer - nursing home   Splott 

Table 1. Informants 
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3.3 Cardiff 

Many sociolinguistic studies include 

extensive sections on the geography, history, 

population, and culture of the city under 

study (Labov, 2001: 41). However, for 

reasons of space, this investigation provides 

only a short description of some of the 

features of Cardiff (enclosed by a circle on 

the map) which may be of sociolinguistic 

relevance. Cardiff, the capital of Wales, is 

situated on the south-east coast of Wales. It is 

also the city of Wales with the largest and by 

far the most dense population, estimated to 

comprise around 341,100 inhabitants in 2010 

(Cardiff Council, 2010: 1; Welsh 

Government, 2011). The city has undergone rapid transformation from heavy coal-mining industry 

in the second half of the 19th century to service industry today (Thomas, 1960: 111; Cardiff 

Council, 2011). Positioned as it is, Cardiff, and particularly the English spoken in Cardiff, stands 

out from the rest of South Wales not only geographically, but also historically. 

 

3.3.1 Welsh English and Cardiff English 

Welsh English is often caricatured with a sing-song intonation, which is also one of the most 

striking features of the variety. However, while this feature may be found in the industrial valleys of 

South Wales (Wells, 1982b: 390), it is not a typical characteristic of the English used in Cardiff. 

Neither are many of the other linguistic features typically found in the rest of South Wales. 

Historically, South Welsh English has been treated as a homogeneous variety, without consideration 

of local regional variations, despite the fact that some South Welsh regions may have varieties 

which differ markedly from General South Welsh English (Coupland, 1988: 18). Mees and Collins 

(1999) have suggested a division of South Wales into three linguistically different areas – each 

separated by their degree of contact with the Welsh language. As described by Mees and Collins 

(1999: 185-186), the third area, to which Cardiff belongs, comprises:  
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Border or coastal areas where English has been spoken by the vast majority of the 

population since well before 1800, in some cases possibly from the time of the Norman 

Conquest. This category includes not only marginal regions such as southern 

Pembrokeshire, south Gower, Powys and eastern Gwent, but also crucially the densely 

populated low-lying parts of southern Glamorgan and Gwent.
5
 

 

In Cardiff, as well as in other urban centres of the south-east coastal belt, such as Newport and 

Barry,
6
 the Welsh language has been less influential and still plays a relatively small role, as 

compared with the rest of Wales. This may be observed not only in the limited spread of the Welsh 

language, but also in the small influence of Welsh on the English language used in this area 

(Coupland, 1988: 40). According to Coupland, “Cardiff pronunciation is notable for its lack of 

concession to and recognition of the Welsh language” (1988: 46). This dissociation from the Welsh 

language is not without reason. Situated at the coast in the lowlands of south-east Wales bordering 

on England, Cardiff has always been susceptible to the influence of invading nations such as 

“Romans, Vikings, Normans, English and Flemings” (Coupland, 1988: 47). As far back as the year 

1536, where Glamorgan and Monmouth came under English law through the Act of Union, England 

and the English language have had a strong influence in the area, particularly on Cardiff which was 

regarded as the regional centre (Coupland, 1988: 47; Davies, 2011). This also helped establish 

strong trading links between the west of England and south-east Wales, which rapidly underwent 

Anglicisation. Likewise, the growth of south-east Wales and its industries, particularly during the 

industrial revolution, led to a massive immigration from various parts of Britain as well as from 

other parts of the world, so much so that in 1911, the census showed that only half of the population 

of Cardiff had actually been born there (Coupland, 1988: 47-48; Lediard, 1977: 261). This also 

involved a large and rapid expansion of the population, which has continued till this day. From 

1911 to 1982, the Cardiff population grew from 182,000 to a quarter of a million (Wells, 1982b: 

378; Coupland, 1988: 47). Consequently, Cardiff English or rather the English used in the Barry-

Cardiff-Newport area, stands out from the English generally spoken in the rest of South Wales. 

Although, the two share some dialectal features, Cardiff English also has many features in common 

with the English spoken on the other side of the Welsh border (Mees and Collins, 1999: 187). As 

noted by Coupland “often Cardiff English shows features which are more characteristically English 

English than Welsh English” (1988: 48).  

                                                 
5
 Pembrokeshire and Gower, which are not on the map, are situated at the south-west of Dyfed and the south-west of 

Glamorgan, respectively. 
6
 Barry is located approximately ten kilometres to the west of Cardiff. 
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3.4 Received Pronunciation 

To understand non-standard varieties, one must be familiar with the standard variety. What 

characterises a standard variety is generality, commonality, and to a great extent uniformity (Honey, 

1997: 3; Crowley, 2003: 77). Furthermore, the standard may be described as being “subject to 

standards of „correctness‟ which are, for the most part, „codified‟, i.e. embodied in dictionaries and 

in a set of rules taught in schools” (Honey, 1997: 3), or as depicted by Crowley (2003: 78): an 

“exemplar of measure or weight”. Thus, the standard may be described as a “recognised and 

institutionalised form of the language” (Crowley, 2003: 110).  

 

In Britain, the first real standard to appear in the fifteenth century was that used in print, namely the 

written language, and it was based mainly on the London, or East Midland dialect. This laid the 

groundwork for the spoken Standard English (Holmberg, 1964: 5), and the idea of the „good‟ 

pronunciation, which was recognised in the eighteenth century (Holmberg, 1964: 20). The standard 

English accent, particularly in England, came to be known as RP (Received Pronunciation). Other 

terms include BBC English, Oxford English, and Queens English, though they do not all cover the 

same phonological features. It is the accent most thoroughly described within the fields of phonetics 

and sociolinguistics, and is also the accent taught to foreign learners. This is in spite of the fact that 

RP is spoken by only a minority in Britain (Wells, 1982b: 279; Romaine, 2000: 20). It is estimated 

that around 15 per cent of the British population speak some form of RP as their native variety 

(Williams, 2007: 401), and of these, only 3 per cent actually speak the „pure‟ form of RP, 

comprising no regional traces (Trudgill, 2002: 171; Williams, 2007: 401). The most prominent 

characteristic of RP is its non-regional nature. Although it possesses certain phonological features 

also found in the south-eastern part of England, it has no regional features, and may be considered 

as neutral in that it cannot be traced to any specific region (Trudgill, 2002: 172; Kerswill, 2007: 47).  

 

RP may be described as a “class-defined reference accent” (Milroy, 2004: 162). Historically, RP 

has been the variety associated with the highest social classes, and still today, it is almost 

exclusively found at the top of the social scale. It is also the variety used by those educated at 

English public schools (Romaine, 2000: 20; Abercrombie, 2003: 202) – hence the name Received 

Pronunciation; it is the language spoken by those “in receipt of a „superior education‟ that was 

being deemed „correct‟.” (Crowley, 2003: 123). Despite the low number of speakers, and the lack of 



 

 

31 

 

linguistic grounds for its superiority, RP continues to be regarded as the prestige and the standard 

variety from which other varieties deviate (Kerswill, 2007: 38, 44; Williams, 2007: 401). 

 

However, in recent years the prestige of RP has faded somewhat. Nowadays, speaking RP is the 

same as speaking „posh‟, the term carrying negative connotations. It is also an accent which is 

disliked in some parts of the UK, e.g. Scotland, which has its own standard (Scottish Standard 

English) (Johnston, 2007: 108), as well as by some social groups. This is also evident in the media 

where radio hosts and news presenters of today speak with an accent other than RP (Abercrombie, 

2003: 204,205).  

 

It is difficult to say what standard is spoken in Cardiff. From other studies, it appears that the norm 

aspired to as a standard in Cardiff is actually the same as in England, namely RP. For example, 

while middle-class speakers in Scotland and Northern Ireland seem to use the same local 

pronunciation, [a], for the vowel in the BATH words as the working-class speakers from the same 

region (Milroy, 2004: 164), the middle-class speakers in Cardiff appear to use a variety more 

closely oriented towards RP, different from that of the Cardiff working class (Mees, 1983: 75). 

Furthermore, Cardiff speakers do not seem to share the same negative perceptions of RP as speakers 

of other Welsh areas, and very often presenters on the local radio in Cardiff have RP or RP-like 

accents without any Welsh associations (Mees and Collins, 1999: 201). Consequently, apart from 

one variable, verbal concord, which will be measured in comparison to general English grammar 

rules, the standard accent to which the linguistic variables will be compared in this study is RP. 

4 Linguistic variables 

The notion of the linguistic variable was created by Labov in his early work (e.g. 1966) and refers 

to a linguistic item with two or more variants varying according to different social factors. The 

linguistic variable, conventionally shown in brackets, e.g. (h), may apply to a wide range of 

linguistic levels, be it phonological, morphological, lexical, or syntactic (Feagin, 2004: 23: 

Chamber and Trudgill, 1998: 50). 

 

In his early work, Labov distinguished three types of linguistic variables, which differ from each 

other in terms of their social significance. He termed these indicators, markers, and stereotypes 

(Wardhaugh, 1992: 142).  
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The indicator is, as the name implies, an indicator. It refers to a difference in the distribution of a 

given linguistic variable as a function of different social factors, and is normally only observed by 

trained investigators. As it is not perceived by the speech community, it does not elicit any 

judgment of social status, i.e. it is neither positively nor negatively evaluated by listeners. As such, 

indicators show few or no stylistic differences between formal and informal styles. Likewise, they 

are unlikely to change over time. This suggests that the indicator operates below the level of social 

awareness (Honey, 1998: 99; Wolfram, 1998: 123; Trudgill, 2003: 62). 

 

The marker, on the other hand, is a socially significant variable. Social markers may be perceived 

by participants in the speech community and may be associated with particular social groups, 

though not always negatively. This awareness is evident from the different usages of variants in the 

different styles of speaking. However, it cannot match the level of social awareness found for the 

stereotype, nor is it evaluated as strongly or negatively as this (Honey, 1998: 99; Wolfram, 1998: 

123; Trudgill, 2003: 85). 

 

Stereotypes are the most easily recognised linguistic variables. They are popular and conscious 

general characterisations of the speech of particular social groups. They are often stigmatised and 

negatively viewed and commented on by participants of the speech community, even by those using 

it (Wardhaugh, 1992: 142; Wolfram, 1998: 123; Trudgill, 2003: 129).  

 

As stated on page 8, my third research question is an attempt to establish to what extent the 

variables under study can be categorised as one of the three linguistic variables: indicator, social 

marker, and stereotype. 

 

4.1 Pilot study 

In deciding which and how many linguistic variables to analyse, a pilot study was carried out, as 

recommended by Milroy and Gordon (2003: 141). This is generally a useful measure, as it helps 

identifying and excluding those variables whose variants might be difficult to distinguish from one 

another. It also functions as a guiding model of how much time it will take to analyse each variable 

and thus helps the researcher determine the number of variables to be included in the study. 

Measuring the occurrence of a variable and the number of times its variants are used is considered 
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to be the most time-consuming process in sociolinguistic studies (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 137). 

Hence, this aspect has to be considered carefully when selecting the variables to be analysed. The 

pilot study led to the selection of the five variables investigated in this study. 

 

4.2 Phonological variation 

Phonological variation is by far the most studied within the field of sociolinguistics. Particularly the 

variation of vowels has been afforded much attention, though consonantal variation has also been 

investigated in many studies (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 138; Feagin, 2004: 23). 

 

4.2.1 The variable (h) 

Historically, and still today, the variable (h), or rather the absence of /h/, Ø, most commonly known 

as h-dropping, has been one of the forms most studied, and not without good reason. It is one of the 

most widely used English forms, and may be observed in most regions both in England and South 

Wales (Wells, 1982b: 391; Cruttenden, 2001: 191). More importantly, it is highly stigmatised and 

has shown to be a persistent and long-lasting stereotype, typically found among speakers at the 

lower end of the social scale (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 89; Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 63). 

Among these speakers, no distinction is made between minimal pairs such as, hill, ill and hair, air 

(Cruttenden, 2001: 191-192).  

 

As may be deduced from the above, /h/ is generally regarded as a binary variable with only two 

possible realisations – present or absent. Yet, for some speakers, a third realisation has been 

observed. This third variant is realised as a breathy vowel or voiced glottal fricative [ɦ] (Cruttenden, 

2001: 191). The occurrences of this variant can either be ignored or registered as one of the two, i.e. 

/h/ or Ø. In the speech samples of this study, this variant occurred in only very few instances. 

Consequently, it was decided to exclude these from the counts. 

 

Traditionally, (h) has been regarded as a single variable, for which researchers have measured the 

occurrences of /h/ as either present, /h/, or absent, in words where it is normally present in RP. 

However, owing to the varying social significance of dropping /h/ in different linguistic contexts in 

RP, this study will follow Mees (1983: 107), who subdivided /h/ into the variables (h
1
) and (h

2
). 

The variable (h
1
) represents lexical items, also known as content words, and covers words which 
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“normally carry a high information load” (Collins and Mees, 2003: 16). This includes “main verbs, 

adverbs, nouns, adjectives, and demonstrative pronouns” (Gimson, 1989: 261). The variable (h
2
) 

represents the grammatical items, also known as form or function words, carrying “relatively little 

information; their role is holding the sentence together” (Collins and Mees, 2003: 16), and 

comprises “auxiliary verbs, conjunctions, prepositions, pronouns, relative pronouns and articles” 

(Gimson, 1989: 261).  In addition, the full verb HAVE (including HAVE + to-infinitive) was 

counted as a grammatical item, despite the fact that it really belongs to the lexical items (see section 

4.2.1.2).  

 

This subdivision of /h/ was made because of the different social perceptions of h-dropping of lexical 

items and grammatical items. While /h/-elision in RP is permitted in some grammatical items in 

certain contexts (see section 4.2.1.1 below), it is never acceptable in lexical items. This is partly 

because lexical items tend to be stressed. Stressed syllables are on the whole articulated more 

carefully than unstressed syllables, and therefore consonants are less likely to be elided (Cruttenden, 

2001: 252; Collins and Mees, 2003: 108). The two classes of words further differ in terms of their 

frequency. The variable (h
1
) including words such as hope occurs far less frequently than the 

variable (h
2
), including pronouns such as he, occurring relatively frequently. 

 

4.2.1.1 The variable (h
1
) 

As mentioned above, (h
1
) refers to h-dropping in lexical items. Similar to Mees (1983), in the 

present study, (h
1
) occurred in what might be classified as four linguistic contexts, which may be 

said to fall into two main categories: 

 

1) In a majority of the words, /h/ occurred in stressed syllable-initial position, either  

a) word-initially, e.g. house, holiday, and home, or  

b) non-word-initially, e.g. behind, perhaps, and rehearse. 

2) In a small number of words, /h/ occurred in unstressed syllable-initial position, either 

c) word-initially, e.g. hotel, however, and hysterical, or  

d) non-word-initially, e.g. Oppenheim. This context also included compounds containing 

the words house or hand, e.g. shorthand and lighthouse. 
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Some words occurred more frequently than others. Particularly the words house, home, and here 

occurred very frequently, and for some of the informants, they occurred as many as eight times. 

Some of these were also subject to more h-dropping than others. To ensure that these occurrences 

did not dominate and distort the data, only the three first occurrences of each word were included 

(Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 163; Kiesling, 2011: 39).  

 

4.2.1.2 The variable (h
2
) 

This procedure was not applied to (h
2
), which refers to h-dropping in grammatical items. This 

contained only few items, but in turn occurred far more frequently. Hence, to ensure a fair number 

of occurrences of (h
2
), all tokens of this variable were counted. The grammatical words used by the 

informants in this study included he, his, him, himself, herself, her, who, and how.  

 

Unlike the loss of /h/ in lexical items, which is generally considered a vulgarism, the loss of /h/ in 

some function words, particularly pronouns, is actually quite common in RP in unstressed non-

initial positions in connected speech, e.g. take him back /teɪk ɪm bæk/, get her  /get ə/, living with 

him /lɪvɪŋ wɪð ɪm/ (Cruttenden, 2001: 192). Since h-dropping is acceptable in RP in these contexts, 

and the variables were to be ranked according to their standard or non-standard nature, these 

contexts were excluded from the (h
2
) counts. Thus only items where /h/ is obligatory in RP were 

counted. In the present study, this category included items which occurred in unstressed, initial 

positions (Collins and Mees, 2003: 19), e.g. He’s a store manager. 

 

In addition to the grammatical items mentioned above, the verb HAVE, including the full verb as 

well as the auxiliary verb, was counted as an (h
2
) item.  

 

The auxiliary verb HAVE follows the same pattern as the rest of the grammatical items as /h/ may 

be lost in RP in has, have, and had in unstressed non-initial positions (Cruttenden, 2001: 192). 

Thus, there can be no doubt as to the treatment of the auxiliary form of HAVE as a grammatical 

item. It might be argued, however, that HAVE as a full verb should be considered as a lexical item 

rather than a grammatical item, similar to all other full verbs. This is, for instance, what Cheshire 

(1982) did. In her study of Reading, Cheshire found that HAVE as an auxiliary verb behaves 

differently from HAVE in its two other forms. As an auxiliary verb, HAVE follows the same 
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pattern as most other verbs in present tense RP, i.e. it only takes an –s suffix following third person 

singular. As a full verb or preceding a to-infinitive, on the other hand, HAVE may take on non-

standard forms, as other verbal forms apart from third person singular may take an–s suffix 

(Cheshire, 1982: 33), e.g. I has three pets, they has to work. 

 

Nevertheless, being subject to more h-dropping than other lexical items, it was decided to treat the 

full verb HAVE as a grammatical item in the present study. Furthermore, among the child 

informants, HAVE occurred far more frequently than any other lexical items in which /h/ occurs. 

This was evident both in the pilot study and in Mees‟ findings (Mees, 1983: 112-113).   

 

(h
2
) then includes the verb HAVE functioning as: 

 

1) an auxiliary verb, e.g. he has got short hair, their mother and father have died 

2) a full verb, e.g. she had a car crash, we have the Sunday Times, they have appeals 

a) including HAVE + to-infinitive, e.g. she had to have a blood transfusion, I had 

to go into the hotel 

 

Thus, HAVE as an auxiliary verb was counted as a grammatical item and was thus measured in the 

same way as the pronouns, i.e. only forms following a pause. Contracted forms such as they’ve, 

she’s, he’d, were not included. 

 

Words for which there was doubt as to the presence or absence of /h/, often due to an unclear or too 

quick pronunciation, were discarded. 

 

4.2.2 The variable (r) 

Traditionally, a distinction has been made between rhotic and non-rhotic accents. Contrary to North 

America, Ireland, and Scotland, in England, rhoticity is generally considered to be low status 

(Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 64-65; Cruttenden, 2001: 209). Cardiff English is largely considered 

to be a non-rhotic accent (Wells, 1982b; 378), and in this study, all the children had a non-rhotic 

distribution. This study is therefore concerned only with the type of variant used – not the position 

in which it occurs. The articulation of /r/ in British English is very variable. The form most 
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commonly used, which is also the variant used by most RP speakers, is the post-alveolar 

approximant [ɹ], which, as noted by Cruttenden, is phonetically vowel-like, though still functioning 

as a consonant by virtue of its position in the syllable (2001: 206). Other forms may occur in some 

regions of Britain, or in certain phonological positions. In fact, it has been stated that “there are 

more phonetic variants of the /r/ phoneme than of any other English consonant” (Cruttenden, 

2001:207). In Cardiff, /r/ may be realised either as the standard approximant [ɹ] or, in intervocalic 

positions, as an alveolar tap [ɾ] (Wells, 1982b: 390; Penhallurick, 2007: 162). This variant has also 

been observed in old-fashioned refined upper-class RP. The pronunciation of [ɾ] is similar to that of 

/d/, e.g. carry, caddy, yet phonetically distinct from it, as the contact of [ɾ] is of a shorter duration 

and is less complete than that of /d/ (Cruttenden, 2001: 207). Although [ɾ] is not regarded as a social 

marker, it has been found to be a strong indicator of social class in Cardiff, being used principally 

by working-class speakers (Mees, 1983). 

 

Similar to Mees‟ findings (1983: 104), and as described by Cruttenden (2001: 205), this study 

distinguished three types of linguistic contexts in which intervocalic /r/ might occur: 

 

1) In many of the words, /r/ occurred in word-medial position before a vowel, e.g. very, 

married, carry, and America. 

2) In other cases, /r/ occurred as a linking form, i.e. word-final /r/ preceding a word beginning 

with a vowel, e.g. there are, mother is, other end, and their own. This also applied to 

situations where /h/ was dropped, e.g. our house, for him, for her, and in one case where /ð/ 

was deleted – for them. 

3) In some cases /r/ occurred as an intrusive form, e.g. the er, /ðe ɾ ə/ 

 

Only /r/s occurring in the two first contexts were included in this study. Similar to (h
1
), only the 

three first occurrences of each word were counted in the first context. Furthermore, as with the 

variable /h/, words for which there was doubt as to which variant was used were discarded. 
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4.2.3 BATH words 

Vowels play a decisive role in the English language in distinguishing one accent from another. 

While many consonantal features, e.g. h-dropping, may be found in various regions of Britain, 

vowel features are often more locally limited, and thus very characteristic of an area. One of the 

most socially significant vowels in England is perhaps the choice of vowel in the BATH words, 

dividing the north and south (Foulkes and Docherty, 2007: 66).  This study will use Wells‟ (1982b) 

vowel keywords to refer to lexical sets, e.g. TRAP, PALM (listed in Appendix D), rather than the 

phoneme symbols /æ/ and /ɑː/ traditionally used (the symbols reflect the phonetic realisations of the 

vowels in RP). The keywords are employed to refer to “large groups of words which tend to share 

the same vowel, and to the vowel which they share” (Wells, 1982a: xviii). As described by Wells 

(1982b: xviii), the lexical sets are “intended to be unmistakable no matter what accent one says 

them in”. To give an example, the TRAP words cover words such as cat, back, and hand, and the 

TRAP vowel refers to the vowel used in these words. Likewise, the PALM words cover words such as 

cart, bark, and heart, and the PALM vowel refers to the vowel used in these words. These vowels 

may be realised differently in different accents, e.g. TRAP may be closer than in RP, [ɛ], (as in 

Australian or New Zealand English) (Wells, 1982c: 595, 607) or more open, [a], (as in the north of 

England and in Wales) (Wells, 1982b: 356, 196). Consequently, the vowel symbols traditionally 

used in RP do not always reflect the pronunciation found in other accents, and it is therefore more 

convenient to refer to a keyword in which the vowel occurs than to use a symbol. 

 

Accents may differ in various ways. Apart from having different vowel realisations, different 

accents also sometimes select different vowels in different words. Unlike, for instance, the lexical 

set FLEECE, which refers to words taking /iː/, the BATH set refers not to a specific vowel but to a  set 

of words for which either the TRAP or the PALM vowel may be selected (Collins and Mees, 2003: 

97). The set constitutes an example of what is termed „lexical variation‟, i.e. differences in the 

phoneme “chosen for one word or a specific set of words” (Collins and Mees, 2003: 135). 

 

The BATH set includes words such as class, chance, and fast. In RP, the BATH words typically have 

the long back vowel of PALM. In some regions of Britain, however, as well as in other English-

speaking countries such as America, BATH words are pronounced with a TRAP vowel (Wells, 1982c: 

477).  
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In Cardiff, the situation is complicated for two reasons. Firstly, contrary to American English, 

where all the BATH words take TRAP (Collins and Mees, 2003: 97), in Cardiff, the individual words 

making up the set vary. For instance, previous studies have found that chance is more likely to take 

the short vowel TRAP, whereas class is more likely to take the long vowel PALM, but there is no 

consistent pattern (Mees, 1983: 76; Wells, 1982b: 387). As noted by Wells, “[t]he situation in the 

BATH words is not altogether clear.” (1982b: 387). Secondly, the similar articulations of the PALM 

and TRAP vowels (both front open) make it difficult to determine which of the two is selected. 

Where the TRAP and PALM vowels in RP usually differ in terms of both quality and length, in Welsh 

English accents, including Cardiff English, the difference seems to be a matter of length only, at 

least in the working class. Consequently, the same vowel quality may very well be heard in the pair 

hat-heart, [hat-haːt] – differentiated only by the duration of the vowel, represented by a length mark 

(Wells, 1982b: 381). In the middle class, the realisation of PALM is usually similar to RP, [ɑː]. See 

Figure 1.  

 

Thus, in Cardiff, the BATH words may have various 

different pronunciations, from long to short, and 

back to front (Wells, 1982b: 387; Penhallurick, 

2007: 156). Nevertheless, in her study of children 

and adolescents, Mees did find that the non-standard 

forms emerged more frequently in the speech of the 

working class than in that of the middle class (1983: 

75). 

 

It appears that three dimensions in particular are 

involved in the BATH words, namely, vowel quality, 

vowel length, and lexical distribution as mentioned 

above. In terms of social significance, the quality of PALM has been regarded as a strong marker of 

social status in Cardiff, with a fronted long vowel being less prestigious than the more standard-

influenced central to back vowel (Wells, 1982b: 381). When asked about the Cardiff accent, almost 

all of the informants mentioned the “hard /a/s”, as in Cardiff Arms Park (pronounced with a front 

PALM vowel) [kaːdɪf aːmz paːk], as noted by one of the middle class informants, Julia (see 

Appendix B), and almost all of them (both working class and middle class) agreed that it was 

        Front        Central        Back                                     

  

 

a ɑː 
aː 

Figure 1. The positions of the vowels involved in 

the BATH words in Cardiff 
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generally a disliked feature. Julia also clearly distinguishes between front PALM and TRAP. 

Admitting to sometimes using the TRAP vowel (“sometimes I say [tʃɑːns], sometimes I say [tʃans]”), 

she also notes about the pronunciation of her and her siblings: “but we never said – I don‟t think we 

ever said [bæːθ]” (Appendix B). Although it is somewhat exaggerated in her example of Bath, it is 

clear that it refers to the front articulation of PALM. The quality of the TRAP vowel does not seem to 

be subject to the same negative attitudes as the front variant of the PALM vowel. It does not appear 

to be negatively perceived, but may rather be a symbol of accent loyalty, which is also the case in 

other regions, e.g. Scotland (Sankoff, 2004: 135).  

 

In this study, the BATH words covered three linguistic contexts: 

1) preceding a nasal followed by a consonant, e.g. chance, answer, and demand. 

2) preceding a fricative followed by a consonant, e.g. fast, after, and mask. 

3) preceding a fricative, e.g. staff, pass, and path. 

 

Using this division, it is hoped that a pattern of lexical variation may be established in this study. 

 

In addition to an auditory judgment, this variable will also be analysed acoustically, with the use of 

technical instruments to determine questions of length and the degree of backness.  

 

4.3 Grammatical variation 

As opposed to phonological variation, little attention has been paid to grammatical features, and few 

studies have made quantitative analyses of the distribution of these in relation to social and 

linguistic factors (Britain, 2007a: 75). Yet, these forms may be very significant particularly in 

relation to social stratification.  

 

4.3.1 Verbal concord 

Similar to h-dropping, grammatical variation, and subject-verb concord in particular, is easily 

recognised, and any „deviation‟ from the standard is instantly perceived as low status. Furthermore, 

grammatical variables have often proved to be absolute markers of class membership. While non-

standard forms may be found among working-class speakers, they are rarely found in the middle 

class. This is different from phonological variables, which are most commonly graded, so that non-
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standard features may occur in all classes, but decrease in frequency as one moves up the social 

scale from working to middle to upper class (Chambers, 2003a: 350). 

 

Verbal concord concerns the marking of present tense verbs as well as past tense of the verb BE, 

which differs from other past tense verbs by having more than one morphological form. In RP, 

present tense verb forms only take the –s suffix in third person singular. Cheshire, however, found 

that in Reading English, the –s suffix might also occur with other subjects (1982: 31). The same 

observations have been made elsewhere in Britain, predominantly in the south and south-west of 

England, but also in parts of the north (Britain, 2007: 86). These were also the observations made in 

this study of Cardiff English. Here the informants used the third person singular present tense form, 

i.e. the –s suffix for the following persons and numbers: 

 

1) First person singular, e.g. I gets up early, I buys jumpers 

2) Second person singular, e.g.  you gets a ticket, you opens the door 

3) Second person plural, e.g. we goes to Barry, we tells our mother 

4) Third person plural, e.g. the windows was open, they calls him a boy 

 

Furthermore, it was found that the Cardiff informants omitted the third person singular present tense 

–s suffix in the third person singular, e.g. she don’t work, she haven’t bought, he want to change his 

car. 

5 Data analysis 

Having determined and identified the linguistic context in which the variables might occur, as well 

as conditioning factors and potential constraints, as recommended by researchers (Wolfram, 1998: 

113; Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 139; Kiesling, 2011: 14), it was possible to proceed to the next step, 

namely measuring and analysing the variables. 

 

5.1 Measuring linguistic variables 

The process of measuring is fairly easy for binary variables, which involves the presence or absence 

of a sound such as /h/, or the –s suffix in subject verb concord, or alternations between two different 

sounds, e.g. [ɹ], [ɾ]. However, matters are complicated when the variable of interest has one or more 
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discrete intermediate forms, which is often the case for vowels (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 140; 

Kiesling, 2011: 18; Ladefoged, 2010: 87). Consequently, vowels are more difficult to hear. To 

overcome such problems in measuring linguistic variables, many researchers have employed 

instrumental techniques.  

 

Since the invention of the spectrograph in World War II, it has been possible to measure phonemes 

acoustically, i.e. by use of spectrographic pictures, transforming the sound into a visual 

representation (Rogers, 2000: 150). However, traditionally, investigators have relied on their 

auditory judgments, by listening and identifying the variants of the linguistic variable of interest.  

 

Ultimately, the choice of how to measure linguistic variables depends on the nature and structure of 

the variable. While an auditory analysis may be the simplest option for binary variables, for 

continuous variables, it may be necessary to do an acoustic analysis or even better, combine the two 

methods.  

 

5.1.1 Auditory analysis 

In this study, the traditional auditory approach was taken for the variables, (h
1
), (h

2
), (r), and verbal 

concord, which caused no significant difficulties in the pilot study. These will be referred to as the 

binary variables. 

 

Before commencing the analysis, the old tape-recordings were digitised onto a computer with the 

program Audacity, using a USB-converter. This greatly facilitated the process of analysis, as it 

made it possible to easily go back and forth, and allowed for isolation of words. 

 

In the speech samples from 1990 and 2011, the first seven minutes of the recording were left out, in 

order to avoid monitored self-conscious speech, in favour of more spontaneous speech. This, 

however, was not possible for the speech samples from 1977, as these otherwise would not provide 

enough material. The recordings of 1977 contain between 12 and 19 minutes of speech (though one 

contained 7 minutes only), while the newer ones from 1990 and 2011 contain 30 to 60 minutes of 

speech. 
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The number of occurrences of the variants of each variable were counted and put in a table, and the 

number of non-standard variants (e.g. 24) was then divided by the total number of tokens (e.g. 30) 

and multiplied by 100 to arrive at a percentage (80%). The final figures thus express how many 

non-standard forms were used by each informant. Next, the figures were averaged for each social 

group, so as to compare the speech of the two social classes. 

 

Wherever possible, a minimum of at least 30 tokens was counted for each variable for each 

informant. However, I continued to count tokens for variables until the point of the recording was 

reached where the minimum for all variables had been met, and this, in some cases meant that the 

total number of tokens for the variables which occurred more frequently (e.g. verbal concord) 

exceeded thirty. To give an example: for the informant Gillian, a total of 534 tokens were counted – 

85 for the variable (h
1
), 138 for the variable (h

2
), 81 for the variable (r), and 230 for the variable 

verbal concord – each comprising three points in time, so that, for instance, in the counts of (h
1
), the 

result was that 19 tokens were counted in 1977, 37 tokens in 1990, and 29 tokens in 2011.  

 

However, in the samples of 1977, the results for some of the informants may be less reliable, as 

some of the recordings included only few tokens, owing to the short length of the interview. As 

discussed in section 3.1.3, this increases the uncertainty as to whether the distribution of variants 

indicates actual social patterns, or whether they are merely random fluctuations. This uncertainty is 

further increased by the fact that children‟s speech is generally regarded as being more variable than 

adult speech (Kiesling, 2011: 119). Nevertheless, overall, the results may be said to be relatively 

reliable, particularly when looking at the mean scores of each class, which even out individual 

differences. Furthermore, only in few instances was the number of tokens smaller than 10, which, as 

described in section 3.1.3, is considered to be the dividing line between a reliable sample moving 

towards 90 per cent conformity, and a sample which is more likely to show random fluctuations. A 

total of 108 counts were carried out. These covered four linguistic variables for 11 informants at 

two points in time, i.e. in 1977 and 1990, and for five of these informants at an additional point in 

time, i.e. 2011. Only in 9 counts out of the 108 counts was the number of tokens smaller than 10, 

i.e. in only 8 per cent of the cases. In addition, in 4 out of the 9 counts in which the number is below 

10, the number of non-standard variants equals either zero or 100 per cent usage, which indicates 

that the pattern is not merely random, but may, in fact, be systematic. 
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However, in measuring the BATH words, for which the variants proved to be much more complex 

and difficult to distinguish in the pilot study, another procedure was applied. 

 

5.1.2 Acoustic analysis 

In previous studies, relying solely on auditory judgments, the BATH words seem to have been very 

difficult to define and quantify (Wells, 1982b; Mees, 1983; Coupland, 1988). Thus, in this study the 

variable will be analysed using a combination of auditory judgment and technical instruments. Only 

in recent years, acoustic techniques have gained ground among investigators, and they are now a 

popular complement or alternative to the auditory analysis, particularly in studies of vowels (Milroy 

and Gordon, 2003: 144, 145). The acoustic approach has shown to be very fruitful and successful in 

distinguishing otherwise undetectable features. It is, however, also considerably more time-

consuming than the less complex auditory approach (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 148). Furthermore, 

a critique of instrumental techniques has been that they cannot show the saliency of linguistic 

variants to speakers in the speech community. They may demonstrate the existence of different 

variants of a variable, but they cannot show whether these different variants are actually perceived 

by the speech community (Macaulay, 2009: 25). 

 

To ensure that the BATH words and their different realisations in Cardiff are actually audible to 

Cardiffians and listeners in general, the acoustic technique was combined with an auditory analysis, 

carried out by a phonetically trained listener.
7
 Triangulating the methods may also help guarantee 

more reliable results, involving two methods of analysis rather than one, and minimise technical 

errors (Gorard with Taylor, 2004: 43). 

 

5.1.2.1 Data 

In this study, the BATH words were taken both from a word list, i.e. words in their citation forms 

(Ladefoged, 2010: 107), and from a reading passage read aloud by the informants. This is generally 

not recommended for stigmatised variables, as these tend to be pronounced in forms closer to the 

standard in formal styles, which is a characteristic of the reading passage, and the word list in 

particular. However, the variation of speech styles greatly depends on the nature of the linguistic 

                                                 
7
 I am very grateful to Inger Mees for carrying out this analysis, which I was not qualified to do myself. 
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variable and its social significance – the more stigmatised a variable is, the more attention is paid to 

pronouncing it „correctly‟ in a form as close as possible to the standard. As mentioned in section 

4.2.3, the situation for the BATH words is not clear. Thus, it is difficult to determine whether its non-

standard forms are stigmatised or merely social markers. The front PALM vowel appears to carry 

much more social significance – to the point of stigmatisation – than does the TRAP vowel, which 

does not seem to carry the same negative social connotations. The written texts were chosen rather 

than free speech to facilitate the process of data analysis, but also to ensure a greater degree of 

comparability of the data which, in this way, are based on the same words. Also, the results of each 

informant are still very reliable, as the same speech style was used for all speakers. Furthermore, the 

orthographic symbols used for vowels do not provide clues as to their pronunciation, contrary to 

many consonants, particularly /h/, which almost always draws attention to its orthographic presence 

in reading passages, indicating its pronunciation (Romaine, 1984: 92). However, to make sure that 

the informants‟ realisation of the BATH words did not change significantly from one speech style to 

another, the BATH words were also measured by the phonetically trained listener in free speech in 

the recordings of 1990, which comprised the largest sample. The results of the auditory analysis of 

one of the informants, Rebecca, are presented in Appendix G2 (The results for the remaining 

informants are provided on the accompanying CD). It should be noted, however, that although the 

reading passage and the word list are very useful when analysing patterns, they cannot replace the 

interview and the significance of spontaneous speech. 

 

In order to perform a normalisation procedure, which is necessary when comparing individual 

speakers who all have different voice qualities (see section 5.1.2.3), two vowels were measured, 

namely FLEECE and TRAP. Furthermore, a third vowel, PALM, was included for a comparison 

between PALM and TRAP, as the vowel quality of these, as mentioned in section 4.2.3, tends to be 

very similar in working-class Cardiff English. So in addition to items representing the BATH words, 

items containing one of these three vowels were also identified from the reading passage. Following 

Deterding (1997: 49), approximately ten tokens of each of the three vowels from the reading 

passage were measured. For the vowel in the BATH words, only seven tokens occurred in the reading 

passage, which formed the basis of analysis in terms of the social stratification and development 

across time of the vowels involved. 34 items were included in the word list, but this was used 

primarily to establish a lexical pattern. In general, only a small number of tokens are required in 

acoustic analyses, compared to auditory analyses. In his study of the Philadelphia vowel system, 
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Labov used between 10 and 20 tokens of a given variable per speaker, and for some of the less 

frequent vowels, he used down to two tokens per vowel (2001: 133). Fridland (1999) used fewer 

than ten tokens per vowel to represent the mean in her study of the southern shift in Memphis, 

Tennessee. A reason that few tokens have been accepted in instrumental analyses might be that the 

acoustic analysis is perceived as more objective than the auditory judgment. In the auditory 

analysis, a greater number of tokens are analysed to reduce misrepresentation due to subjectivity as 

far as possible (Milroy and Gordon, 2003: 151). Furthermore, words in which the vowel followed 

approximants, e.g. /j/ or /l/, were avoided as these may distort the first three formants of the vowel 

(Deterding, 1997: 49). However, to ensure a sufficient number of tokens, this rule was not observed 

for one word containing the FLEECE vowel (between). 

 

5.1.2.2 Formant analysis 

In spectrograms, vowels are distinguished as thick, relatively parallel horizontal, dark tracks, known 

as formants (examples of spectrograms have been provided in Appendix F). In general no more than 

five formants are visible, numbered from the one with the lowest frequency (hertz) to the one with 

the highest (Rogers, 2000: 152; Ladefoged, 2010: 108). Yet, most commonly, the first three or even 

fewer are adequate for an acoustic analysis, depending on which normalisation method is used (cf. 

section 5.1.2.3) and on the relevant features of the vowel to be studied (Watt and Fabricius, 2002: 

159). 

 

The quality of a vowel is distinguished by the first three formants, F1, F2, and F3 (Ladefoged, 2010: 

187). F1 is indicative of the relative height of the vowel – the higher the frequency of F1, the lower 

the height of the vowel. As such, F1 may be said to be “inversely related to vowel height” 

(Ladefoged, 2010: 196). F2 is descriptive of the dimension of backness of the vowel. As F2 

increases in relation to F1, the backness of the vowel decreases, and conversely, as F2 decreases in 

relation to F1, the backness increases (Ladefoged, 2010: 196). 

 

Having digitised the tape-recordings, it was possible to measure the BATH words acoustically. The 

analysis was carried out using the free software program Praat. The frequencies of F1 and F2 for 

each vowel were measured at the vowel‟s steady state, as close to the middle of the vowel as 

possible, at a point estimated to be the least affected by consonantal interference, as recommended 
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by Harrington et al. (2000: 67). This procedure was assisted by Praat‟s inbuilt formant-tracker. 

However, this function is not always exact. Particularly when measuring back vowels, the two first 

formant tracks may be in close proximity, in some cases so much so that the central peaks of F1 and 

F2 may be very difficult to distinguish from one another. For instance, this was the case for many of 

the words pronounced by the informant Anne, whose PALM vowels were very back, approximating 

cardinal vowel 5. Hence, following Flynn (2011: 9), formants sometimes had to be measured 

manually. The measurements were then recorded on Excel spreadsheets, facilitating calculations. 

Measurements of F1 and F2 for the informant Rebecca are presented in Appendix G1 together with 

the auditory results (Measurements for the remaining informants are provided on the accompanying 

CD, though Danish punctuation has been applied to these owing to using a Danish Excel 

programme). Words in which the vowel‟s formant tracks 1 and 2 were not clearly visible, for 

instance when pronounced too quickly, too low, or with too much voice, were discarded.  

 

Owing to physiological differences between speakers, formant measurements in hertz for one 

person cannot be directly compared with those of another person. This problem can be remedied by 

a procedure of normalisation. 

 

5.1.2.3 Normalisation procedure 

A problem when doing acoustic analyses is the difficulty in comparing the data of different 

speakers. It is generally known that no two vocal tracts are identical and no two speakers have 

identical voice qualities. One just needs to look at, or rather listen to, the low-pitched voice of a 

man and the high-pitched voice of a woman to understand that the differences in voice quality may 

be very significant. In general, both female speakers and children tend to have higher frequencies 

than male speakers, as their vocal tracts are shorter, which means that their resonance frequencies 

are higher. As a result, it may be very difficult to compare the sounds produced by different 

speakers, particularly when those speakers are of different sexes or ages (Watt and Fabricius, 2002: 

161; Flynn, 2011: 2). By using only female informants, this study has significantly reduced this 

problem. Nevertheless, individual physiological differences still exist between the different 

speakers. To overcome this problem, various normalisation methods have been proposed, such as 

Bark, Nearey, and Lobanov (discussed in Flynn, 2011: 10), to mention a few – all with varying 

degrees of success. Such methods allow investigators to compare different speakers with different 



 

 

48 

 

non-linguistic factors such as gender and age, while still preserving individual social characteristics 

such as ethnicity and social class. A good normalisation procedure “eliminates only those 

differences that are due to physical differences among speakers, but not social differences” (Labov, 

2001: 159). This study will employ the modified version (Fabricius, Watt and Johnson, 2009) of a 

fairly new method called the S-centroid Vowel Normalisation Procedure, also referred to as the S-

procedure, which has been proposed by Watt and Fabricius (2002).  

 

When tested against other methods, this procedure has shown itself to be one of the most effective 

methods in allowing comparisons of vowel systems from different speakers, including men and 

women (Fabricius, Watt and Johnson, 2009: 413; Flynn, 2011: 16-17). An obvious advantage of 

using the S-procedure is that measurements of only two vowels are needed in addition to the ones 

that are actually analysed. This is a clear improvement on other vowel-extrinsic normalisation 

methods, i.e. methods which require employing a number of other vowels (Flynn, 2011).  

 

The S-procedure normalises individual vowel sets by converting the formant frequencies in hertz to 

a mathematical scale, the S-centroid, where individual vowel measurements are expressed in 

relation to the value of S (the centre), which is calculated using average formant frequencies for the 

three outer points of a triangular plane, representing the speaker‟s vowel space. This is done by 

taking the grand mean of the average F1 and F2 maxima and minima (Watt and Fabricius, 2002: 

161-162). 

 

It is assumed that the vowel in the FLEECE words [i] will represent the lowest F1 and the highest F2 

of a given speaker‟s vowel space. In addition, it is presumed that the TRAP vowel, [a], represents the 

highest F1 of that speaker‟s vowel space (Watt and Fabricius, 2002: 163). Lastly, it is assumed that 

the GOOSE vowel will represent the lowest F2. However, in many British accents, this vowel is very 

rarely fully back, and therefore it cannot be said to be representative of the lowest possible F2. As an 

alternative, it is proposed that a hypothetical F2 minimum, [uˈ], is used. It is estimated that F1 of the 

most extreme high front vowel, namely FLEECE, reflects the minimum F2, as a speaker‟s most back 

vowel has an F2 equivalent to its F1 frequency. Needless to say, F2 cannot be lower than F1 (Watt 

and Fabricius, 2002: 163-164). To avoid skewing the vowel values at the lower end of the triangular 

plane, which is likely to happen if the TRAP vowel has an F2 higher or lower than that of the centre 

point, the F2 value of [a] was disregarded. Thus, the F2 value of S for [a] was calculated based only 
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on the median of F2 for [i] and F2 for [uˈ] (Fabricius, Watt, and Johnson, 2009: 421). As the formant 

frequencies will inevitably vary, F1 and F2 frequencies are taken from a number of different tokens 

and then averaged to get representative values and ensure that the triangular vowel space is not 

skewed (Watt and Fabricius, 2002: 163). In Figure 2 below is a schematised representation of the 

triangular vowel space on the F1 ~ F2 plane (copied from Fabricius and Watt, 2010). The axes have 

been reversed to represent a traditional vowel system, placing frontness/backness horizontally and 

vowel height vertically.  

 

The grand mean of the means of F1 and F2 

for FLEECE, TRAP, and the hypothetical 

GOOSE is then calculated to get the 

centroid S, by which all other F1 and F2 

values are divided, to convert the 

measurements from hertz to S(F1) and 

S(F2) values, i.e. as ratios of S. 

Consequently, all the speakers will have 

vowel spaces, or rather triangles, defined 

relative to S, making it possible to directly 

compare samples from individual speakers 

statistically in tables, as well as visually by plotting the figures in a graph (Watt and Fabricius, 

2002: 164-165). F2 values that correspond exactly with the S(F2) value will equal 1 and thereby 

comprise the central vowels. Consequently, those F2 values below the value of S(F2) will be less 

than 1 and thereby fall within the category of back vowels, and those above it will be higher than 1 

and will comprise the front vowels. 

 

The measurements of F1 and F2 were normalised for each speaker using the S-procedure, as 

described above. Below is an example of the calculation of S for the informant Julia, shown in the 

same manner as demonstrated by Watt and Fabricius (2002: 173). The following are the mean F1 

and F2 for [i a uˈ], from Julia‟s FLEECE and TRAP vowels. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Schematised representation of the triangular vowel 

space and the S-centroid. 
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Vowel        F1(Hertz)                F2(Hertz) 

i                 417.6                       2650.3 

a                774.3                       1534.0 (mean F2 of [i] and [uˈ]) 

uˈ               417.6 (F1 for [i])     417.6 (F1 for [i]) 

 

 

To get the S, the grand mean values for F1 and F2 are then calculated: 

 

              

                417.6 + 774.3 + 417.6            1611.3 

S(F1) = 
 _______________________________  

=  
_______________

 =   537.1 

                                3                                   3 

 

              

                 2650.3 + 417.6              3067.9 

S(F2) =  
________________________  

= 
_________________

 = 1534.0 

                             2                              2 
 

 

The FLEECE, TRAP and GOOSE (hypothetical) means, can then be converted into S units as follows: 

                                               

417.6                                                               2650.0  

774.3             ÷ 537.1                                      1594.6            ÷ 1534.0 

417.6                                                               417.6           

 

 

Vowel              F1/S(F1)                F2/S(F2) 

FLEECE             0.777                     1.728 

TRAP                 1.445                     1.040 

GOOSE               0.777                     0.272 

 

 

The vowel triangles of all 11 speakers in 1990 are shown in Figures 3 and 4 below, the first 

showing F1 and F2 in hertz and the other showing them relative to the S-centroid in S-units. The 
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effectiveness of the normalisation procedure is demonstrated by the overlap of the individual 

triangles – the greater the overlap, the more successful the normalisation.  

 

Looking at the informants‟ 

vowel spaces before and after 

using normalisation, one may 

observe that the normalisation 

procedure has greatly 

improved the overlap of the 

triangles, at least at the top. 

The lack of overlap at the 

bottom of the triangle may be 

argued to be owing to the 

variability of the TRAP vowel 

in Cardiff English – some 

informants having a more 

front or back vowel quality 

than others. This variability is 

also the reason that the 

modified version of the S-

procedure, disregarding F2 of 

TRAP, was employed, rather 

than the original method. 

 

It has been suggested that the 

measurements of F2 are less 

reliable than those of F1, as lip 

rounding as well as vowel height may affect the F2 results (Ladefoged, 2010: 196). Thus, some 

researchers believe that the degree of backness is found most reliably when calculating the 

difference between F1 and F2 (Deterding, 1997: 50; Ladefoged, 2010: 198). However, researchers 

have not yet been able to demonstrate that one method of showing vowel quality is actually better 
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than another. Furthermore, the effects of lip rounding and vowel height should not be an issue in the 

analysis of the BATH words, as neither the TRAP or PALM vowel is particularly rounded or very high.  

 

5.1.2.4 Vowel length 

As stated in section 4.2.3, in Cardiff, the quality of working-class TRAP is often equal to that of 

PALM. As a result, the choice of one or the other vowel in the BATH words can sometimes be 

recognised by their length alone. Therefore, in addition to measuring the formants, the length of the 

PALM vowels was measured. The duration of the vowels was measured from the beginning to the 

end of a vowel. However, in vowels preceded or followed by nasals, such as /n/ and /m/, or 

approximants,
8
 such as /j/, /w/, /r/ and /l/, vowel length was measured combining technical and 

auditory measurements, as the vowels‟ formants may be difficult to delimit from these consonants 

in spectrograms. 

 

The length of the vowels was then divided into four categories: 

 

1) words in which the vowel occurred in word-final position, e.g. far 

2) words in which the vowel preceded a voiced consonant, e.g. hard 

3) words in which the vowel preceded a nasal consonant, e.g. farm 

4) words in which the vowel preceded a voiceless consonant, e.g. carpet 

 

These categories were necessary to take into consideration as vowel length varies greatly according 

to its linguistic context. It has been found that vowels are fully long when they are pronounced in 

word-final position (only possible for free vowels
9
), longer than normal when they occur in a 

syllable closed by a voiced consonant, shortened when they occur in a syllable closed by a nasal 

consonant, and shortest when they occur in a syllable closed by a voiceless consonant (Cruttenden, 

2001: 95). However, as the words were taken from a reading passage, the words were also affected 

by the reading rate of the informants, so that some words were pronounced faster than others 

regardless of their linguistic context, because of their position in the reading passage. Consequently, 

the different PALM vowels were added up and divided to arrive at an average length. The mean 

                                                 
8
 Most approximants can only precede vowels 

9
 Free (steady-state) vowels are “long and are represented by a symbol plus a length mark” (Collins and Mees, 2003: 

12), e.g. /iː/, /ɑː/, /uː/. 
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length was made as representative as possible by using words from the four different categories, 

though category (3) only occurred in the sample of one informant, who had difficulty reading the 

original reading passage in 1977 and thus read a second reading passage. 

 

The mean length of the PALM vowel was then compared with the length of the vowel in each BATH 

word. If the vowel in the BATH word was shorter than the mean length of the PALM vowels, it was 

categorised as a TRAP vowel, and conversely, if it was longer, it was categorised as a PALM vowel.  

 

The mean length of the TRAP vowels was not used, as the length of /æ/ tends to be highly variable 

and does not seem to follow the same patterns as other short vowels (Cruttenden, 2001: 95). For 

instance, unlike any of the other short vowels, when a TRAP syllable is closed by a voiced 

consonant, e.g. bad, this is nearly as long as any of the long vowels (Cruttenden, 2001: 92). Even in 

words closed by the same voiced consonant, the TRAP vowel length may be very variable. Wells 

found that some RP speakers “have a marginally contrastive long /æː/” (Wells, 1982a: 288), which 

is demonstrated in the minimal pairs bad, pad [bæːd, pæd], and glad, lad [glæːd, læd] (Wells, 

1982a: 288). 

6 Results and discussion of binary variables 

In the following, the results of the binary variables (h
1
), (h

2
), (r), and verbal concord, will be 

presented and discussed in relation to the factors of social class, and age and time. Owing to their 

complicated and comprehensive nature, the BATH words will be discussed in a separate section. On 

the basis of the aggregate principle, underlining the importance of the group over the individual 

(Chambers, 2003: 362), the results will be shown as averages for the middle class and working 

class, respectively. However, individual results will be considered, especially where these deviate 

considerably from the group results. Statistical tests of significance have not been carried out on the 

data for any of the linguistic variables. As argued by Labov, “[i]t is immediately obvious to the 

sophisticated statistician that tests of significance are irrelevant...even if a particular case were 

below the level of significance, the convergence of so many independent events carries us to a level 

of confidence which is unknown in most social or psychological research.” (quoted in Trudgill, 

1974: 91). 
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As mentioned in section 3.1.2, five of the 11 informants chosen from the samples of 1977 and 1990 

were re-interviewed in 2011. To make sure that the drop in informants does not skew the overall 

pattern, the mean results of 1977 and 1990 for each class were calculated once more – this time 

using the scores of the informants interviewed in 2011 alone. The new means (see Appendix E) did 

not differ significantly from the original results for any of the linguistic variables. Only the variable 

(r) showed some difference between the results of the five middle-class informants versus the two 

informants alone. However, this did not skew the overall pattern. Thus, the 2011 results could be 

compared with the original results of the 11 informants of 1977 and 1990 without problems. 

Consequently, below, the results of all 11 informants in 1977 and 1990 are compared with the 

results of the five informants in 2011. 

 

6.1 The variable (h
1
) 

As stated in previous sections, /h/ is a 

binary variable, and as such has only 

two variants, namely [h] and Ø. 

Following Kiesling (2011: 44), the 

results of the non-standard variant, 

will be presented in percentages. 

Figure 5 provides an overview of the 

results of the use of h-dropping in 

lexical items for the two social 

classes in 1977, 1990, and 2011.  

 

From the graph it appears that h-dropping shows a sharp stratification, with the middle class losing 

next to no /h/s, while the working-class speakers drop /h/ up to 50 per cent of the time. Time-wise, 

from 1977 to 1990, the loss of /h/ for the working class more than halves, moving in the direction of 

the middle class, as the informants grow older and reach adulthood. When the informants reach 

middle age, in 2011, the use of h-dropping for the working class increases somewhat, but only to a 

very minor extent. H-dropping for the middle class remains constant at zero per cent. Thus, it 

appears that past the age of 25, i.e. after 1990, the use of h-dropping seems to stabilise, showing 

only minor fluctuations. 

 

Figure 5. H-dropping in lexical items across social class and time 
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The mean results have been supplemented by a table showing the loss of /h/ for each informant, to 

show individual differences. Just as in Table 1, the informants have been ranked by social class, 

beginning with the informant at the highest end of the social scale and ending with the one at the 

lowest end. 

 

Distribution of (h
1
) 

  1977 1990 2011 

Middle Class No. of tokens Ø % No. of tokens Ø % No. of tokens Ø % 

Anne 6 0 0% 31 0 0% 26 0 0% 

Julia 15 0 0% 31 0 0% 35 0 0% 

Allison 24 0 0% 33 0 0%    

Sian 7 0 0% 30 1 3%    

Stephanie 22 0 0% 31 0 0%    

MEAN   0%   1%   0% 

Working Class          

Gillian 19 3 16% 37 5 14% 29 3 10% 

Rebecca 6 2 33% 30 2 7% 36 3 8% 

Maria 12 2 17% 31 2 6%    

Miranda 15 9 60% 26 15 58%    

Hayley 7 4 57% 30 4 13%    

Maxine 5 5 100% 31 9 29% 30 17 57% 

MEAN   47%   21%   25% 

Table 2. Distribution of Ø for (h
1
) for the individual informants across time 

 

Table 2 clearly demonstrates that middle-class informants consistently pronounce /h/ in lexical 

items. Only one informant, Sian, in 1990 omits pronouncing /h/ in one word. However, one might 

discuss the importance of one word in which /h/ was dropped, out of a total of 30 words in which 

/h/ was pronounced. The results for the working-class informants are somewhat more varied, yet 

still unequivocal. They all indicate that members of the working class drop /h/ considerably more 

frequently in lexical items than do members of the middle class. Furthermore, apart from individual 

fluctuations, it appears from the results, that the use of h-dropping increases as one moves down the 

social scale even within the same social class, with the lowest frequencies found at the higher end of 

the working class and the highest frequencies observed at the lower end. In terms of the time 

dimension, Table 2 shows a downward trend for the loss of /h/ for all informants from 1977 to 
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1990, though some have a more significant decrease than others. This might have something to do 

with the social mobility of the informants as well as the reliability of the data. Two informants who 

might have been influenced by social mobility are Rebecca, who, contrary to the rest of the working 

class, went to college and acquired a college degree, and Gillian who worked as a legal secretary 

and later obtained a law degree. This might have had a standardising effect on their language. From 

1990 to 2011, the use of h-dropping does not change much, but remains relatively stable for the 

working class and, particularly, for the middle class. However, the loss of /h/ curiously increases 

considerably for one of the working-class speakers, Maxine, while remaining stable or even 

decreasing for the other members of the working class. What separates the working-class 

informants is primarily social ambition and occupation. In her interview, Gillian clearly states that 

she has high ambitions, not just for herself, but also for her children. Conversely, Rebecca and 

Maxine express no desire to move up the social scale. However, because of her occupation, 

Rebecca may subconsciously use less h-dropping. Maxine‟s occupation, on the other hand, does not 

require her to use a particularly prestigious language, nor, it appears, does her social network, her 

husband being a lorry driver and her acquaintances consisting of neighbours and other people from 

the same local area. This corresponds well with the findings of Mees and Collins (1999), who 

observed that the non-ambitious working-class informants of their study did not alter their speech 

habits significantly over time, while the speech habits of the ambitious working-class speakers were 

observed to approximate those of RP-speakers. 

 

In terms of reliability of the data, it has to be noted that the results of particularly one of the 

informants, Maxine, for 1977, are based on only five occurrences. Consequently, the results for this 

informant are less trustworthy, as there may be doubts as to whether the results represent actual 

sociolinguistic patterns or whether they are merely random fluctuations. Nevertheless, it should be 

noted that the occurrences all take the same form, namely Ø, which suggest that the pattern is likely 

to be systematic.  

 

This distribution of the variable (h
1
) indicates that h-dropping in lexical items in Cardiff is highly 

stigmatised, corresponding with the findings of studies of other parts of south Wales as well as of 

England, e.g. Trudgill‟s study of Norwich (1974) (Romaine, 2000: 72). Not only is its use almost 

non-existent in the middle class, but it is also significantly reduced for the working-class informants 

who use it less as they grow older and perhaps become more aware of its negative connotations. 
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Nevertheless, remaining relatively constant from 1990 to 2011, the use of h-dropping for the 

working class never falls below 20 per cent, on average, compared to zero per cent for the middle 

class. Thus, the working-class speakers still drop the /h/ significantly more frequently than the 

middle-class speakers. Based on these observations, (h
1
) may be classified as a stereotype. This 

estimation is further supported by Mees‟ observations of h-dropping and its stylistic variation in her 

Cardiff study. She found that h-dropping was significantly reduced for the informants as they 

moved from informal speech (free speech) to the more formal speech of the reading passage (1983: 

182).  

 

 It is worth noting that even though the informants Gillian and Rebecca have moved up the social 

scale, and today, in the samples of 2011 and maybe even of 1990, would be categorised as 

belonging to the middle class, they do not follow the pattern of this class. Although they drop fewer 

/h/s than the other working-class informants, they still do not have a frequency of h-dropping as low 

as that of the middle-class speakers. 

 

6.2 The variable (h
2
) 

Figure 6 provides an overview of the 

use of h-dropping in grammatical 

items across each social class in 

1977, 1990, and 2011. 

 

Similar to (h
1
), the variable (h

2
), i.e. 

h-dropping in grammatical items 

where /h/ cannot be dropped in RP, 

shows a significant gap between the 

middle class and the working class. 

Unlike (h
1
), for which /h/ was almost 

consistently pronounced in the middle class, for (h
2
), the loss of /h/ occurs more frequently, even 

among members of the middle class. The graph of the variable (h
2
), however, does seem to show 

the same downward slope of the lines in the use of h-dropping over time from 1977 to 1990, not 

only for the working class but also for the middle class, though the line for the working class is less 

Figure 6. H-dropping in grammatical items across social class and time 
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steep than that for (h
1
) for the same class. As with the variable (h

1
), the variable (h

2
) appears to have 

stabilised by mid adulthood in 2011.  

 

An overview of the individual results is presented in Table 3 below. 

 

Distribution of (h
2
) 

  1977 1990 2011 

Middle Class No. of tokens Ø % No. of tokens Ø % No. of tokens Ø % 

Anne 18 2 11% 45 3 7% 54 3 6% 

Julia 53 10 19% 52 2 4% 45 3 7% 

Allison 34 2 6% 57 4 7%    

Sian 6 2 33% 71 7 10%    

Stephanie 18 5 28% 35 2 6%    

MEAN   19%   7%   6% 

Working Class          

Gillian 35 26 74% 57 29 51% 46 27 59% 

Rebecca 39 32 82% 44 30 68% 52 34 65% 

Maria 64 55 86% 81 56 69%    

Miranda 76 64 84% 68 65 96%    

Hayley 15 15 100% 61 35 57%    

Maxine 23 18 78% 89 84 94% 69 61 88% 

MEAN   84%   73%   71% 

Table 3. Distribution of Ø for (h
2
) for the individual informants across time 

 

In terms of the individual results, Table 3 shows a relatively stable distribution of the variant Ø 

among members of the working class in 1977. The only exception is one informant, Hayley, who 

appears to drop /h/ in all cases. This stability, however, does not seem to apply to the middle-class 

speakers, whose usage ranges from a frequency of 6 per cent to a frequency of 33 per cent. 

However, none of them is higher than the frequencies of any of the working-class speakers. Thus, a 

clear gap between the two classes is evident also from the individual results. In terms of the 

development of the variable over time, as the informants grow older, the middle-class informants 

seem to drop /h/ less frequently in 1990 than in 1977. Only Allison increases her use. However, the 

increase involved is negligible, and as such, the results for this informant indicate stability. The 

working-class informants show a varied pattern. Although the general trend seems to be a fall in the 
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loss of /h/, two of the informants, Miranda and Maxine, considerably increase their use of h-

dropping, so much so that they lose /h/ in almost all occurrences. The same mixed pattern is evident 

for the samples of 2011, showing a general decrease in h-dropping, though some informants 

increase their use of /h/ slightly. All in all, though, the individual results indicate that h-dropping of 

grammatical items has stabilised for most of the informants (at least for the five informants 

interviewed in 2011) by 1990, as these show only minor fluctuations in their use between 1990 and 

2011, whether it be upward or downward. 

 

It is notable that even though this variable may be said to be a subcategory of /h/ in general, the 

frequency with which h-dropping occurs is very different from that observed for (h
1
), thus 

providing support for the subdivision made in Mees (1983). The lines of the two classes run parallel 

to each other. They both decrease from 1977 to 1990, and they are both stable between 1990 and 

2011, showing almost horizontal lines. The gap between the lines, which shows a clear separation 

of the two classes, remains unchanged. Although, one might choose to classify it as a stereotype, 

like (h
1
), the relatively high use of h-dropping by the middle class, indicate that it is not stigmatised 

to the same extent as (h
1
). However, it is also questionable whether it falls into the category of 

social marker. As with (h
1
), in her study, Mees found that the stylistic variation of (h

2
) changed 

considerably from a high usage of h-dropping in informal speech to almost zero per cent usage for 

all the informants in formal speech (1983: 182). This pattern is typical of the stereotype. 

Consequently, although (h
2
) may not be stigmatised to the same extent as (h

1
), the pattern of this 

variable is still closer in similarity to the pattern which is most commonly found for the stereotype 

than it is to that of the social marker. As noted in Collins and Mees (2003: 108), some linguistic 

insecurity is associated with h-dropping in England and Wales, perhaps because of the acceptability 

of dropping /h/ in some contexts, but not in others. This might explain why a pattern is so difficult 

to establish for the variable (h
2
), which comprise these contexts. 

 

6.3 The variable (r) 

Like /h/, the variable (r) in Cardiff can be realised in only two ways – either as [ɹ] or as [ɾ]. Figure 7 

shows the distribution of the non-standard variant, [ɾ], in terms of social class and time, i.e. its 

development from 1977 through to 1990 and 2011.  
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As it appears from Figure 7, the 

working class has a much higher use of 

the non-standard variant [ɾ], than does 

the middle class. As such, it matches 

the patterns of non-standard variants in 

general, showing a large gap between 

the working class and the middle class, 

demonstrated in most other studies. 

What is noteworthy about the variable 

(r), however, and what makes it differ 

considerably from (h
1
) and (h

2
), is that 

the use of its non-standard variant, [ɾ], increases rather than decreases over time for the working-

class informants as they grow older, while it decreases for the middle class. 

 

For an overview of individual differences, Table 4 is shown below. 

 

Distribution of [ɾ] 

 1977 1990 2011 

Middle Class No. of tokens [ɾ] % No. of. tokens [ɾ] % No. of tokens [ɾ] % 

Anne 9 0 0% 34 0 0% 32 0 0% 

Julia 19 3 16% 35 0 0% 31 0 0% 

Allison 23 0 0% 43 0 0%    

Sian 13 2 15% 34 4 12%    

Stephanie 19 7 37% 41 4 10%    

MEAN   14%   4%   0% 

Working Class          

Gillian 16 12 75% 30 25 83% 35 31 89% 

Rebecca 15 11 73% 37 30 81% 45 39 87% 

Maria 19 17 89% 31 21 68%    

Miranda 32 28 88% 36 33 92%    

Hayley 8 4 50% 28 20 71%    

Maxine 6 4 67% 30 24 80% 39 36 92% 

MEAN   74%   79%   89% 

Table 4. Distribution of [ɾ] for individual informants across time. 

Figure 7. Distribution of [ɾ] across social class and time 
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Table 4 shows that the means for the working class and the middle class, and the findings for the 

individual informants, are in agreement. Again, the results of the middle class in 1977 show a large 

range of variation. Two of the informants never use the non-standard variant, while one informant 

has a relatively high use. However, even the informant who uses it most frequently among the 

middle-class speakers does not surpass the working-class informant with the lowest use. The 

working class also has some very variable results. Nevertheless, they all seem to use the non-

standard variant at least 50 per cent of the time. As noted above, all the working-class informants, 

except for one, Maria, increase their use of the non-standard variant as they grow older. Contrary to 

these, the middle-class informants reduce their use of the non-standard variant, following the 

general pattern. 

 

The increase in the non-standard variant for the working class shows that this variant is not 

particularly stigmatised. Rather, it is merely an indicator of social-class membership. It may be 

observed by researchers, but it is not generally noticed or disliked by the speech community. In fact, 

when asked in 2011 about what characterises a Cardiff accent, none of the informants mentioned /r/ 

or any of its variants – despite the fact that the informants had read aloud words containing this 

consonant (very, marry, terrible) just before they were asked about the Cardiff accent. This 

corresponds well with Mees‟ findings of the stylistic variation of (r), which showed no significant 

changes between the use of (r) in the informal speech of the interview style and its use in the formal 

speech of the reading passage (1983: 182). The reduction of the use of non-standard variants for the 

middle class might lead one to think that the middle class is in fact aware of its existence. However, 

based on Mees‟ findings of stylistic variation, as well as on the commentaries given by the 

informants in this study, it is more likely that the decrease is merely the effect of most of the 

middle-class informants going off to university, in which they may subconsciously have shed this 

variant. 

 

6.4 Verbal concord 

The results of subject-verb concord are shown in Figure 8. Again, the graph shows the percentage 

of non-standard forms. Both the occurrences with an incorrectly added –s suffix and those 

incorrectly losing it (as compared with the rules in RP) have been subsumed under the same 

category.  



 

 

62 

 

Although verbal concord does not 

show the same gap between the two 

classes as that of for instance (h
1
), it 

may be said to be a stratified variable 

in the sense that this is the variable that 

undergoes the greatest changes as the 

working class informants grow older. 

The graph also shows a clear separation 

of the two classes – the middle class 

using next to no non-standard forms, 

and the working class, using relatively 

many non-standard forms. This fits the general observations, which have found that grammatical 

items are often the best indicators of class membership because of this division. 

 

Table 5 below shows the results of verbal concord for the individual informants. 

 

Distribution of non-standard verbal forms 

 1977 1990 2011 

Middle Class 
No. of 

tokens 
Non- 

standard 
% 

No. of 

tokens 
Non- 

standard 
% 

No. of 

tokens 
Non- 

standard 
% 

Anne 61 0 0% 115 0 0% 84 0 0% 

Julia 131 0 0% 95 0 0% 83 0 0% 

Allison 108 1 1% 110 0 0%    

Sian 60 0 0% 103 0 0%    

Stephanie 101 2 2% 118 0 0%    

MEAN   1%   0%   0% 

Working Class          

Gillian 79 20 25% 72 1 1% 79 0 0% 

Rebecca 83 28 34% 103 1 1% 87 1 1% 

Maria 105 31 30% 87 5 6%    

Miranda 116 33 28% 125 1 1%    

Hayley 71 19 27% 129 4 3%    

Maxine 37 16 43% 106 17 16% 104 26 25% 

MEAN   31%   5%   9% 

Table 5. Distribution of non-standard verb forms for individual informants across time. 

Figure 8. Distribution of non-standard verb forms across social class 

and time 
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As it appears from Table 5, in 1977, there is a clear separation between individual members of the 

middle class and the working class. None of the middle-class informants use non-standard forms 

more than two per cent of the time. The working class, on the other hand, uses non-standard forms 

at least 25 per cent of the time, and one informant even uses them 43 per cent of the time. In 1990, 

the middle-class informants use no non-standard forms, while the working-class informants still use 

non-standard forms in some instances, though they have all significantly reduced their usage. 

Finally, in 2011, the variable seems to have stabilised. The middle class has maintained its zero per 

cent usage of the non-standard forms, and the frequency of the non-standard forms remains low for 

the working class. However, one informant, Maxine deviates from the general pattern, increasing 

rather than decreasing her use of the non-standard forms. This particular informant displayed the 

same pattern for the variable (h
1
). The same rationalisation used to explain her linguistic behaviour 

for that variable may be used here. Because of her lack of social ambition and the low linguistic 

requirements of her occupation, she may not pay much attention to her speech. 

 

As mentioned above, the variable verbal concord, seems to follow the same pattern as the variable 

(h
1
). It shows a clear separation of the two classes. The middle-class speakers use almost no non-

standard forms, and the working-class speakers significantly decrease their use as they grow older. 

It is the variable that shows the closest approximation of the working class to the middle class as 

adults in 1990 and 2011. This may indicate that it is the most stigmatised variable of the four 

variables discussed in this chapter. 

 

One might speculate as to the reasons why the use of the non-standard forms for verbal concord 

from 1977 to 1990 and 2011 undergoes such a large reduction – from 31 per cent usage to five per 

cent usage, and even down to one or zero per cent for some of the informants. As the change takes 

place from childhood to adulthood one might argue that plural –s might be part of the child‟s 

developmental stage, i.e. the process of acquisition, rather than merely a reflection of social 

stratification. However, the latter cannot be ruled out, as it is evident from this study that the non-

standard forms are almost never used by the middle-class speakers, not even as children. It may be 

argued that perhaps the working-class informants have a later recognition of the social significance 

of this variable than their middle-class peers. One of the problems when studying children‟s speech 

is determining what variants are random variations and what variants form part of an actual social 

pattern (Kiesling, 2011: 120). However, the reduction might also be explained by the feature‟s 



 

 

64 

 

obvious non-standard nature. It is a feature viewed by society as plainly incorrect. As such it is very 

likely that this feature is one that has been frequently corrected by schoolteachers, unlike the variant 

[ɾ], which is below the level of awareness and thus go uncensored by teachers, who may even use 

this pronunciation themselves. Consequently, in terms of its social significance, this variable may 

be considered to be a stereotype. 

7 Results and discussion of the BATH words 

The BATH words may be realised in two principally different ways, i.e. as either TRAP or PALM. As 

such, the situation seems fairly simple. However, for each vowel, there are a number of different 

realisations in terms of both length and quality whose interrelationships are difficult to establish. As 

mentioned in earlier sections, this variable has therefore been analysed using a combination of 

auditory and acoustic techniques. The results of the two methods did not differ significantly from 

each other. Nevertheless, in the few cases of discrepancies, the auditory results took priority over 

the acoustic results. 

 

As mentioned in section 4.2.3, three dimensions need to be considered when analysing the BATH 

words, namely the quality of the vowels, i.e. their degree of backness, their length (considered in 

combination with their degree of backness), and the lexical incidence of the two vowels TRAP and 

PALM.   

 

7.1 Vowel quality 

In terms of vowel quality, it is evident from the results that there is a clear distinction between the 

working class and the middle class. While the middle-class informants differentiate clearly between 

the TRAP and PALM vowels, TRAP being front and PALM being back, most of the working-class 

informants appear to have a similar quality for both vowels. This corresponds well with findings in 

other studies. Figures 9 and 10 below provide a typical example of the place of articulation of the 

TRAP and PALM vowels for one middle-class (MC) informant, and one working-class (WC) 

informant. In addition, the position of the vowels selected in the BATH words is shown. The 

examples were selected from the 1990 sample. The axes have been reverted so as to represent a 

traditional vowel diagram; axis (y) on the right showing height, and axis (x) at the top indicating 

degree of backness. 
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In the graph of the middle-class informant, the two vowels are clearly separated, and it appears that 

the PALM vowel is selected for the BATH words, as the quality of the vowels in the BATH words 

equals that of the PALM vowels. For the working-class informant, on the other hand, the TRAP and 

PALM vowels overlap, showing a very similar (front) quality. As the realisations of the two vowels 

are on the whole front (although there are a few instances of central PALM vowels), and the BATH 

words are also front, it can be very difficult to establish whether the speaker has selected the PALM 

or the TRAP vowel for these words. Whatever the case may be, it is clear from the figures that the 

working-class informant has a significantly more front pronunciation of the BATH words than the 

middle-class informant. Note that vowel height will not be addressed in this study, as it does not 

appear to have any crucial social significance. To determine whether the informants choose TRAP or 

PALM for the BATH words, one therefore needs to look at the length of the vowel.  

 

7.2 Vowel quality and length 

In RP, PALM is long and TRAP (with some exceptions) is short. Considering both the degree of 

backness of the vowel, and length, three representative vowels may be distinguished, namely back 

PALM, TRAP, and front PALM. Naturally, many intermediate forms may be observed, as mentioned in 

section 4.2.3. However, these three can be said to represent the most important on the continuum. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of vowels for one middle-class 

informant (Anne). 

Figure 10. Distribution of vowels for one working-class 

informant (Maxine). 
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Below, in Figures 11 and 12, the distribution of the three vowels for the seven words in the reading 

passage, and their development over time from 1977 to 1990 and 2011 is presented for the middle 

class and the working class, respectively.  

 

 

Figure 11 shows that the middle-class informants almost always select the back PALM vowel. Only 

in some cases do they choose the TRAP vowel, and they never use the front PALM vowel. This 

pattern seems to be relatively stable across time from 1977 to 1990 and 2011. The pattern for the 

working class, however, is somewhat more varied. As shown in Figure 12, in 1977, the working-

class informants seem to select the front PALM vowel in the majority of cases, and choose TRAP for 

the remaining part. They never select the back PALM vowel. In 1990, however, the use of the front 

PALM vowel drops somewhat, while the selection of TRAP and back PALM increases. Finally, in 

2011, the use of the front PALM vowel has been significantly reduced, while the back PALM vowel 

has gained ground together with the TRAP vowel which has increased notably, and is now the variant 

used most frequently.  

 

This pattern is also evident from the individual scores presented in Table 6 below. 
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Figure 11. Distribution of the three vowels involved in 

the BATH words for the middle class across time 
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Distribution of vowels in the BATH words 

  1977 1990 2011 

Middle Class 
Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 
Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 
Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 

Anne 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 

Julia 86% 14% 0% 86% 14% 0% 71% 29% 0% 

Sian 100% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
   

Allison 86% 14% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
   

Stephanie 71% 29% 0% 100% 0% 0% 
   

MEAN 89% 11% 0% 97% 3% 0% 86% 14% 0% 

Working Class 
         

Gillian 0% 14% 86% 14% 14% 71% 29% 43% 29% 

Rebecca 0% 71% 29% 0% 57% 43% 14% 86% 0% 

Maria 0% 67% 33% 0% 43% 57% 
   

Miranda 0% 29% 71% 0% 57% 43% 
   

Hayley 0% 29% 71% 0% 33% 67% 
   

Maxine 0% 14% 86% 0% 43% 57% 0% 43% 57% 

MEAN 0% 37% 63% 2% 41% 56% 14% 57% 29% 

Table 6. Distribution of the three vowels for the individual informants across time. 

 

From Table 6 it appears that most of the individual results of the working class show a general 

decrease of front PALM, an increase of TRAP, and a minor increase of back PALM. For the middle 

class, it seems that the use of TRAP decreases over time. Only for one informant, Julia, does it 

increase somewhat. Note, however, that with only seven instances, the difference in the percentages 

looks more drastic than it actually is. Julia chooses TRAP in a single extra word in 2011 as compared 

with 1990. When asked directly, in the questionnaire, about her pronunciation of each of the six 

different words in the reading passage (see Appendix A3), she admitted to varying between using 

TRAP and back PALM for two of these words, chance and fastest, depending on the situation. This 

indicates that her choice of TRAP for these in 2011, may be merely incidental. 

 

These findings support the conjectures put forward in section 4.2.3, namely that the back PALM 

vowel is perceived as the prestige form, the TRAP vowel is recognised as a local and socially 

accepted form, and the front PALM vowel is perceived as another local, yet far less acceptable, form. 

While the PALM vowel may be perceived as a prestige form when pronounced with a back quality, it 
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appears to be highly stigmatised when pronounced with a front quality. Thus, within the same 

vowel one may find at the same time a standard prestige form and a stigmatised form, depending on 

the vowel quality. 

 

Judging from the interview with one middle-class informant, Julia, one might discuss whether front 

PALM is stigmatised also among the working-class speakers. As Julia notes in her interview, “I think 

I‟ve always said [bɑːθ], not [baːθ] - ‟cos I used to get teased in school - ‟cos I didn‟t - I didn‟t sound 

the hard sort of /a/” (Appendix B). Here, her imitation of the vowel she did not use refers to a long, 

front vowel. It has to be noted that Julia, although being from a high-status class herself, did not live 

in a very high-status area as a child. As mentioned in section 3.1.1, Rumney, the area in which she 

grew up, is considered to comprise primarily working class estates.  Julia seems to have been teased 

for her RP like pronunciation of the word Bath (back PALM), which to some of her peers (who are 

more likely to have been from the working class, or at least have a social status below her) may 

have sounded posh. This indicates that while the back PALM vowel may carry social prestige for the 

middle class, this perception is not always shared by the working class. Instead members of this 

class select either the front realisation of PALM or the TRAP vowel. The choice also appears to 

depend on the lexical item, at least to some extent (see next section). As demonstrated in Figure 11 

above, even the middle-class speakers sometimes choose the TRAP vowel in certain words, but they 

never use a front PALM. Thus, only two of the three forms seem to be present in their speech. The 

working class, on the other hand, use all three forms. This may indicate that there is an awareness of 

the negative social prestige associated with the front PALM vowel. As the working-class speakers 

grow older, they appear to select either TRAP or back PALM more frequently. As mentioned in 

section 4.2.3, the choice of TRAP may be a form of accent loyalty (without negative social 

connotations).  

 

7.3 Lexical variation 

In addition to differing in terms of their distribution across social class and time, PALM and TRAP 

also differ greatly with regard to their lexical distribution, i.e. with regard to which vowel is 

selected for which word. However, determining a pattern in the realisation of some BATH words, 

e.g. last, involves some difficulty, as no clear pattern appears – not even for the individual 

informants – over time. Thus, it cannot be said that informants will always choose the TRAP vowel 



 

 

69 

 

for any particular BATH word. Nor is it possible to unequivocally state that they will always opt for 

a PALM vowel for a particular BATH word. Most seem to vary in their realisations, depending on 

who is saying the word, and at what point in time. Nevertheless, some general tendencies may be 

established. Tables 7 and 8, below, show the lexical variation of the six BATH words included in the 

reading passage and the 34 items in the word list for the two classes across time – in 1977 (only the 

reading passage), 1990 and 2011. The words have been divided into three categories based on the 

linguistic contexts established in section 4.2.3, namely, (1) words in which the vowel precedes a 

nasal plus another consonant, (2) words in which it precedes a fricative plus a consonant, and (3) 

words in which it precedes a fricative alone. 

 

Table 7. Lexical variation of the BATH words in the reading passage. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reading passage 

 

 

Working class Middle class 

Word class Word 
1977 1990 2011 1977 1990 2011 

PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP 

(1) chance 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

60% 100% 
 

50% 50% 

(2) 

fastest 40% 60% 
 

83% 
 

100% 100% 
 

80% 20% 50% 50% 

last 100% 
 

100% 
 

67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

after 82% 
 

82% 
 

67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

(3) 
class 80% 

 
50% 50% 

 
67% 80% 

 
100% 

 
100% 

 

passed 100% 
 

83% 
 

67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
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Table 8. Lexical variation of the BATH words in the word list. 

 

Word list 

  
Working Class Middle class 

Word class Word 
1990 2011 1990 2011 

PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP PALM TRAP 

(1) 

answer 
 

100% 
 

100% 60% 20% 50% 50% 

example 
 

100% 
 

100% 80% 20% 50% 50% 

chance 
 

67% 
 

100% 100% 
 

50% 50% 

advantage 
 

100% 
 

67% 80% 20% 50% 50% 

branch  
 

67% 
 

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

demand 50% 50% 
 

67% 60% 40% 100% 
 

France 
 

100% 67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

plant 
 

67% 67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

aunt 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

(2) 

master 
 

100% 
 

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

castle 
 

100% 
 

67% 80% 20% 100% 
 

grasp  
 

83% 
 

100% 100% 
 

100% 
 

nasty 
 

83% 
 

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

task 50% 50% 67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

past 50% 50% 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

daft 50% 50% 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

craft 100% 
  

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

basket 100% 
  

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

mask 83% 
  

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

fast 67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

after 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

last 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

ask 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

(3) 

staff 
 

67% 
 

67% 100% 
 

100% 
 

bath 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

giraffe 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

class 67% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

path 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

grass 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

rather 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

half 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

glass 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

laugh 100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

pass 83% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
 

100% 
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Note that the emphasis is here on the word list as this comprises various words of the same category 

and thus allows for observations of the categories in general rather than of a single word. As 

mentioned in section 4.2.3, one word might have a pattern of its own different from other words in 

its category, and thus looking at one word alone might skew the general pattern. However, where 

individual words differ significantly from the rest, these will be considered below. In addition, it has 

to be noted that the results of 2011 are based on only three working-class informants and two 

middle-class informants. This may reduce the reliability of the data, and make it difficult to draw 

any general conclusions. However, for most of the words, the results seem fairly reliable, 

particularly those showing 100 per cent agreement. 

 

From Table 8, it appears that the working class is most likely to select the TRAP vowel for words in 

category (1). Only one word stands out, namely aunt, for which they seem to favour the PALM 

vowel. Apart from one or two words in category (2), the words in category (1) are also the only 

ones for which the middle class selects TRAP. Disregarding the reading passage, the middle-class 

informants never select TRAP for words in category (3). For words of this category both classes are 

most likely to choose the PALM vowel. Only one word, staff, differs from this pattern, as the 

working class seems to favour the TRAP vowel for this word.
10

 Words in category (2) for the 

working class, however, are somewhat more variable, and the pattern is thus less clear. Although 

the working-class informants seem to favour the TRAP vowel for some of the words, e.g. grasp, for 

other words such as last they are more likely to choose PALM. For three of the words, craft, basket 

and mask, they even change from favouring PALM one year to favouring TRAP the next. It seems that 

two words in category (1), France and plant, have changed in the same way, though these have 

changed from a majority use of TRAP vowels in 1990 to a majority use of PALM vowels in 2011. 

However, these are not the only words, which have undergone change over time. It appears that for 

most of the words in category (2), the working-class informants have actually increased their use of 

the PALM vowel from 1990 to 2011. The same development seems to have taken place for most of 

the words in category (3). Apart from the two words mentioned above, the words in category (1) 

appear to remain relatively stable, as the working class favours TRAP at all three points in time. One 

might speculate as to whether the increased selection of the PALM vowels is owing to changes 

related to age-grading or whether they are related to the upward social mobility of two of the 

working-class informants, Rebecca and Gillian. Cases where the informants all select the same 

                                                 
10

 Note that staff  was the first item in the word list in 1990, and therefore might have been read more quickly than the 

rest, which may have given a false impression of TRAP being selected rather than PALM.  
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vowel may indicate actual age-related changes. However, the increase might also be owing to a 

third possibility, namely actual diachronic changes. Nevertheless, based on the hypothesis that 

individuals do not change their language radically past the age of 18, this is unlikely. To investigate 

this, one needs to analyse the speech of new informants, e.g. 23 to 25 year-olds, and compare it with 

that of the 23 to 25 year-olds recorded by Mees 21 years earlier in 1990. Furthermore, it is 

important to examine the distribution of the vowels in free speech. 

 

Based on these results, one may conclude that while the TRAP vowel is a possible choice for the 

informants for words in category (1), it is only accepted for some words in category (2), e.g. master, 

castle, grasp and nasty, and it is accepted for almost no words in category (3), the exception being 

staff, and perhaps other words which are not included in this list.  

 

When comparing the distributional pattern of the words in the reading passage with that of the word 

list, some differences emerge. It is peculiar that for the word class, the working class seems to 

change from primarily choosing PALM to favouring TRAP. This pattern differs from that of the word 

list, which shows a preference for the PALM vowel in both 1990 and 2011. This difference might be 

explained by stylistic variation. The pattern of the words in the word list indicates that for the words 

in categories (2) and (3) the working class selects the TRAP vowel less frequently – perhaps because 

the realisation of these words with a short vowel is less acceptable in Cardiff English. Thus, the 

increased awareness of reading the words in a word list, might have led the informants to choose the 

more acceptable form, PALM. In addition, the pattern of the word fast in the reading passage 

significantly differs from that in the word list. In the reading passage the working-class informants 

increasingly select TRAP for this word, while in the word list, they increasingly choose PALM. One 

might be tempted to propose the same explanation of stylistic variation to this word. However, this 

does not fit the pattern of the middle-class informants who themselves sometimes select the TRAP 

vowel for this word, indicating that this might be an acceptable form for this word after all. 

 

As stated in section 5.1.2.1, the analysis of the BATH words is based on words taken from a reading 

passage and a word list. However, in addition, measurements were carried out for words in free 

speech to rule out any uncertainties related to employing written texts. This analysis for the most 

part supported the findings of lexical variation, showing a preference for TRAP for words in category 

(1). It did not however fully support the findings for the distribution of the vowels in the middle 
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class. It indicated that some middle-class informants actually use more TRAP vowels in free speech 

than they do in more formal contexts. Particularly one informant, Stephanie, fitted this pattern, 

favouring TRAP for words in category (1) such as demand, and even for words in category (3) such 

as staff and pass. The results of free speech for the working-class informants did not differ 

significantly from the results of the reading passage. Where differences did occur, these showed a 

tendency for the informants to use more front PALM vowels in free speech than in the reading 

passage. This corresponds well with findings of other studies, showing an increase of non-standard 

forms as one moves from formal to informal speech. 

 

All in all, it seems that the BATH words as a linguistic variable have a pattern similar to both the 

stereotype and the social marker, depending on which vowel is considered. The TRAP vowel, which 

seems to be an accepted feature among the working-class speakers, increasing in use across time, 

and even used by some of the middle-class speakers, appears to be most closely related to the social 

marker in terms of the social significance associated with this vowel. However, it may become less 

socially acceptable when combined with a word of category (3). The front PALM vowel, on the other 

hand, is generally not positively perceived by the speech community, and it is even caricatured by 

some in the pronunciation of the phrase Cardiff Arms Park, as mentioned by one informant in this 

study, and also referred to in other studies. That the front PALM is disliked is also indicated by its 

significant drop in usage among the working-class speakers over time, as they grow older, while 

remaining non-existent in the speech of the middle class. Hence, one might regard front PALM as a 

stereotype.  

8 Conclusion 

In summary, five linguistic variables and their correlation with social class and age and time were 

investigated in this study. Though revealing consistent patterns in terms of social stratification and 

fairly consistent patterns across time, these variables have shown diverse patterns with regard to the 

social awareness and significance connected with them (i.e. whether they are indicators, markers or 

stereotypes.  

 

All five variables showed a clear distinction between the linguistic behaviour of the middle class 

and the working class, the latter using far more non-standard forms than the former (research 

question 1). Likewise, apart from one variable, (r), all the variables showed a downward trend for 
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most of the non-standard forms from 1977 to 1990, by which most of them appear to have 

stabilised, as no significant fluctuations take place between 1990 and 2011 (research question 2). 

However, the number of non-standard forms used by each class, the gap between the two classes, 

and the degree to which the non-standard forms are reduced across time, are very different for each 

variable. As to research question 3, we have seen that all three types of variables are represented. 

 

Together with the variable verbal concord, the variable (h
1
), comprising h-dropping in lexical items, 

was found to be the most stigmatised of the five variables of this study. The results for this variable 

showed a clear gap between the two classes, the working class using a large amount of h-dropping, 

and the middle-class dropping next to no /h/s. Furthermore, a significant decrease of h-dropping 

across time was observed for the working class, the middle class remaining stable at zero per cent h-

dropping. The results clearly indicate that this is a linguistic feature which is known to and 

generally disliked by the speech community. This was also indicated by Mees‟ study of stylistic 

variation of /h/, showing fewer occurrences of h-dropping in the more formal speech styles. 

Likewise, the variable verbal concord, which is very similar to (h
1
) in terms of the observed pattern, 

may be described as a stigmatised variable. Although the gap between the two classes is not as large 

as that observed for (h
1
), there is a considerable reduction of non-standard forms for the working-

class informants as they grow older. Furthermore, the almost zero per cent usage of non-standard 

forms in the middle class indicates that the non-standard form is indeed a disliked feature. Based on 

the patterns of these two variables, one may classify them as stereotypes. 

 

The pattern of the variable (h
2
), however, comprising h-dropping in grammatical items, is somewhat 

different. It is noteworthy that this variable, which is very similar to (h
1
), at least orthographically, 

is not distributed in the same manner as (h
1
). Contrary to the social significance of (h

1
) which was 

relatively straightforward to establish, the social significance of (h
2
) is less obvious. Judging from 

Mees‟ findings of stylistic variation, one would most likely place it in the category of stereotypes 

together with (h
1
). Nevertheless, the findings of this study, showing its correlation with social class 

and age, suggest otherwise. From these it appears that (h
2
), which showed much h-dropping in the 

middle class, cannot be described as a typical stereotype. Nor does it clearly follow the pattern of 

the social marker, as the use of h-dropping is reduced over time even for the working class, rather 

than remaining stable. Thus it remains somewhere in between a stereotype and a social marker 
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Similar to (h
2
), the BATH words may be placed somewhere in between the stereotype and the social 

marker. This variable presented by far the most difficult case, particularly because of the many 

aspects which had to be taken into consideration, namely (1) lexical variation, i.e. whether the PALM 

or TRAP vowel was selected; (2) in cases where the PALM vowel was chosen, whether it had a front 

or a back realisation, and (3) vowel length. From the results, it is evident that the back PALM vowel 

is the form favoured in the middle class. Only in few instances did the middle class use the TRAP 

vowel, and then only in some words – in most cases words in which the vowel preceded a nasal plus 

another consonant. The working class, on the other hand, very rarely used the standard back PALM 

vowel. Instead they seemed to favour the more local forms TRAP and front PALM. However, across 

time, the use of the latter form, front PALM, decreased significantly, while the use of TRAP, 

conversely, increased markedly. As in the middle class, in the working class, TRAP was also found 

to occur most frequently in words in which the vowel preceded a nasal plus another consonant, 

though it was also selected for a large share of the words in which the vowel preceded a fricative 

plus another consonant. The use of back PALM also increased somewhat, though not very 

significantly compared to the development of the two other forms. These findings suggest that two 

types of linguistic variables may be observed for the BATH words in Cardiff.  Front PALM, 

decreasing over time for the working class and never appearing in the language of the middle class, 

has many similarities in common with the stereotype. The TRAP vowel, however, increasing rather 

than decreasing across time, does not appear to carry negative connotations, though it cannot be 

regarded as a standard prestige form either, at least not in the middle class, which continues to use 

relatively few TRAP vowels. Thus, it may be regarded as a social marker. However, when used in 

connection with some words, e.g. words in which the vowel precedes a fricative alone, it may be 

perceived as less socially acceptable. 

 

Lastly, in contrast to the other four variables (disregarding TRAP for the BATH words), the variable 

(r) showed an upward trend in the use of nonstandard forms. Rather than decreasing their use of the 

non-standard variant, [ɾ], across time, the working-class informants actually increased their use. At 

the same time, the middle-class informants appear to use fewer of the non-standard variant as they 

grow older. This reduction of non-standard forms is more likely to be a consequence of most of the 

middle-class informants going to university, rather than an indication of social awareness. Hence, 

this variable may be categorised as a classic example of the indicator. 
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These findings correspond well with findings of other studies. Non-standard forms are generally 

found more frequently among speakers at the lower end of the social scale than among those at the 

top. Likewise, non-standard forms seem to decrease as people grow older, and perhaps become 

more aware and pay more attention to their own speech. However, this study also demonstrates that 

patterns of variation for the linguistic variable to a great extent depend on the social awareness 

related to this. As demonstrated in the results of the variable (r), although some variables may be 

obvious to professional researchers and perhaps even to people outside the speech community, they 

are not always known to or recognised by people living inside this community. 

 

All in all, the present study underlines the strength and fruitfulness of the real-time approach, and of 

investigating the same speakers over time, at different points in their lives. This approach has 

provided valuable information on the nature of a number of linguistic variables and contributed 

towards giving an insight into how speech develops throughout the same individual‟s life span. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

1. Reading passage 

2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Charlie 

Charlie Jones was a moth and he lived in a carpet warehouse in Cardiff. And he was a very 

very special moth, because he was World Champion carpet-eater. He had been the best for 

four years, and soon the Championships were coming round again, and he was determined to 

win once more. And he stood a good chance of doing so.  

Charlie trained very hard before the match. Every day he tore nine times across the ceiling of 

the carpet warehouse, and nine times down the far side, nine times he ate his way through the 

carpets stacked on the floor, and nine times he crawled up the wall again. After all that he felt 

pretty good, and when the time for the match came, he went up to London feeling pretty sure 

of himself. 

There were quite a lot of other moths fighting for the title; each had to eat through various 

different kinds of carpets – Welsh, Persian, Turkish, Wilton. Whoever could eat these in the 

fastest time would be the Champion. 

Charlie started on the Welsh carpet, and his time was by far the best. After that he was on to 

the Persian, and again he held his lead. But when he got to the Turkish carpet, a moth on his 

left was catching up with him. This was Horrible Harry, the American Champion. He was 

scared of Harry, because he had heard that Harry had got a new trainer, with first-class 

methods. 

They were nibbling like fury. The race was now between Charlie and Harry. The rest were 

nowhere. And as they got near to the end of the Wilton, Charlie just couldn‟t keep up. Harry 

passed him and won.  

Now it was poor Charlie‟s turn to present the Carpet Cup to his hated enemy. Charlie just 

couldn‟t bare it. He began to cry, and then he began to sob, and at last he broke down 

completely, and he started to bawl and bawl. 

And Charlie found himself, suddenly, quite alone, with the Cup in his hands. And Harry never 

came back to collect it. He had gone off. Why? Well you know what moth-balls are, don‟t 

you? 
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2. Word list 

 

Ideally 

Secure 

Tooth 

Staff 

Cure 

Bath 

Goose 

Boot 

Giraffe  

North 

Completely  

Sure 

Class 

Teacher 

Mood 

Path 

Or 

Real 

Include 

Force 

Grass 

Poor 

Merely 

Rather 

New 

Feet 

Choose 

Half 

Tour 

Wall 

Glass 

Spoon 

Really 

More 

Answer 

Moon 

Example 

Through 

Transport 

Ignore 

Pass 

Pure 

Fury 

Craft 

Soup 

Dance 

Taste 

Daft 

Museum 

Really 

Hear 

Fast 

Short 

Year 

Nasty 

Root 

Tourist 

Basket 

Horse 

Or 

Blue 

Grasp 

Plural 

Born 

New 

Last 

Hearing 

Mortal 

Ask 

Few 

Chance 

Floor 

Jury 

Mask 

Merely 

Aunt 

Sport 

Loose 

Advantage 

Branch 

Corner 

New 

Master 

Glory 

Few 

Castle 

Warm 

Victoria 

Task 

You 

Suit 

After 

Court 

France 

Order 

Near 

Laugh 

You 

Through 

Demand 

Normal 

Blue 

Plant 

Juice 

Past 

Four 

Peace 

Jury 
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3. Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How would you say the following words?               

                                   Which word would it sound like? 

Chance:                            chat            /            chart 

Demand:                           mat            /             march 

Class:                                cat             /             cart 

Pass:                                  part           /              pat 

After:                                 at              /              art   

Fast:                                   farm         /              fan 

Last:                                   lack         /               lark 

 

Very 

Marry 

Terrible 

 

How do you think a person from Cardiff would say these words? 

What would you say characterises a Cardiff accent? 

 

Do you think you speak with a Cardiff accent? 

- More or less than before? 

- When do you think it changed? 

- Is that a conscious choice – do you think about the way you speak? 

 

Does your family speak with a Cardiff accent – do they speak like you? 

 

What do you think of the Cardiff accent? 

What do you think of the English spoken in England? 

 

If someone asked you where you came from, what would you say? E.g. Britain/UK, England, Wales, 

Cardiff? 

- Do you speak Welsh 

- Would you say you feel Welsh? – More or less that English/British? 

 

People often talk about there being different social classes – do you think this is true in Cardiff? 

Where would you put yourself in a class system? 
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Appendix B 

Transcript: Julia 2011 (together with her father) 

Interviewer (I), Informant/Speaker (S), Julia‟s father (F) 

 

I: how was your trip to Scandinavia? 

S: it was really good. Yeah, it was very good. We went over on the ferry, and we had a very nice 

voyage out – like a cruise. The sun was shining, and we had a drink outside – it was lovely. Erm – 

compared with the coming home voyage, where it was – like this – and the whole of my family fell 

sick, except for me. And then we drove – we drove across Denmark then, and stayed three nights in 

Copenhagen. And that was really good – yeah – we had a lovely time. And then we carried on, and 

we drove across Sweden to Oskarshamn, I think it‟s called, and got the ferry over to Gotland – 

Baltic – and spent a week there – there‟s a lot of trees and sheep – and then got the ferry back to 

Stockholm – spent three nights there – and then drove all the way back down and spent a night in 

Malmö, and then drove all way back across Denmark and back on the ferry. 

(...) 

I: how often do you go on holidays? 

S: well, we do go on holidays – we go often – we are very lucky – we do go on holiday quite a lot – 

so – yes, every year we go – we usually go to Cornwall – erm – we have some friends from college 

and they have children, so we‟ve been doing that since all the children were born, so we‟ve been 

doing that for about fifteen years. We rent a house all together, and that‟s really nice, so we do that 

every year. We usually go skiing – we‟re really extravagant aren‟t we. 

F: and you took me to Paris 

S: yeah, we took – erm – dad and his sister, aunty Margaret – we took them to Paris, and my 

children and my husband and myself – for the weekend when the schools broke up in July – erm – 

not on the spur of the moment but nearly – it was only – we organised it about six weeks before – 

so I – I – I went online and I found an apartment, like I‟d done in Copenhagen and in Stockholm. So 

I found an apartment, and it looked good, „cos there were lots of complicated sleeping arrangements 

fitting in children – you know – all the best of it 

F: it was on the fifth or the sixth floor wasn‟t it? 

S: well it was on the seventh floor – it was okay – there was a lift, so that was fine, but what I 

hadn‟t realised is that I‟d booked it within Pigalle, and I didn‟t realise that was the red light district 

F: but it was in Monmarche. 
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S: well it was near Monmarche yeah 

F: and when – we looked out of the windows and there was the Sacre Coeur 

S: the apartment was lovely and the view from the window – you could see Sacre Coeur – and if 

you looked out the bedroom window you could see the Eiffel tower. 

(...) 

(Reading passage and word list) 

I: do you remember reading a reading passage? 

S: no 

I: no? 

S: I don‟t really remember reading it, but as I read through that list I know that sometimes I say 

[tʃɑːns], sometimes I say [tʃans]” – but we never said – I don‟t think we ever said [bæːθ], which is 

quite a Cardiff way of saying (...) so I‟ve also said – I think I‟ve always said [bɑːθ], not [baːθ], „cos 

I used to get teased in school, „cos I didn‟t – I didn‟t sound the hard sort of /a/ 

(...) 

I: What do you think characterises the Cardiff accent?  

S: [kaːdɪf] - [kaːdɪf] – I can‟t do it very well, but eh (...) Yeah what characterises the Cardiff accent 

– the hard - 

F: it‟s the /a/ 

S: the hard /a/ - [kaːdɪf aːmz paːk] 

F: [kaːdɪf aːmz paːk] 
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Appendix C 

Overview of the three indices used in this study, and the points afforded to the categories under 

each.  

Occupation (O) Points 

Professional workers, employers and managers 5 

Other non-manual workers 4 

Foremen, skilled manual workers, own account workers 3 

Personal service, semi-skilled and agricultural workers 2 

Unskilled workers 1 

  Education (E) Points 

Some university or college education 6 
A-level or equivalent 5 
O-level C.S.E. or equivalent 4 
Finished school at 15+ 3 
Finished school at 14 2 
Finished school at 13 1 

  Locality (L) Points 

Whitchurch 8 
Llanishen 7 
Roath 6 
Canton/Llanrumney 5 
Rumney 4 
Splott 3 
Adamsdown 2 
Ely 1 

 

Overview of both individual index scores, and the total score of each informant. 

 

Father's O x 2 Own O x 2 E x 1 L x 0.5 Score 

Anne 10 10 6 3.5 29.5 

Julia 10 10 6 2 28 

Allison 10 8 5 4 27 

Sian 10 8 5 4 27 

Stephanie 8 10 6 2.5 26.5 

Gillian 6 8 6 1.5 21.5 

Rebecca 4 6 6 1.5 17.5 

Maria 2 4 5 1.5 12.5 

Miranda 4 4 4 0.5 12.5 

Hayley 4 4 3 0.5 11.5 

Maxine 4 2 4 1.5 11.5 
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Appendix D 

Wells’ keywords for reference vowels in RP

Phoneme 

ɪ 

e 

æ 

ɒ 

ʌ 

ʊ 

ɑ: 

ɒ 

ɜ: 

i: 

eɪ 

ɑ: 

ɔ: 

əʊ 

u: 

aɪ 

ɔɪ 

aʊ 

ɪə 

ɛə 

ɔ: 

ɔ: 

ʊə 

Keyword 

KIT                                  

DRESS 

TRAP 

LOT 

STRUT 

FOOT 

BATH 

CLOTH 

NURSE 

FLEECE 

FACE 

PALM 

THOUGHT 

GOAT 

GOOSE 

PRICE 

CHOICE 

MOUTH 

NEAR 

SQUARE 

NORTH 

FORCE 

CURE 

Words of example 

ship, sick, milk 

step, neck, friend 

tap, back, hand 

stop, sock, quality 

cup, suck, blood 

put, bush, look 

staff, dance, sample 

cough, broth, long 

hurt, lurk, jerk 

creep, speak, people 

tape, raid, day 

sharp, farther, spa 

taught, sauce, broad 

soap, joke, know 

loop, shoot, tomb 

ripe, write, buy 

noise, join, toy 

out, house, crowd 

beer, sincere, beard 

care, fair, where 

for, war, born 

four, wore, sport 

poor, tourist, plural
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Appendix E 

Distribution of non-standard variants for each social class, including all the informant of 1977 and 

1990, and the new means of 1977, 1990 and 2011 of the five informants who were recorded again 

in 2011 alone.

 

Distribution of (h
1
) 

  1977 1990 2011 

Middle class MEAN   0%   1% 
0% 

New means   0%   0% 

Working class MEAN   47%   21% 
25% 

New means   50%   16% 

 

Distribution of vowels in the BATH words 

  1977 1990 2011 

 

Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 
Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 
Back 

PALM 
TRAP 

Front 

PALM 
Middle class 

MEANs 
89% 11% 0% 97% 3% 0% 

86% 14% 0% 
New means 93% 7% 0% 93% 7% 0% 

Working class 

MEANs 
0% 37% 63% 2% 41% 56% 

14% 57% 29% 
New means 0% 33% 67% 5% 38% 57% 

Distribution of (h
2
) 

  1977 1990 2011 

 Middle class MEAN   19%   7% 
6% 

New means   15%   5% 

Working class MEAN   84%   73% 
71% 

New means   78%   71% 

Distribution of [ɾ] 

 1977 1990 2011 

Middle class MEAN   14%   4% 
0% 

New means   8%   0% 

Working class MEAN   74%   79% 
89% 

New means   72%   81% 

Distribution of non-standard verbal forms 

 1977 1990 2011 

Middle class MEANs   1%   0% 
0% 

New means   0%   0% 

Working class MEANs   31%   5% 
9% 

New means   34%   6% 
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Appendix F

Spectrograms of the word chance pronounced by the middle-class informant Anne, and the 

working-class informant Miranda, respectively. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spectrographic picture of the word chance for Anne Spectrographic picture of the word chance for Miranda 



 

 

91 

 

Appendix G 

1. Acoustic data 

Measurements of vowel length as well as of F1 and F2 in both hertz and in S units for the informant 

Rebecca. The vowels classified as TRAP have been marked with grey, those classified as front PALM 

with orange, and those classified as back PALM remain uncoloured.  

 

BATH words in the reading passage 

   

1977 

   Speaker Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca chance 1019 1807 0.121 1.833 1.112 

Rebecca after 1038 1648 0.152 1.867 1.014 

Rebecca fastest 821 1796 0.093 1.477 1.106 

Rebecca after 1056 1788 0.151 1.900 1.101 

Rebecca class 863 1669 0.122 1.552 1.027 

Rebecca passed 959 1709 0.181 1.725 1.052 

Rebecca last 924 1906 0.166 1.662 1.173 
 

   

1990 

   Speaker Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2)  

Rebecca chance 848 1679 0.084 1.571 1.196  

Rebecca after 1033 1608 0.108 1.913 1.146  

Rebecca fastest 865 1471 0.114 1.602 1.048  

Rebecca after 826 1649 0.115 1.530 1.175 Auditory judgment takes precendence 

Rebecca class 917 1531 0.111 1.698 1.091  

Rebecca passed 875 1499 0.161 1.621 1.068  

Rebecca last 759 1454 0.151 1.406 1.036  

 

   

2011 

   Speaker Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca chance 781 1527 0.099 1.640 1.074 

Rebecca after 812 1751 0.119 1.705 1.232 

Rebecca fastest 746 1543 0.105 1.566 1.085 

Rebecca after 789 1646 0.117 1.657 1.158 

Rebecca class 717 1449 0.091 1.506 1.019 

Rebecca passed 753 1404 0.149 1.581 0.987 

Rebecca last 767 1482 0.117 1.610 1.042 
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BATH word in the Word list 
1990 

Speaker Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca staff 891 1751 0.141 1.650 1.247 

Rebecca bath 716 1356 0.275 1.326 0.966 

Rebecca giraffe 729 1373 0.235 1.350 0.978 

Rebecca class 838 1545 0.173 1.552 1.101 

Rebecca path 795 1326 0.274 1.472 0.945 

Rebecca grass 757 1357 0.239 1.402 0.967 

Rebecca rather 752 1380 0.198 1.393 0.983 

Rebecca half 818 1361 0.256 1.515 0.970 

Rebecca glass 754 1354 0.193 1.396 0.965 

Rebecca answer 933 1772 0.128 1.728 1.262 

Rebecca example 915 1725 0.116 1.695 1.229 

Rebecca pass 838 1354 0.262 1.552 0.965 

Rebecca craft 762 1392 0.184 1.411 0.992 

Rebecca daft 921 1658 0.140 1.706 1.181 

Rebecca fast 842 1618 0.141 1.559 1.153 

Rebecca nasty 920 1788 0.136 1.704 1.274 

Rebecca basket 839 1574 0.106 1.554 1.121 

Rebecca grasp  935 1596 0.124 1.732 1.137 

Rebecca last 917 1532 0.168 1.698 1.091 

Rebecca ask 989 1690 0.157 1.832 1.204 

Rebecca chance 947 1688 0.129 1.754 1.203 

Rebecca mask 964 1627 0.163 1.785 1.159 

Rebecca aunt 781 1456 0.228 1.446 1.037 

Rebecca advantage 854 1568 0.105 1.582 1.117 

Rebecca branch  945 1651 0.137 1.750 1.176 

Rebecca master 934 1655 0.115 1.730 1.179 

Rebecca castle 907 1781 0.114 1.680 1.269 

Rebecca task 880 1571 0.173 1.630 1.119 

Rebecca after 1038 1675 0.140 1.922 1.193 

Rebecca France 929 1594 0.121 1.721 1.136 

Rebecca laugh 723 1338 0.245 1.339 0.953 

Rebecca demand 1011 1733 0.158 1.872 1.235 

Rebecca plant 867 1583 0.111 1.606 1.128 

Rebecca past 939 1506 0.126 1.739 1.073 
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2011 

Speaker Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca staff 750 1655 0.134 1.575 1.164 

Rebecca bath 679 1187 0.229 1.426 0.835 

Rebecca giraffe 722 1490 0.152 1.516 1.048 

Rebecca class 734 1552 0.196 1.541 1.092 

Rebecca path 702 1419 0.176 1.474 0.998 

Rebecca grass 720 1258 0.177 1.512 0.885 

Rebecca rather 749 1396 0.169 1.573 0.982 

Rebecca half 733 1316 0.189 1.539 0.926 

Rebecca glass 690 1173 0.255 1.449 0.825 

Rebecca answer 648 1613 0.097 1.361 1.134 

Rebecca example 693 1651 0.089 1.455 1.161 

Rebecca transport 852 1513 0.086 1.789 1.064 

Rebecca pass 683 1248 0.228 1.434 0.878 

Rebecca craft 819 1501 0.118 1.720 1.056 

Rebecca dance 809 1741 0.159 1.699 1.224 

Rebecca daft 737 1629 0.142 1.547 1.146 

Rebecca fast 751 1578 0.141 1.577 1.110 

Rebecca nasty 697 1723 0.138 1.464 1.212 

Rebecca basket 701 1491 0.129 1.472 1.049 

Rebecca grasp  724 1615 0.126 1.520 1.136 

Rebecca last 759 1501 0.225 1.594 1.056 

Rebecca ask 737 1498 0.278 1.547 1.054 

Rebecca chance 735 1722 0.134 1.543 1.211 

Rebecca mask 866 1670 0.191 1.818 1.175 

Rebecca aunt 784 1506 0.228 1.646 1.059 

Rebecca advantage 742 1557 0.094 1.558 1.095 

Rebecca branch  703 1508 0.101 1.476 1.061 

Rebecca master 724 1594 0.139 1.520 1.121 

Rebecca castle 713 1641 0.097 1.497 1.154 

Rebecca task 771 1649 0.152 1.619 1.160 

Rebecca after 839 1919 0.138 1.762 1.350 

Rebecca France 827 1507 0.153 1.736 1.060 

Rebecca laugh 727 1252 0.212 1.527 0.881 

Rebecca demand 746 1699 0.151 1.566 1.195 

Rebecca plant 725 1521 0.139 1.522 1.070 

Rebecca past 799 1501 0.169 1.678 1.056 
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Vowels used in the calculations 
1990 

Speaker Vowel Word F1 F2 
 

F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

 Rebecca TRAP championships 816 1693 
 

1.511 1.206 

Rebecca TRAP champion 866 1645 
 

1.604 1.172 

Rebecca TRAP catching 938 1725 
 

1.737 1.229 

Rebecca TRAP Harry 935 1638 
 

1.732 1.167 

Rebecca TRAP match 845 1607 
 

1.565 1.145 

Rebecca TRAP match 925 1660 
 

1.713 1.183 

Rebecca TRAP stacked 741 1712 
 

1.372 1.220 

Rebecca TRAP that 864 1618 
 

1.600 1.153 

Rebecca TRAP back 791 1675 
 

1.465 1.193 

Rebecca TRAP began 821 1779 
 

1.521 1.267 

Rebecca TRAP began 708 1903 
 

1.311 1.356 

Rebecca TRAP hands 645 1593 
 

1.195 1.135 

        
Speaker Vowel Word F1 F2 

 
F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca FLEECE before 393 2268 
 

0.728 1.616 

Rebecca FLEECE ceiling 411 2476 
 

0.761 1.764 

Rebecca FLEECE feeling 410 2372 
 

0.759 1.690 

Rebecca FLEECE each 380 2537 
 

0.704 1.807 

Rebecca FLEECE eat 417 2239 
 

0.772 1.595 

Rebecca FLEECE these 380 2489 
 

0.704 1.773 

Rebecca FLEECE lead 411 2373 
 

0.761 1.691 

Rebecca FLEECE keep 379 2524 
 

0.702 1.798 

        
Speaker Vowel Word F1 F2 Length F1/S(F1) F2/S(F2) 

Rebecca PALM Charlie 862 1540 0.139 1.596 1.097 

Rebecca PALM Charlie 680 1441 0.138 1.259 1.027 

Rebecca PALM far (side) 716 1391 0.182 1.326 0.991 

Rebecca PALM far (the) 704 1431 0.184 1.304 1.019 

Rebecca PALM Cardiff 707 1490 0.146 1.309 1.061 

Rebecca PALM hard 745 1515 0.126 1.380 1.079 

Rebecca PALM carpets 773 1466 0.116 1.432 1.044 

Rebecca PALM carpet 731 1514 0.157 1.354 1.079 

Rebecca PALM started 749 1561 0.101 1.387 1.112 

Rebecca PALM started 772 1491 0.141 1.430 1.062 

MEAN 
    

0.143 
  

 

 

 

 



 

 

95 

 

2. Auditory data 

Auditory results for the BATH words in the reading passage, the word list, and free speech for the informant 

Rebecca. Whether PALM was back or front was determined by the F2/S(F2) results of the acoustic analysis, at 

least with regard to the reading passage and the word list.

 

Reading passage 

 
1977 

 
Rebecca PALM TRAP 

chance 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

fastest 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

class 
 

x 

passed x 
 

last x 
 

  

1990 

Rebecca PALM TRAP 

chance 
 

x 

after 
 

x  

fastest 
 

x 

after x  
 

class 
 

x 

passed x 
 

last x 
 

 

2011 

Rebecca PALM TRAP 

chance 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

fastest 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

class 
 

x 

passed x 
 

last 
 

x 

 

 

 

 

Word list 
1990 

Rebecca PALM TRAP 

staff 
 

x 

bath x 
 

giraffe x 
 

class 
 

x 

path x 
 

grass x 
 

rather x 
 

half x 
 

glass x 
 

answer 
 

x 

example 
 

x 

pass x 
 

craft x 
 

daft 
 

x 

fast 
 

x 

nasty 
 

x 

basket 
 

x 

grasp 
 

x 

last 
 

x 

ask 
 

x 

chance 
 

x 

mask 
 

x 

aunt x 
 

advantage 
 

x 

branch 
 

x 

master 
 

x 

castle 
 

x 

task 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

France 
 

x 

laugh x 
 

demand 
 

x 

plant 
 

x 

past 
 

x 

Word list 

2011 

Rebecca PALM TRAP 

staff 
 

x 

bath x 
 

giraffe 
 

x 

class 
 

x 

path 
 

x 

grass x 
 

rather x 
 

half x 
 

glass x 
 

answer 
 

x 

example 
 

x 

pass x 
 

craft 
 

x 

daft 
 

x 

fast 
 

x 

nasty 
 

x 

basket 
 

x 

grasp 
 

x 

last 
 

x 

ask 
 

x 

chance 
 

x 

mask 
 

x 

aunt x 
 

advantage 
 

x 

branch 
 

x 

master 
 

x 

castle 
 

x 

task 
 

x 

after 
 

x 

France x 
 

laugh x 
 

demand 
 

x 

plant 
 

x 

past 
 

x 
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Free speech 

 

1990 
 Rebecca PALM TRAP 

can't  x 
 

passed x 
 

after 
  

advantage 
 

x 

staffed 
 

x 

last x 
 

last x 
 

last x 
 

example 
 

x 

pass x 
 

can't  x 
 

cast 
 

x 

bathroom x 
 

bathroom x 
 

can't  x 
 

can't  x 
 

asked 
 

x 

can't  x 
 

can't  x 
 

can't  x 
 

passing x 
 

can't  x 
 

can't  x 
 

rather x 
 

advantage 
 

x 

can't  x 
 

asked x 
 

staff 
 

x 

last x 
 

last x 
 

asked x 
 

afternoon x 
 

can't  x 
 

can't  x 
 

plants 
 

x 

France 
 

x 

France 
 

x 

France 
 

x 

can't  x 
 

France 
 

x 


