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Learning by experience: notes for New Zealand
social dialectologists!

Janet Holmes & Allan Bell
Victoria University of Wellington

Inspired by the consensus at the Seventh New Zealand Linguistics Soci-
ety Conference that it was time to begin collecting a corpus of data on spo-
ken New Zealand English, we decided to attempt a small pilot project over
the summer of 1987-8. Our main aim was, after learning from experience
elsewhere (e.g. Labov 1972, 1984), to develop an interview schedule which
could be used as the basis for collecting comparable spoken data anywhere
in New Zealand. We also expected to identify some of the methodological

problems that we would all have to resolve in collecting speech data. We
were not disappointed.

Choosing what to study

On the basis of our review of sociolinguistic research on New Zealand En-
glish (Bell and Holmes 1987), two of the most interesting questions appeared
to be regional differences and Maori vs Pakeha differences. We decided to fo-
cus initially on the question of differences between Maori and Pakeha, since it
is a question which has proved frustratingly intransigent. While even linguists
continue to feel there is a recognisable “Maori accent”, attempts to specify its
features have so far identified very few (McCallum 1978, Benton 1987). Mc-
Callum (1978) identified some features of verb usage which appeared promis-
ing as differentiators of Maori and Pakeha children’s speech. Hall (1976)
studying the speech of Northland men concluded that Maori men’s close
vowels tended to be consistently opener, open vowels closer, back vowels
more forward and front vowels a little further back than those of Pakeha men.
These are the only two of a number of studies that provide any support for
the view that a Maori variety of English exists. They also imply that such

We would like to express appreciation to Jenny Jacob for comments on an earlier
draft as well as sterling work as interviewer.
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a variety is influenced by the sounds and structures of the Maori language,
However, Benton (1987) believes this has not been confirmed by research 5o
far. It seems possible that the distinguishing features may be prosodic, per-
haps involving articulatory set in some cases. We decided therefore to collect
data which would allow us to examine the phonological features of Maori vs

Pakeha speech?.
Controlling the social variables

Since we intended to use a very small sample, we decided to control as many
non-ethnic social variables as possible. To avoid regional variation we wanted
people who had lived in one place most of their lives. The criterion we de-
cided to use for this was a person who had lived in Levin since before the
age of ten’. Informants had to speak English as their first language. We also
needed to restrict the sample with respect to gender, age, and socio-economic
class. Research is an interactive undertaking and these decisions could not

be made with total disregard for our resources - the most relevant one being
the interviewer.

The crucial consideration was our desire to elicit speech which was as
relaxed and natural as possible - what Labov (1972) labels “the vernacular”.
Consequently we needed an interviewer who would contribute to this goal.
We were fortunate in having available J enny Jacob, an incipient Masters stu-

dent from Levin, to act as a research assistant. Levin speech was therefore
selected as the focus of the study.

Jenny could be described as a walkin “matched guise”. She is fair-
skinned and blonde haired and would appeagr as Pakeha gupiiehasixfonnams
(and there is convincing, if disturbing, evidence of this in comments made
‘f’ her about Maori people in the interviews), However, she is a full and ac-
tive member of the Maori community at Levin, with Ngati Raukawa tribal
aﬁihagon. By basing the research in Levin Jenny was able to use her well-
established social networks to select potential interviewees. The advantages

?Grammatical features will be the foc i b
the ’intervicwcr. Jenay Taooh, us of a Masters thesis to be undertaken by
P T:li:hdehif;i:n was bﬂsed on the criterion for a speaker of New Zealand Eng-

w cen agreed in preliminary discussions by the Victoria Corpus study

g::; cr::e i:.xcluded in 8 proposed outline discussed at the Seventh Linguistic Society
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of using an “insider” for such research are well-documented (Mitchell-Kernan
1971, Labov et al. 1968, Wolfram and Christian 1976). And Lesley Milroy’s
“friend of a friend” technique (Milroy 1980) in accessing informants for in-

terview is all the more effective when the first friendship has been established
Over years. '

To avoid gender variation we decided on the basis of our interviewer’s
sex, and Janet Holmes’ interest in women’s language, to restrict the sample
to women. This decision was also consistent with the goal of eliciting relaxed
speech, since same-sex discussion seems likely to be less formal (cf. Coates
1984, Russell 1982). It also avoided the problems of assuming that same-sex
and cross-sex interviews elicit comparable data (Cameron and Coates 1985).

The evidence from previous research suggested that we should focus on
the speech of informants from a lower socio-economic group as those most
likely to reveal the variation we were interested in. Though Jenny Jacob is
now a university graduate, and therefore educationally better qualified than
the women she was to interview, her earlier background and life experience

was not so very different from theirs, and she continues to be an active mem-
ber of the community.

Finally the age group of 20 - 29 was selected partly with Jenny’s age in
mind, but also because we wished to select women with at least one child

since we expected children to be a useful topic to encourage less monitored
talk.

The decisions to focus on the speech of Maori and Pakeha women, aged
between 20 and 29, from lower socio-economic backgrounds, living in a
provincial area, were reached therefore by a combination of theoretical and
practical considerations but were also taken with a view to eliciting the kind
of speech we wanted.

The interview

We decided to use an interview schedule administered by an interviewer in the
interviewee’s home, following the standard technique of most social dialect
surveys (Labov 1966, Shuy et al. 1968, Trudgill 1974, Horvath 1985, New-
brook 1986). We aimed to elicit a range of speech styles from most formal
to casual, and we discuss below the choice and organisation of the material
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designed to achieve this end. Following the. field method guic?el%nes devel-
oped by the Philadelphia Project on Linguistic Change and Va!natlon (Labov
1984), we allowed for the presence of other speech community members at
an interview, with the expectation that this might encourage more relaxed

interaction.

Background information: schedule 1

All the decisions about the non-linguistic variables were translated into the
appended schedule 1, which was designed to be used by the interviewer to
collect any background information which might turn out to be relevant to in-
terpreting the data collected. It is reasonably consistent with the suggestions
made by Donn Bayard (personal communication) about the socio-economic
data to be supplied with speech samples for the corpus of New Zealand En-
glish. This section of the interview generally took about ten to fifteen min-
utes, although, where fruitful digressions occurred, it lasted longer. The ques-
tionnaire was filled in by the interviewer, often roughly during the actual in-
terview, then clarified and cleaned up onto another form afterwards.

The demographic questionnaire consisted of 40 questions under five head-
ings: residential history; gender, age and ethnic information; education, oc-
cupation and income information; information on living situation; and lan-
guage history. While most of the wording in the questionnaire should be
usable for other sociolinguistic surveys in this country, some was specific to
this particular project - e.g. references to Levin and to the informants’ gender.

Some of the questions elicited defining information, which would tell us
whether a particular person qualified to be interviewed as an informant on the
cnteqa of residence, age, socio-economic class and language history. Other

on partner, followed by all on each
found easier, and less tedious,
same time,

The classifications for some ques
the audience survey in Bell (1977),
from earlier sociolinguistic surveys

tipns were derived from those used in
Suitably modified; others were adapted
Such as Labov (1966); and others were
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included on the basis of our feeling for additional information we might need.
In general we sought greater rather than minimal detail on the grounds that
this:» could more easily be discarded than a second questionnaire administered
to informants. Thus we asked for information on any place where an infor-

mant had lived for at least a year, and for where parents and partner had lived
for more than three years.

There was very little hesitancy and no refusals in answering the ques-
tionnaire though informants did not always know the details of their parents’
residential and educational history. A few questions caused difficulty. With
those concerning ethnicity (section B), it was not always clear whether the
answers reflected identification as Maori (regardless of parents’ ethnicity) or
actual inherited ancestry. An additional question could be considered ex-
plicitly asking about ethnic identification. Most questions were framed with
specific multiple choice answers, with the options refined after pilot testing.
The question on educational qualifications was left more open in order not
to embarrass less educated informants. The specific occupation was elicited
where possible. On occasions it needed to be clarified whether informants
were currently working outside the home or just giving their general occu-
pation when previously employed. This sometimes required questioning in
more detail in order to classify a job into the categories of question 23. For
income earned, equivalent weekly and annual amounts were given, with the
categories reflecting the lower socio-economic status of informants.

Section D was intended to give some indication of the informant’s living
situation - whether in an extended family, what number of children, and the
level of housing. A question which should be added in future surveys would
establish whether an informant’s dwelling is owned or rented. Section E on
language history was designed to ensure that we sampled only L1 English
speakers. It was also expanded to elicit information on any use of Maori (or
language other than English) by the informant or her family. The informa-
tion was sought both for its possible importance in the informant’s language
acquisition, but also out of interest in the knowledge and use of Maori in the

community.
Eliciting the linguistic variables

The formal section: schedule 2 . =
The initial decision we made was the simple one of ensuring we elicited the
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four diphthongs (ai, au, ou, ei) which had turned out to be diagnostic m previ-
ous New Zealand social dialect research (Bayard 1987, Morton and Williams
1977, Bell and Holmes 1987). We also decided in view of the fact that eth-
nicity was the primary focus of the research to incluc?e a number of familiar
Maori words which we thought might prove diagnostic.

We then consulted our colleagues at Victoria for suggestions about addi-
tional variables which should be included?, and drew on the standard social
dialect works in the area (e.g. Labov 1966, Trudgill 1974, Labov et al. 1968).
The results are encapsulated in the formal elicitation techniques, including
the reading passage and word lists, in appended schedule 2, a draft version

of which was circulated in the New Zealand Linguistic Society Newsletter in
November 1987. '

The elicitation techniques in this second section of the interview were de-
signed to focus the speaker’s attention increasingly on the pronunciation of
the diagnostic sounds. In the initial phases we tried to distract attention from
pronunciation by two devices: (i) focussing on lexical items and regional dif-
ferences, which most people find an interesting aspect of language use; (ii)
by asking informants to perform an “operation” on a sentence which would
act as a distractor technique (Greenbaum and Quirk 1970). In the final stages
of section 2 we focussed increasingly on eliciting specific sounds, and finally
in the word list which included minimal pairs, we gave informants an oppor-
tunity to focus maximal attention on pronunciation. If informants ever make
a distinction between /ia/ and /ea/ they will certainly make it under such
circumstances. Correspondingly if they do not make the distinction when

faced with beer and bear side by side, we can be reasonably confident this
distinction has disappeared from their speech,

Lexical items/regional background

The first section of the interview, after collecting background information on
the informant, asked questions about language which we considered would
be easy to answer and appeal to a layperson as the kind of questions linguists
ought to be interested in, We selected a smal] group of lexical pairs, some of
which differentiate users by region, and we added a couple of questions taken

4We would like to express appreciation to Laurie Bauer, Chris Lane, and Graecme
Kennedy who acted as a helpful set of commentators during this crucial early stage
of the project.
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from Horvath (1985) asking if informants could tell the regional background
of speakers from their speech, and if so how.

Fill the gap task

T.he. “fill the gap” task was designed to distract attention from the pronun-
ciation of a number of words that were embedded in the sentences. All the
words selected were words we had some reason to believe might differenti-
ate New Zealand pronunciation from other accents of English, and some were
inclu.defl because we suspected they might distinguish Maori and Pakeha pro-
nunciation. Selecting an appropriate task here caused some initial problems
and we settled on this particular task only after three sets of pilot interviews
with revisions and refinements between each. A request to turn sentences
into the negative, for instance, was rarely treated as a straightforward syntac-

tic exercise but caused all kinds of semantic problems for informants: so, for
example, the sentence:

There’s a quarter of chicken on the menu for dinner tonight

became

There's no chicken on the menu for dinner tonight

which certainly negates the sentence semantically but loses the word quarter
which we were interested in! Similarly, turning sentences into the past tense
assumes a conscious and explicit understanding of tense which few native
speakers have.

We concluded that it is unreasonable to expect most people to under-
take such grammatical operations; they are simply too complicated for all
but linguistics students. They made all but the most secure of informants feel
“dumb” when they couldn’t do the exercises and we most certainly wanted
to avoid that. We decided finally on a “fill the gap” exercise, which worked
well. It was interesting enough to serve the purpose of distracting from the
words we were focussing on, but not so difficult that people gave up or felt
unhappy about it. In schedule 2 below we have italicized the words whose
pronunciations we were interested in. Naturally these were not italicized on
the sheet which was handed to informants.

The reading passage

Some effort was put into finding a reading passage with' socio-cultt_lrally ap-
propriate and interesting content, and then modifying it to make it easy to
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read as well as to include the linguistic variables we were interested in, The
passage finally selected was one used in an earlier piece of attitude research
undertaken by Gould (1972)°. It was then considerably modified to ensure it
included:

1. every New Zealand vowel phoneme in a stressed position before 3
voiceless obstruent;

2. every possible New Zealand vowel phoneme before an /V/ (/ual/ does
not occur in one syllable);

3. alist (in case list intonation turned out to be interesting for the high rise
terminal);

4. possible contexts for linking /1/ and intrusive /1.

We have included in the appended schedule 2 a version of the reading passage
in which we have italicized the words and phrases whose pronunciation we
were especially interested in.

The passage appeared to work well and was read quite fluently by infor-
mants. We had thought that, as a relatively infrequent activity for adults, 2
request to read aloud might cause problems, but there were very few.

Word lists
Each of the words incorporated into the passage for reasons 1. and 2. above

was then listed separately in order to enable ug to contrast reading style and
word-list style in the analysis. (Word-list 1).

A second list of words was then constructed incorporating both vowel and
consonant sounds identified by Bayard (1987) and Bauer (1986) as potentially
diagnostic of New Zealand English. We also added some words which 1t

seemed on the basis of the pilot interviews might turn out to be interesting:
e.g. me, go, owed, thirty.

The second list moves from single words to near minimal pairs through

SDespite considerable effort we have not been able to trace the origins of this
passage.
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to exact minimal pairs®, (Word-list 2). Pilot testing led to a few modifica-
tions including substitutions for words such as enthuse which caused people
to stumble, and dolt which Jenny considered likely to cause people to feel un-
comfortable since she judged it a word they did not know. Despite our best
efforts some bugs remained. We would now eliminate ambiguous bow and
obscure fallow and cull, replacing the minimal pair kill/cull with dull/dill.

We also learned to ask people to read more slowly (since the first inter-
viewees tackled the list at break-neck speed), and to read across, not down,

so that the phonemic contrasts we had deliberately included would not go
unnoticed!

Less formal speech: schedule 3

The biggest challenge in preparing the material for the schedule was to devise
ways of tipping people off the end of the formal section into more relaxed and
casual speech - to minimise the “observer’s paradox” (Labov 1972). We used
a number of gtrategies to try and achieve this.

The build-up from less monitored to most monitored style was deliber-
ately designed to engender a sense of relief and relaxation at the end of the
minimal pairs reading. At this point Jenny would say something like “Good,
that’s the end of all the formal stuff”, and she would switch off the tape, run
it to the end and turn it over, thus creating a real break in the interview.

In introducing the interview, Jenny had told informants that she wanted
to ask them some questions about language, and that she also was interested
in their school experience. This gave her a possible lead into the less formal
section. As a result of thorough pilot testing and review we decided that this
was the most likely topic to get the women talking. But the crucial point was
that any topic at any point which resulted in more relaxed spontaneous speech
should be allowed to develop - even if it meant abandoning the more formal
parts of the schedule for a considerable period. (Horvath (1985: 51) notes
that her interviewers adopted a similar approach.) Relaxed speech was given
top priority. So if someone began to talk about their schooling or favourite
sport as a result of questions in the background section (schedule 1) then

6This particular progression was adopted on the suggestion of Graeme Kennedy
who considered that minimal pairs might induce a particular “set” towards the list and
thus confuse readers who were looking for them where they didn’t exist. We certainly
wanted to avoid readers feeling there were any hidden tricks involved.
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Jenny simply encouraged and prompted them to keep talking without allow-
ing the schedule to interrupt. This was much more difficult for her to do than
one would imagine without trying it oneself. The psychological pressure to
“get through the schedule” was often hard to resist, and indeed in some cases
was clearly experienced by the informants too. In such cases this anxiety to
complete the tasks could be used to good effect to mark the shift to a more
relaxed section after completing the more obviously formal tasks.

It was correspondingly important that there should be no written schedule
of questions evident once the formal section was completed. Initially we sent
Jenny off with a list of possible topics, culled from other surveys as well as
our own intuitions about what might get people talking, (see schedule 3).
It is perhaps worth noting here that abstract questions simply did not work
at all. Questions about taha Maori or what makes a successful person (cf.
Labov 1966) dropped like lead balloons into the interview. Questions asking
informants to recall personal experiences were uniformly more successful.

In the pilot interviews Jenny tended to treat the list of possible topics as
if they, like the more formal tasks, had to be “got through”, and consequently
some informants obviously felt they needed to “answer the question” and get
on to the next one (see Wolfson 1976). But as Labov has pointed out:

The sociolinguistic interview is considered a failure if the speaker
does no more than answer questions,
(Labov 1984:38)

to it. Once she recognized this she relaxed too and abandoned her list. She
kept it as a resource in her head rather than in her hand. She allowed people
time, accepting that pauses might serve as thinking time and were not simply
empty spaces to be filled by her as fast as possible,

She spent much more time listening carefully to reponses alert for clues as
to topics of interest to the informant she could follow up. When an informant

"On the other hand topics must have face-validity and be taken seriously or infor-
mants may legitimately feel the interview is pointless.
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said, for instance, that she was doing Massey University extramural papers
in response to the questions on education, Jenny followed up with “how are
they going?”. The informant clearly treated this as an aside and gave a much
more relaxed response. On another occasion an informant responded to the
danger of death question in a way which suggested to Jenny she had had more
than one such experience. Though the clue was subtle, Jenny picked it up and
followed up with “was that the only time or was there another?” In answer
to a background question about the house size “how many bedrooms?”, one
informant replied “Two - hopefully three”. This too provided a clear opening
for a follow-up “‘are you planning extensions?” Jenny developed considerable
skills, then, in identifying promising topics from speaker’s clues i.e. from
what Labov (1984:37) labels “tangential shifting”.

In the pilot interviews Jenny had contributed a great deal herself to the
talk, believing she thus made it seem more like a conversation which helped
people relax. She subsequently managed to reduce the amount of her own
contributions while still achieving this effect. She developed remarkably
good listening techniques and real skill in nudging people on with a well
placed prompt. The informal section of the final interviews ranged from 20

minutes to about 45 minutes in length, depending on how involved informants
became in the topics developed.

Two final problems relating to the interview are worth mentioning: back-
ground noise and the potential disadvantages of using an insider. One of the
costs of interviewing women with young children was the background noise
the children often created. We decided we would simply have to live with
this if we wanted cooperation. However it was essential to get clear sound
for the reading passage and word lists and Jenny became skilled at diplomat-
ically removing any children to a distance during these sections if this proved
necessary.

And it is worth noting that while insiders have many advantages in terms
of local knowledge and acceptance in the community, this status may also
create problems. The most obvious one relates to “loyalty”. Jenny had dif-
ficulty with not identifying totally with the informants initially. While this
might seem a good thing, it caused problems when informants had difficul-
ties with the questions or tasks. Instead of justifying and explaining tasks
which seemed odd to her informants, her initial instincts were to simply treat
them as things which had to be done for “them”, i.e. “us”! This turned out to
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be counter-productive since the tasks might then be abandoned if they were
troublesome. Jenny overcame this problem subsequently by identifying more
strongly with and taking more responsibility for her part in the project.

Another problem related to the fact that as a community member she
lacked the outsider’s motive for requesting information. She often knew the
answers to questions such as how many children someone had, or how long
they had lived in Levin. On the other hand she sometimes thought she knew
the answer (e.g. about where someone had been born or how old they were)
but was surprised to find she didn’t. (Reactions like “Geez are you only 24
- thought you were older than that!” obviously had to be controlled, for in-
stance!) She therefore had to tread a careful path between asking for confir-
mation of questions she obviously knew the answer to, and making unwar-
ranted assumptions about how much she knew about people’s background.
This related to a slightly more subtle problem which J enny had initially with
the attitudes and opinions people expressed in the less formal section. She
tended to assume she knew their reasons for holding an opinion, and so did
not follow up with “why?”, for instance, when someone said they believed
in school uniforms or that they thought Levin was a neat place to live. Be-

ing an interviewer who is also an insider means you have to develop special
schizophrenic skills.

Ethics and anonymity

It is perhap:v; worth quoting at length from Labov at this point since the issue
of surreptitiously recorded speech is a crucial one for the corpus collection.

In general, we have set a simple and clear policy to forbid can-
did recordings: At all times, the speaker who is recorded must
know that he (sic) is being recorded. This principle follows
equally from practical and ethical considerations. It is our opin-
ion that researchers who engage in candid recordings will even-
tually cause repressive legislation ............... .From a practical point
of view such recordings have little value for linguistic research,
since the quality of the data gathered is so poor that the inter-
pretation of the words uttered is often arbitrary, To obtain good
sound recording it is necessary to pay close attention to signal
level and monitor equipment at many points in the process. Even
when recording is done on an informed and principled basis,
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many field workers fail to achieve high quality recordings through
their reluctance to pay attention to their equipment. A hidden

tape recorder and a hidden microphone produce data that is as
doubtful as the method itself.

(Labov 1984:51)

On the other hand a case can be made for gaining permission after the
fact to use yvhat Labov calls “candid” recording in some circumstances (e.g.
where the informants know the person doing the recording well enough to
feel free to refuse permission). Indeed for some purposes it is difficult to
see ho?v one could make valid comments on natural discourse without such
recordings. Derek Davy made the point at the Seventh New Zealand Linguis-
tic Society Conference in this respect: that anyone who had simply compared
the leng_th of pauses in a conversation where participants were unaware they
were being recorded, with one where they felt constrained to “feed the tape-
recorder” would recognise the linguistic importance of the difference. How-
ever, we know of no formal study comparing the linguistic features of data
recorded surreptitiously and data recorded openly and classified as casual by
sociolinguists.

We have resolved therefore for our recorded interviews to follow Labov’s
practice and always inform people they are being recorded. We also believe,
however, that the corpus as a whole will be richer if it ultimately includes
some samples of surreptitiously recorded speech where permission to use it is
obtained subsequently. We note also that surreptitious recording is probably
less of a social and legal problem in New Zealand society than in the United

States.

All subjects were assured that their identity would be protected. This
means we will change names when keying transcripts into the computer (se-
lecting a name with a similar number of syllables and stress pattern so as not
to affect intonation contours). We will also ensure the material itself does
not allow easy identification of informants. It is very important however that
those using it for analysis in other centres respect this point and ensure that
specific quotations from the material are not publicised unnecessarily. The
tapes must be regarded as confidential to the researchers in the area from
which it was collected. Jenny told informants that she and a small group of
linguists from Victoria would be listening to the tapes for the purposes of .the
linguistic analysis. Any wider circulation of the tapes should involve seeking

31



Holmes & Bej

permission from informants (which might by then prove .diﬁ'{cult.to obtain)
though we would feel justified in following Labov’s practice in this respect:

Access to these materials is limited to members of the research
group, in accordance with our statements to subjects.....[though]
any tape recordings that form the basis of our conclusions are
available to corroborate those conclusions, in the same way that
any library sources are.

(Labov 1984:52)

Equipment

After experimenting with a number of combinations of microphone (built-in,
omni-directonal, directional) and tape-recorders, we selected the following
from the choices we had available.

Tape recorder: SONY TCM 5000EV.

Microphone: PZM Soundgrabber Model 12 SG. :
This microphone provided excellent recording quality. It is unobtrusive, sit-
ting flat on a surface between the interviewer and informant. It is non-direc-
tional, picking up sound as the ear does, though this has the corresponding
disadvantage that it picks up other noise (from children, for example) in the
area. Overall however we feel we have obtained good quality clear recordings
suitable for the phonetic analysis which will be necessary®.

In conclusion, we hope the information provided in this paper will be
useful and perhaps even stimulating to others Planning to collect social dialect
data for the Corpus of New Zealand English. We would welcome comments

and feedback which might improve the elicitation materia] or the methods we
have described.

$Labov (1984) recommends lavalier microphones for each individual and four-
track tape-recorders for attempts to record group sessions.
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Schedule 1: Demographic questionnaire

A. Residential history

1. Where were you born?

2. What places have you lived in, including Levin, for a year or more?
When/for how long/at what age?

Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:

3. Where was your partner (spouse/husband/wife..) born?

4. What places has he lived in (for three years or more)?

Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: - Time:
Place: Time:

5. Where was your mother born?

6. What places has she lived in (for three years or more)?

Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:

7. Where was your father born?
]

8. What places has he lived in (for three years or more)?

Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
Place: Time:
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B. Gender, Age, Ethnicity

9. Which gender is the speaker?

F
M

10. How old are you? .
(If possible, note exact age In years; .
if not, ask which age bracket speaker falls into)

Under 15 years
15-19 years
20-29 years
30-39 years
40 - 49 years
50 - 59 years
60 - 69 years
Over70  years

11. Which ethnic group do you belong to?
Maori
Other Polynesian (please specify)
Pakeha (British origin)
Other Pakeha (please specify)
Other (please specify)

12, Which ethnic group does your partner belong to?
Maori
Other Polynesian (please specify)
Pakeha (British origin)
Other Pakeha (please specify)
Other (please specify)

13. Which ethnic group does your mother belong to? ‘
Maori

Other Polypesian (please specify) —
Other G (p case specify) -
specify) —
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14. Which ethnic group does your father belong to?

Maori

Other Polynesian (please specify)
Pakeha (British origin)

Other Pakeha (please specify)
Other (please specify)

C. Education, Occupation, Income

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

When did you leave school?

After primary or intermediate school
By the end of the 4th form
By the end of the 6th form

Do you have any educational qualifications?

(e.g. aschool qualification such as School Certificate, University En-
trance, Bursary;

vocational training like apprenticeship, secretarial;

tertiary training such as polytechnic or university)

When did your partner leave school?
After primary or intermediate school

By the end of the 4th form

By the end of the 6th form

Does he/she have any educational qualifications?

When did your mother leave school?
After primary or intermediate school

By the end of the 4th form

By the end of the 6th form
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21. When did your father leave school?
After primary or intermediate school

By the end of the 4th form

By the end of the 6th form

22. Does he have any educational qualifications?

23. What is your present occupation?
(If possible, note specific job;

if not currently employed, note that and last job)

Not working

Manual labour

Skilled work

Office or sales work

Professional/executive

24. What is your partner’s present occupation?

(If not currently employed, note that and last job)

Not working

Manual labour

Skilled work

Office or sales work

Professional/executive

o]
25. What was your mother’s occupation (when you were growing up)’

(If not then employed, note that and subsequent job)

Not working

/

Manual labour

_/

Skilled work _
Office orsaleswork —
Professional/executive ____—
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26. What was your father’s occupation (when you were growing up)?

(If not then employed, note that and subsequent job)
Not working

Manual labour
Skilled work

Office or sales work
Professional/executive

27. How much do you earn (gross: before tax)?

(Place in the income bracket. Equivalent weekly and annual earnings

are shown.)

per week
Under $200
$200 - 300
$300 - 400
$400 - 500
$500 - 600
Over $600

per year

Under $10,000
$10,000 - 15,000
$15,000 - 20,000
$20,000 - 25,000
$25,000 - 30,000
Over $30,000

28. How much does your partner earn?

per week
Under $200
$200 - 300
$300 - 400
$400 - 500
$500 - 600
Over $600

D. Living situation

per year

Under $10,000
$10,000 - 15,000
$15,000 - 20,000
$20,000 - 25,000
$25,000 - 30,000
Over $30,000

29. What city/town/suburb/area do you live in?

30. How many bedrooms does the house you live in have?
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31. How many people live there?

32. Do you have any children? How many?

E. Language history

33. What language did you first learn at home?
English
Maori

Other Polynesian (please specify)
Other (please specify)

34. Do you know any other language?

(specify; especially Maori)

Do you only understand that language?
Do you speak it a little?

Do you speak it well?

35. What language did your partner first learn at home?
Eqglish |
Maori
Other Polynesian (please specify)
Other (please specify)
36. Does he know any other language?
(specify; especially Maori)
Does he only understand that language?

Does he speak it a little? —
Does he speak it well? L

37. What language did your mother first learn at home?
English
Maori

Other Polynesian (please specify)
Other (please specify) | —

—_—"/
If not English: does she stil] speak her first language?

—

——
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38. Does she know any other language?
(specify; especially Maori)

Does she only understand that language?

Does she speak it a little?

Does she speak it well?

39. What language did your father first learn at home?
English

Maori

Other Polynesian (please specify)

Other (please specify)

If not English: does he still speak his first language?

40. Does he know any other language?
(specify; especially Maori)

Does he only understand that language?

Does he speak it a little?

Does he speak it well?
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Schedule 2: Eliciting formal speech

Lexical items

1. What do you call the container that strawberries are sold in?
If punnet.

Prompt. Have you ever heard it called a chip?

2. What do you call the holiday cottages some people have at places like
Hokio Beach and Waitarere?

Have you ever heard them called anything else?
bach/crib?

3. What do you call a woolly garment without buttons you wear over a
shirt/blouse?

Do you use jersey or sweater or jumper?

. What do you call the fuel you put in your car to make it go?
Do you call it petrol or gas or benzine?

. Would you say “Let’s g0 to the pictures” or “Let’s g0 to the movies”?
6. Do you eat biscuits or cookies?

7. Do you think you can tell wh
by their accent?
Let people answer this gt length if they will.
If they dry up Iry as prompts

Can you tell a person from the East Cape?
Northland? »

the South Island?
the West Coast?
Taranaki?

In any case if they say yes ask
How can you te]]?

€re someone comes from in New Zealand
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Fill the gap

Fill in the gaps in the following sentences with any word that makes sense
from those at the end. Read out the whole sentence with your word in
it. There are no right and wrong answers. We are Just interested in your
choice.

e.g. Sun-bathing becoming less common. (is/has)

10.

Sun-bathing is becoming less common.

people in New Zealand speak English.
(no/many/all)

- Some people in Whangarei the Maori language.

(learnt/speak)

. Women often get mad when their children a nuisance.

(are/were)

. The bank worried about the number of withdrawals your

secretary made this year.
(was/is)

There are places here and there in Wellington where you
get a decent meal.
(can/might)

People Whakatane use Maori on the marae regularly.
(in/at)

There’s a quarter of on the menu for dinner tonight.
(chicken/pizza)

We need temporary accommodation in Rotorua for
(two weeks/ a fortnight)

Every summer in Ruatoria there’s an invasion of
(tourists/visitors)

This government has a proven record on issues.
(some/few)
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Reading passage

(Relevant words and phrases italicized)

Last year I was touring around the East Cape area. One night I stopped at
a pub for a beer and a bite to eat. During my meal this old guy came over,
He had bright blue eyes, grey curls, and was wearing a baggy suit. He must
have bought it years ago in a sale. He asked me for a game of cards. I saw it
meant a lot to him so I agreed. He got out some fairly tatty cards and pulled
up a chair. We played till it was almost dark. He didn’t give me much choice
about the game. He wanted to play poker.

I won a bit at first and he raised the stakes. After about an hour he owed
me four or five dollars so he went off to his room to get some money. While
he was away the pub owner came over. He had a scow! on his face. “Look
here, pal” he said, “old Carl shouldn’t be gambling. It’s cruel to take his

money. He’s scarcely got enough to live on. Why don’t you leave him alone
and play pool instead?”’

“Why are you trying to spoil his fun?” I asked. Just then the old guy came
- back. The owner said nothing and old Carl was still keen so we carried on
playing. We finished the whisky and by then he owed me thirty dollars. He
didn’t seem at all put out at the result. He just paid up and went to bed.

The owner came over again looking really fierce. “Hand over that money,”
he said. “That’s a week’s rent you’ve taken off him. Hand it over or else”.

I thought I couldn’t be hearing him right. “Or else what?” 1 said. He
didn’t answer so I just got in the car and drove off.

b CkMust g0 back there some time and give the old fellow a chance to win it
ack.
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Word list (1)
READ ACROSS. SLOWLY.
touring old during
get bite meal
curls wearing suit
must bought nothing
out sale what
fairly pulled almost
choice poker dark
first stakes thirty
paid dollars meant
while scowl look
pal Carl cruel
scarcely pool spoil
still whisky result
really fierce hearing
that owed pulled
g0 eat hour
me grey this

Word list (2)

READ ACROSS. SCAN LINE BEFORE READING. READ SLOWLY.

tree

student

Paul

tour

water

enthusiasm

nuclear nude

dunce dance chance
example transplant

pulp gulf golf
peering baring pairing
doll dole colt

fire fireman fire engine
tower towers towering
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fewer
batted
sense
assume
boring
city
rule
fault
tune
Pete
put
baddy
bee
bough
boot
ferry
bird
pull
fellow
kill
reel
poor
groan
moan
allusion
weather
beer
here
fear
spear
kea
really

cure
battered
cents
presume
boar
seedy
gruel
fort
dune
pit

pot
daddy
bay
bow
boat
fairy
bard
pool
fallow
cull
real
pour
grown
mown
illusion
whether
bear
hair
fair
spare
care
rarely

curing

board

pet
putt

buy
boy
bout

pill

pore

ear
fare
shear
cheer

Holmes & Bell

bored

pat

paw

share
chair
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Schedule 3: Eliciting informal speech

In this section we have simply listed the topics we used as suggestions to

encourage informants to talk more freely.
Children

where were your children born? was it a good experience or did you have

difficulties?

are they good kids or do they get up to mischief? how do you keep them in

line? what do you do if they’re naughty?

:re tsey like you? how? are they alike? what sort of personalities do they
ave?

Sport/exercise

do you play any sport or get any regular exercise?

School

where did you go to school? did you like it? what was good about it? what

didn’t you like?

%i:a );ou have to wear uniforms at your school? do you think that was a good

idea?

do you remember your first day at school? who took you? what was it like?

what games did you play in school? which did you enjoy most?

Holidays/festivals

tell me about a really good holiday you had

what was the best holiday you can remember?

have you been to any good dos lately - a wedding, 21st? what was it like?

Personal relations

how do you get on with your mum and dad? do you see much of them?

do they help out when you need it?

how did you get on with your mum/dad when you were little?

do you remember your first boyfriend? what was he like?

how did you meet your partner?

did you ever get the blame for something you didn’t do?

Driving

what do you think of the standard of driving in Levin?

are there any dangerous spots you’d warn people about?

Danger of death/fear

have you ever been in a situation when you thought you had had it /that you

were going to be killed/ this is it............

have you ever been in a bad accident?

have you ever seen a bad accident?
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did you ever have a dream that scared you?

Maori issues

what do you think about teaching Maori in schools? do you think it should
be compulsory? how about taha Maori?

how do you think the kohanga is getting on? what does it need to improve it?
Local topics

what do you feel about the problem of sewage disposal in Levin?

are there any roads which are particularly dangerous in this area?
Explanation

could you describe to me how to make a
could you describe how to play
(Fill in something the interviewer might plausibly not lmow hangi, pavlova,
pool, card game )
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