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ABSTRACT

This study is a sociolinguistic investigation of a dialect spoken in a small fishing town
in the north east coast of Scotland, Buckie. Through empirical examination of
grammatical variables in this variety, this study aims to elucidate the mechanisms
involved in language variation and change. The specific aims of the study are two-fold.

First, to analyse the patterns of variation in the Buckie data and second, to compare and
contrast these results with other varieties of English.

Four variables are examined - was/were variation, negative concord, do absence and
strong verb morphology. Was/were variation and negative concord continue the
patterns of use attested in the diachronic record. In contrast, the specific patterning of
do absence has no historical precursors, suggesting its use in this community is an
innovation. Strong verb morphology is the only feature to show dramatic change in
apparent time. I propose that these findings shed light on the differential pressures

which lead to language variation and change. These pressures are both extra-linguistic
and internal to the grammar itself.

Cross variety comparisons with other dialects of English reveal that negative concord,
strong verb ‘regularisation’ and was/were alternation are common to all non-standard
varieties. Moreover, the patterns of use are the same in many cases. Crucially,

however, I propose that the mechanisms which lead to these shared patterns differ:
similar constraints with was/were alternation are the result of diffusion, use of

‘regularised’ strong verbs is a product of drift, and finally, negative concord is a
primitive of vernacular dialects.
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CHAPTER 1

1. Introduction
This study is a sociolinguistic investigation of a dialect spoken in a small fishing town
in the north east coast of Scotland, Buckie. Through empirical examination of syntactic,

morphological and lexical variables in this variety, this study aims to elucidate the
mechanisms involved in language variation and change.

The specific aims of the study are two-fold. First, to describe and explain the patterns

of variation in the Buckie data and second, to compare and contrast these results with
other varieties of English.

1.1 The study of grammatical variation in Buckie
There is a general dearth of empirical research in 1) this geographic location and rural

areas more generally, 2) grammatical variation and 3) factors conditioning the use of
non-standard forms. This work attempts to redress the balance.

Scotland has been the site of numerous sociolinguistic studies in the past few decades
(see Macafee, 1997 for a summary of these). However, these have concentrated on
more urban areas in central and southern Scotland, with very few based on rural areas
(see, for example, Hettinga, 1981). Further, 'no sociolinguistic projects have yet been
completed on northern soil' (Johnston, 1997b:447)!. Most of the studies on Scots are
phonological (see, for example, Macaulay & Trevelyan, 1977; Romaine, 1978), with
few based on grammatical variation (see, for example, Macaulay, 1991).

Moreover, where the focus is on grammatical variation the work is often descriptive in
nature or based on anecdotal evidence (Edwards, Trudgill & Weltens, 1984; Milroy &
Milroy, 1993). While these serve invaluable reference purposes, 'a simple inspection of
the surface distribution of forms...will not reveal the nature of the underlying grammar
that gave rise to them' (Poplack & Tagliamonte, forthcoming). Hence, the methodology
in this study is quantitative, with an analysis of the factors conditioning the use of

nonstandard forms in order to uncover patterns of use. This will inform on not only
how a feature varies, but why.

Therefore, this corpus-based research broadens and extends current knowledge of

variation and change by an in-depth examination of the grammatical system of a rural
dialect from the north east of Scotland.



Although the study focuses on contemporary data, much of the research concentrates on
the relationship between the grammatical system used in the present day and its
relationship to its use in the past. Historical data are notoriously unreliable, and 'given
the imperfect character of historical records, it seems inevitable that we must rely on
present data to interpret them' (Labov, 1971:101). As Buckie 'has been through

extended periods of social and/or geographic isolation from dominant population
groups' (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear), it is a relic area (Anttila, 1989:294;
Hock, 1986:440; McMahon, 1994:229) which retains remnants of earlier stages of the
language. Therefore this dialect can shed light on features typical of earlier stages in the

history of a language where no documentary evidence exists, providing an invaluable
resource in assessing the evolution of English over the past few centuries. Thus, an 1n-
depth analysis of this relic dialect can inform on hitherto unknown constraints in the
core grammatical system, as the tracks of the past continue in the present (Labov, 1963;

Poplack, 2000; Poplack & Tagliamonte, 1992; Poplack & Tagliamonte, 19935;
Tagliamonte & Poplack, 1988).

The particular questions I want to address in the research are: What are the mechanisms

which lead to change? Are they motivated by social influences, pressures internal to the
language itself, or both? Are specific individuals implicated in the change? Do the

features under study operate differently with respect to variation and change or can one
unifying principle account for all cases? What is the impact of prescriptivism, the media
and other influences on this traditionally isolated variety? Is Buckie affected by the on-
going 'globalisation' of English reported in recent literature (see, for example,
Tagliamonte & Hudson, 1999), and supra-local norms (Milroy, Milroy & Hartley,

1994), or are the forms used interpretable against the backdrop of the historical record?

In other words, how does the specific ecology of Buckie - a rural, relic area - impact
on language variation and change?

1.2 Comparison with other dialects

This research provides an interesting test site for examination of language variation and
change in one highly circumscribed community. However, the study can also shed light
on the origins and development of English(es) elsewhere, as a key issue in variationist
sociolinguistics over the past few decades has been the provenance and subsequent
development of transported varieties of English, particularly in North America
(Montgomery, 1989a; Montgomery, 1997; Poplack & Tagliamonte, 1989; Poplack &

Tagliamonte, 1991a; Singler, 1991; Tagliamonte & Smith, 1999; Winford, 1997,
Winford, 1998). At the forefront of this research is cross-variety comparison (Poplack



& Tagliamonte, 1996; Poplack & Tagliamonte, forthcoming; Wolfram, Thomas &
Green, 1997), and a crucial extension of these comparisons is to source dialects in
Britain (Tagliamonte, 1998c; Tagliamonte, 1999¢). These can provide a missing

baseline from which to draw conclusions regarding 'transatlantic connections' (Clarke,
1997; Montgomery, 1989b; 1997) .

Buckie is an ideal candidate for comparison with these transported varieties of English.
First, it is far removed from standard English. This is an essential prerequisite for
comparability, as the English spoken by the majority of migrants from Britain during
the colonial period was also non-standard (Bailey & Ross, 1988; Chaudenson, 1979;
Mufwene, 1996; Winford, 1997). Second, a substantial majority of migrants to North
America during the colonial period were from Scotland (Fischer, 1989), which resulted

in their having 'a major impact on the demographics, culture and language' of North
America (Winford, 1997:315). Third, Buckie's status as a relic area makes it an

excellent source of comparison, since a key issue in the debate over the origins and

development of transplanted varieties is that of determining the nature of their
grammar(s) at earlier points in time (Poplack & Tagliamonte, 1991a).

Cross-variety comparisons can also contribute to an understanding of the mechanisms

which lead to similarities and differences between dialects, as the key question here is
not what is the same or different, but why?

Chambers (1995:242) notes that 'certain variables appear to be primitives of vernacular
dialects in that they recur ubiquitously all over the world'. Indeed, he believes that these
variables will ‘ultimately resolve into four or five very general phonological and
grammatical processes' (1bid:242). These include conjugation regularisation (levelling
of irregular verb forms), default Singulars (use of was in contexts of standardwere) and
negative concord. Cross-variety similarities in use of these variables are accounted for
in terms of internalised, structure based principles innate to the language (Chambers,
1995:242), rather than external community-specific processes. The dialects exhibit
these shared features because the features themselves 'have certain inherent privileges,

and the standard dialects are characterised partly by resisting them' (Chambers
1995:246).

Therefore, all non-standard dialects would be expected to share these primitive features,
irrespective of the socio-cultural context in which they have arisen.

Drift (Sapir, 1921) also involves internally motivated changes arising from the common
origin and subsequent evolution of varieties of English. Sapir (1921:155) states that



drift 'is constituted by the unconscious selection on the part of the speakers of those
individual variations that are cumulative in some special direction. This direction may be
inferred in the main from the past history of the language'.

While drift and primitives are internally motivated, diffusion is externally motivated and
cannot be explained without reference to the adstratum (Andersen, 1988:76). The
diffusionist hypothesis rests on the assumption that certain similarities across dialects
are accounted for in terms of 'morphological irregularities' transmitted through shared
linguistic heritage during the colonial period (Poplack & Tagliamonte, forthcoming).
The migrants, particularly to North America, took with them not only cultural traits but

also specific patterns of variation which can still be seen in relic areas (Poplack &
Tagliamonte, 1991a).

However, the distinction between these terms is not always clear (Ferguson, 1996;
Lakoff, 1972; Malkiel, 1981), as there appear to be overlaps and inconsistencies in their

application. For example, drift in many cases closely resembles primitives - both are
internally motivated and hence shared by many dialects.

Malkiel (1981:566) identifies three different types of 'language growth': 1) 'those
resulting from common descent of two or more given languages, and traceable to an
earlier common stage' (Malkiel, 1981‘:566), 2) 'independent parallel developments'
(Meillet, 1921:63) within the same language family and 3) those 'which cut across
genetically unrelated languages' (Malkiel, 1981:566). Although these processes might

be more ambiguous in practice, in this research I am working under the hypothesis that
these equate to 1) diffusion 2) drift and 3) primitives.

To further complicate the picture, there may be on-going restructuring or extension of

original patterns of use in a variety (see, for example, Mufwene, 1996)2, in addition to
independent innovations which may arise in any given dialect.

Therefore, there are many possible explanations which may account for the observed
similarities between varieties. How can these effects be disentangled? The addition of

an undocumented dialect to cross-variety comparison may help contribute to this
question.

Crucial to the debate on diffusion in particular is to explore the relationship between
transported varieties and putative source dialects. In the past, there has been a reliance
on secondary source materials such as dialect dictionaries, which are not fully
informative (Tagliamonte, 1999¢). Therefore, an in-depth analysis of specific



grammatical variables in Buckie contributes to this debate, as a detailed analysis of this

dialect can inform on grammar(s) from an earlier stage in the history of English. This
may in turn shed light on which structures are the result of diffusion, subsequent
restructuring in different ecological settings, or features innate to the language.

Having summarised the major goals of this research, I now turn to the methodological
issues relevant to the study. |

2. The community
Buckie is a small fishing town situated in the far north east coast of Scotland (see
Figure 1). The nearest city is Aberdeen, 60 miles to the south east. The 'routes are

rather restricted, as the Grampian range forms a formidable barrier to direct north-south
penetration’ (Johnston, 1997b:445), resulting in geographical isolation.

Figure 1: Map showing the location of Buckie
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2.1 The historical setting -

In previous centuries, Buckie was part of the Parish of Rathven (Gardiner, 1842:215)
which includes 4 fishing villages scattered to the east and west - Portessie, Findochty,



Portknockie, Portgordon. Rathven, a rural village, lies to the south, as shown in Figure
2. Buckie is further divided into east (Easter Buckie) and west (Nether Buckie, now
known as Buckpool) by the Burn of Buckie. This geographical divide has its roots in

ownership history, as the two areas belonged to two different landowners (Gardiner,
1842:261).

Figure 2: Map of Buckie and the surrounding villages
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This area is first mentioned in the historical records in approximately 960, with the
Battle of the Bauds. The lands were owned by the Gordons of Buckie from 13358, but
'as to a more ancient history, Buckie has not much to show' (Tranter, 1972:29). The
town of Buckie itself was settled in the 17th century (Hutcheson, 1888/1997:14) by
peoples from the rural hinterland3. The west side of Buckie had been associated with

the fishing industry since the early 1600s. The harbour at Buckpool was founded in
1645, and Easter Buckie became a fishing station in 1723 (Gardiner, 1842:261).

Portessie, situated approximately two miles to the east of Buckie became a fishing
station in 1727, when five houses were built by Hay of Rannas for fishermen from
Findhorn, 30 miles to the west (Gardiner, 1842:261; Hutcheson, 1888/1997:15)4.
Findochty is approximately 3 miles east of Buckie, and was settled in 1716 by 'a
colony of fishermen' from Fraserburgh, 50 miles further east (Gardiner, 1842:261)-.
Portnockie, 4 miles to the east of Buckie, and Portgordon to the west were also
established as fishing stations in the late 1600s (Gardiner, 1842:261).



In sum, the original settlers came mostly from surrounding coastal areas and rural

hinterland. Since then, the population of the Buckie area has always been concentrated
In these coastal settlements.

The settlement and growth of Buckie and the outlying villages was 'undoubtedly due to
the fisheries' (Hutcheson, 1888/1997:14). The removal in 1726 of the Royal Burghs'
monopoly on the sale of fish encouraged fishing on the East Coast, and in 1786 the

British Society for Extending the Fisheries was established, which had an even greater
effecto.

The herring boom of the 19th and early 20th centuries furthered this growth. In 18355, a
new harbour was constructed in Nether Buckie and was 'the chief cause of

development of the fishing industry in the district and raised Buckie to first place as a
fishing town' (Hutcheson, 1888/1997:55). The construction of a second harbour in

Easter Buckie was completed in 1880, furthér cementing its place as a major fishing
port, with 333 boats, employing 1,320 men. By the beginning of the 20th century, it

was the second biggest fishing port in Britain, and until the Second World War the
community prospered (Thompson, Wailey & Lummis, 1983).

Although the economy of the Buckie area has traditionally been based on the fishing
industry with each of the coastal settlements at one time having its own thriving harbour
and fishing fleet, today only Buckie operates as a commercial port. Since the herring
boom, there has been a substantial decline in the fishing industry, leading to fewer and
fewer operational fishing boats in the town. Overfishing and government ruling on
quotas further decreased the industry’. The 1983 Local Area plan from Moray District
Council shows that 17% of employees were involved directly in. the fishing industry,
while the 1993 local plan states that only 35 vessels operated out of the Buckie harbour.
Compare this more recent state of affairs to the description from Tranter (1972:29) in
1974, who describes the harbour as the 'true nerve-centre of Buckie, the raison d'etre
for its existence' being 'one of the most active and go-ahead fishing ports in Scotland,
with a huge herring and white fish seine net and light-trawl fleet working from it, many

boats and crews from the surrounding little burghs and villages all along the coast using
it also’.

This decline may lead one to suspect that Buckie's loss of a sustainable economy has

resulted in de-population seen in other rural areas, but the population figures indicate
that this is not the case. Figure 3 shows census data from 1801 to 1991 in the Parish of
Rathven. This includes Buckie, Buckpool, Portessie, Findochty, Portknockie, and



Portgordon as well as the surrounding rural areas. Figure 4 includes population figures
from 1851 to 1991 for Buckie, which includes the town itself, Buckpool and Portessie.

Figure 3: Census data for the Parish of Rathven (1811-1991)
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Figure 4: Census data for Buckie and Portessie (1851-1991)
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Both graphs show a steady rise in population, but remarkably in the last century, it has

remained relatively stable. This is in sharp contrast to other peripheral rural areas,
which have seen depopulation on a grand scale.



Therefore, the decline in the fishing industry has not led to a mass exodus from the
community which has become characteristic of similar rural areas that have lost their
employment base. This is explained by the fact that alternative employment is found
elsewhere. In the case of the group of people who would be most affected by this
decline - young men who would traditionally have become fishermen - these people
now find employment on the oil rigs in the North Sea. Thus, people can continue to live
in Buckie, rather than moving to urban areas to seek employment8, More importantly,
the population, and indeed the community at large, has remained stable. This is crucial
to the understanding of the nature of Buckie as 'one of the reasons that fishing
communities are implicated so often in historically isolated situations is because of the

combination of their geographic isolation and their potential for economic self-
sufficiency' (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear).

Sustained in-migration may also mean the loss of insular status, but the census data
show that this was limited to a couple of decades at the beginning of this century (1891-
1911). Since then the population has remained stable.

2.2 Isolation vs. integration

Buckie is not an enclave in the strict sense of the term, as 'it must be recognised that
isolation is a relative notion' (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear). Contact with
mainstream culture exists through local government agencies, media, employment on
the oil rigs, and particularly education (although many of the teachers are indigenous to
the area). However, there is no reason for residents to leave Buckie due to the relatively

good local employment prospects. Equally, there are few reasons for outsiders to come
in, due to the lack of a local industry..

Because of the highly specialised skills required by the fishing industry, there were
usually few 'outsiders' in previous years. Moreover, the work was kept very much
within the family, with the men and boys going out to sea and the wives and daughters
repairing nets and gutting fish. This effectively maintained a close-knit community in

which entire families took part either directly or indirectly in fishing. This has led to a
long history of cultural cohesiveness.

As a result of this lifestyle, a tradition of endogamy has been effectively maintained
even up to present day. This is evidenced from the small number of surnames
accounting for a large percentage of the population. For example, Hutcheson

(1888/1997:14) just over 100 years ago states that ‘nearly the whole of the residenters
in the Seatown of Buckie were called Murray or Cowie'. Other very common surnames
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that persist in frequency even today are Smith, Flett, Clark, Farquhar and Garden®.
This is demonstrated in Extract 1, from an interview with a middle aged speaker.

Extract 1

Informant: And of course, you ken a' the stories aboot a' the Murrays
and a' the Cowies. There's hunners o' 'em. Wi' regards you didna

ken you could be marriet to your own blinkin' cousin. Lot o' in-
breedin' went on.

JS: Aye, I've heard that a lot.

Informant: Oh aye, definitely. Nae question aboot 'at. They had till.
They couldna go onywye else. This is why it is even still strange for
a person o' my mother's generation- still canna quite cope with a
fisherman i.e. masel', mairryin' somebody fae the country. Well,

somebody fae the country, you see. Comes fae the country. She's a
country quine her. Ken. Five mile up the road!

This extract demonstrates the extent of intermarriage within the community and also

points to the fact that it was frowned upon to marry outside the community. His wife is
considered a stranger despite coming from a village only 5 miles away.

Hence, historical continuity is characteristic of the area, with residents able to trace
lineage back to the original settlers. This is highlighted by my own case. I belongto a
family who are recorded as the first settlers in the village of Portessie in 1727 (see

Section 2.1). But we are certainly not unique in this claim, as many families can trace
their genealogies back to these times.

Lane (2000) states that in limited industry communities such as fishing, ‘residents are
highly invested economically and ideologically in a particular economy and life mode’
and therefore 'when economic changes affect the main local industry, the entire

community is impacted. As a result, the local co-construction of community and
individual identities are affected'. In more recent times there have been changes in the

community due to the decline in the fishing industry. However, the impact of this loss
has been much attenuated by the alternative employment found on the oil rigs. Hence

the major disruption to traditional modes of living seen in other areas is not as profound
in the Buckie context.

Moreover, the Martha's Vineyard (Labov, 1972d) scenario of encroaching tourism and
subsequent disruption to traditional life does not apply here. The 1993 Local Area Plan
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for Moray District states that 'there is certainly underdeveloped tourist potential in the
area', while the 2000 report states that 'tourism is not a primary economic activity of the
town'. This may well stem from the A98 trunkroad, which bypasses the town.
Although 'remoteness can be regarded as a drawback, it is more probable that in this
area it has attracted visitors specifically seeking a quiet holiday in a relatively unspoilt

environment'. Even recent tourist attractions have amounted to little more than 'passing
trade' which has minimal impact on daily life.

The past to present account of Buckie certainly points to a degree of isolation, but does
it fulfill the prerequisites of a relic area? Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (to appear) remark
that 'the notions historical isolation and remnant dialect community have been defined 1n

rather imprecise ways in dialectology and sociolinguistics'. They therefore delineate
four main indicators of relic status:

1. Geographic remoteness, where 'topographical features often serve to foster
separation and hence create communication discontinuities',

2. The potential for economic autonomy, where 'the lack of ability to maintain
economic autonomy 1s often cited as the most essential reason for the endangerment
and ultimate death of language varieties associated with historically isolated
groups'.

3. Time depth, as 'there must at least be enough time for the establishment of linguistic
separation from mainstream population groups'.

4. Historical continuity, where groups of residents can trace their lineage back to the
original settlers.

Clearly the historical setting of Buckie conforms to the definition of a relic area. It 1s

geographically remote, economically independent, has time-depth and historical
continuity.

But physical and historical conditions are not the only defining characteristics of a
remnant dialect area (Andersen, 1988; Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear).
Andersen (1988:74) maintains that account must be taken of not only the spatial aspect
of linguistic contact, but also the social factors. Although remnant communities are

typically socially subordinate' (Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear), members often

develop a strong, positive sense of group identity. Such attitudes have arguably the

biggest impact on the community dialect and help to maintain its status as a relic area
(Andersen, 1988:74; Wolfram & Schilling-Estes, to appear).



12

These positive attitudes characterise the Buckie community. For example, the image of
a depressed rural area, with the younger members of the community desperate to make
their escape to more urban areas is inappropriate here. The majority of the community

members, young or old, have no desire to leave the area, exemplified in Extract 2 from
an interview with a 30 year old female, and Extract 3 from a 29 year old male.

Extract 2
JS: Aye, I'm bidin' in York jist noo.
Informant: Ken 'is, I couldna giwa fae here. I couldna- I think if

Gordon says 'Come on, we'll flit tae Aberdeen' I would be sayin’
'Oh no'... I says 'Och, I've bade here a' ma days.'

Extract 3

Och, I like gan to places, like, but I would never bide naecwye else.

A 22 year old relates his friend's attitude towards city life and why he returned home in
Extract 4:

Extract 4

That's ma boss's son-in-law, I was jist speakin' to him the night and
he's jist moved back fae Aberdeen tac Buckie. Ken he says ye
wouldna believe how much, ken, abody 's just so mellow here.
There's nae the- abody's just dashin' about in the city and even

moving sixty, seventy mile, he says you wouldna believe jist the
different wye o' life...couldna hack it, like.

These extracts are indicative of the strong community roots in this area which exist even
within the younger generation.

Moreover, the last twenty years has seen a resurgence of interest in the cultural heritage

of the Buckie area, particularly with regard to the fishing industry. Hence the fpunding
of the Buckie District Fishing Heritage Society, whose aim is to 'collect, preserve and

make available memories, photographs, and artifacts specializing in that most

remarkable era in the history of the 19th and 20th century Buckie, the herring boom and
the hey-day of the steam drifter' (Hutcheson, 1888/1997:1).

Therefore, location of residents in a relatively remote fringe area, coupled with the
psychological separation based on their socio-cultural differences, all contribute to
explaining a situation of relative isolation. For this reason, data on Buckie can provide
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an interesting case for models of language change as it has the potential for retaining

relic linguistic processes as documented in other communities which have evolved in
similar situations of historical isolation.

2.3 The Buckie dialect

Having described the geographical, historical and social setting of the community, I
now turn to the Buckie dialect, situating it in the broader context of Scots in general.

2.3.1 The historv of Scots

Scots has its origins in the Northumbrian dialect of Old English (see, for example,
Murray, 1873:5), with the spread of the Anglian peoples of Northumbria northwards
from the sixth century onwards (McClure, 1994). This spread was strengthened by the
establishment of burghs in the late 12th century, which extended the English speaking
area to as far as the north east coast. Therefore the displacement of Gaelic took place
fairly early on, even in these more northern areas!0, Johnston (1997a:56) states that in
the north-east, Early Scots served as 'a lingua franca' by approximately 13350.

From the 12th century onwards, the dialect used in these areas closely resembled the
speech of Northumbria, but subsequently Scots was to become 'a multi-purpose

language, which developed into a relatively uniform standard' (Meurman-Solin, 1993).

It was 'a fully elaborated language and used in all spheres of both public and private
life' (Romaine, 1982:57). However, the further development and divergence of Scots
from southern English was halted by the Union of the Crowns (1606) and the 1707

Union of Parliaments, with the concomitant effects of anglicisation these political
developments brought (Devitt, 1989). But as McClure (1994:37) states, there 1s no

evidence that the spoken language of the mass of the populace was affected to any

extent. The anglicisation process was restricted to courtly circles, only later percolating
down to the middle classes (Bald, 1927).

2.3.2 The north east dialect in present day Scotland
Historically, Scotland was divided into three main dialect areas - Highland, Mid/North

and the Scottish/English linguistic border (Johnston, 1997b:433). In present day
Scotland, these divisions have been refined further. For example, the Concise Scots
Dictionary (henceforth CSD) (Robinson, 1999) divides the south and east of Scotland
into 7 main areas with Buckie in the dialect area of North-East Scots. Johnston further

divides these areas, with Buckie now described as Mid-Northern, as shown in Figure
S.
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Figure 5: Dialect regions of Scotland (Johnston, 1997b:434)

The dialect used in these areas is referred to as either Buchan Scots or The Doric, and to
many 'Doric 1s Scots' (Johnston, 1997b:433). These dialects in the north east corner
'occupy a rather peripheral position not only relative to English dialects as a whole, but
also with respect to other Scots dialects. Moreover, the 'language of the Scottish north
and North east has been associated traditionally with rural lifestyles, which usually
correlates with cultural and linguistic conservatism' (Johnston, 1997b:433:445). This

relative isolation and geographic semi-independence for the rest of Scots has assured a
strong linguistic 1dentity’ (Johnston, 1997b:433:445).

Moreover, Johnston characterises the sociolinguistic situation in the coastal towns as
one in which the majority of the population use Scots. Scottish Standard English 1s
marginal to the tight networks within the community. This is certainly true of the

Buckie situation, where Standard Scots is confined to the 'local gentry' (Johnston,
1997b:431).

Wolfram and Schilling-Estes (to appear) point out that the dialects associated with
peripheral communities are 'typically stigmatised and considered to be inferior’.

Moreover, along the north east coast, each fishing town has its own particular
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vernacular, with loose groupings between them (Dieth, 1932:xvii), undoubtedly a
product of the historically insular, non-mobile nature of each community. The
community members are certainly aware of the unique nature of their dialect, whether in
reference to the general dialect, particular lexical items, or in comparison to other
dialects. This is highlighted in a number of extracts from the interviews, as in Extract 5:

Extract S

The Buckie- the Buckie- Buckie dialect is very broad. It's ochs ayes
and the noos and 1t is- it is very very broad.

In Extract 6 the speaker realizes the need to 'translate' into a more standard form of
English to make her son understood:

Extract 6

And her dad was the bobby. Great big stout man. And our George

was aie out (inc) ye ken, he looks him up and down like this. Looks
him up and down like this, and he says 'Did you eat a lot of meat
when you was little? The man didna understand a word, ken oor
dialect. And I says 'Hang on a minute, and I'll translate it.' And
he's laughing. I says 'Askin' if you ate a lot when you was small,

because you're the biggest man he's ever seen.! And he startit to
laugh.

Extract 7 highlights pronunciation differences, where the speaker refers to the
pronunciation of brother, which is realised as /brider/.

Extract 7

He says 'Aye, I thought you was a scuba diver.! 'No no. ' I says
'Why you askin' that? He says 'I'm tryin' to follow your
conversation' he says. He says "You keep- you keep speakin' about
this breather' he says.

The differences between this and other dialects are also acknowledged, as
demonstrated in Extract 8, where the speech of Edinburgh is perceived as 'posh'.
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Extract 8

Well, I suppose that's Edinburgh, you would- developed an accent

down there, did you? Well, I mean, Edinburgh is a really weird
accent cos I mean, they falk down there.

In Extract 9, the difficulty in 'getting back into' the dialect-is acknowledged:

Extract 9

So you must find it strange yoursel' comin' back tae Buckie aifter a'

that time awa' wi' the dialect up here, do ye? Or did ye find ye got
back intae it nae problem?

In Extract 10, the in-group, out-group nature of the dialect is highlighted:

Extract 10

Met up with his wife there, did a spell there and moved up to
Sunderland. And he's still there noo. Well, wi' the result that

Sean's got two languages. If he's speaking to me, he speaks
Buckie...unless he 's trying to impress me!

Despite a recognition that the dialect is very different, the community's reaction to it is
very positive, with a sense of pride in their vernacular heritage. Indeed, in the last two
decades there has been a revival in interest in the dialect, both at the community and
local government level. For example, the Buckie Scots Language Group has been set

up to promote the vernacular and The Moray Council Policy Statement on use of the
dialect reads:

"The Cooncil gies full backin t the eese o the Scots Language, an
encourages the recognition o its stannin as a Language, wi an identity
unique in its ain richt, an separate fae that o English'.

The council gives the full backing to the use of the Scots language,
and encourages the recognition of its standing as a language, with an

1dentity unique in its won right, and separate from that of English.

There is also a policy statement from the Moray Council Department of Education on
the Teaching of the Scots Language and Scots Culture. This states, amongst other
things that 'the Scots language, in written and spoken forms, should be regarded as a
valid medium for communication wherever such use is appropriate’. This highlights a
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significant change in attitude from previous decades where the use of the vernacular
was forbidden in institutions such as schools!!,

This positive attitude, particularly at community level, is vital for the survival of a relic
dialect such as Buckie (Andersen, 1988). The attitude of the community members

towards the Doric, coupled with local government initiatives ensures healthy prospects
for the future for this dialect.

Having now examined the community and the place of the dialect in the wider context
of Scots, I now turn to the methodology employed.

3. Data and methodology

3.1 Theoretical framework

The theoretical approach to be adopted here falls within the framework of empirical
linguistics known as variation theory (Cedergren & Sankoff, 1974; Labov, 1972b;
Labov, 1972f; Labov, Cohen, Robins & Lewis, 1968: Sankoff, 1988; Sankoff, 1974)

involving the scientific investigation of language use and structure in natural
spontaneous speech.

The variationist paradigm rests on the assumption that language is not static, but 1s
constantly changing. Moreover, 'all change involves variability and heterogeneity’
(Weinreich, Labov & Herzog, 1968:188). This variability and heterogeneity 1s not
merely random, but is inherent and patterns according to internal, linguistic and/or
external, social/stylistic constraints. Furthermore, 'whenever a choice can be perceived
as having been made in the course of linguistic performance...then it is difficult to avoid
invoking notions and methods of statistical inference' (Sankoff, 1988:151), as these

constraints are subject to statistical variation, in which the underlying model is

'probabilistic rather than deterministic' (Sankoff, 1974:82). Thus, a quantitative method
1s employed. |

The key construct underlying the variationist paradigm is the linguistic variable, where
one function can be carried out by several different forms (variants). In accounting for

those variants actually used, the 'variationist must determine why, where and when it
was used, as well as by whom' (Poplack, 1993:252).
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3.2 The data

As Guy (1993:223) states, 'to shed light at the same time on both linguistic structure

and social structure, we are necessarily required to amass large amounts of data from
many individuals'. This was the aim of the data collection phase.

Judgement sampling (Feagin, 1979; Macaulay & Trevelyan, 1977) was employed 1n
this study, as I required a restricted sample in a well-defined setting. As my aim was to
tap the vernacular norms of the community, no attempt was made to stratify the sample
by standard sociolinguistic indicators such as class and education. The speakers were

chosen specifically on the basis of 1) native speaker status 2) homogeneous socio-
economic characteristics, 3) dense networks, 4) age.

3.2.1 Native speaker status

This study concentrates on one demographically restricted homogeneous group,
therefore all speakers were born and raised in Buckie or the surrounding areas, or had
moved there at a very young age. Moreover, many of the informants' ancestors had
resided in the community for many generations. If a speaker had left the community for
an extended period of time, then they were not included in the sample. These decisions
follow from work on dialect acquisition; an individual under the age of seven coming to
a different dialect region will acquire the new dialect, but over the age of 14 years old,

non-native features will be apparent in their speech (Chambers, 1992; Payne, 1976;
Roberts & Labov, 1995).

3.2.2 Speaker background

The relationship between socio-economic status and linguistic behaviour has been well-

documented previously (see, for example, Labov, 1972¢). However, the focus of this

study 1s an analysis of the vernacular norms of a particular group within the
community, rather than an examination of how the variety is stratified by class or the

impact of education, for example. Therefore all informants exhibit similar cultural and
socio-economic characteristics. None of the informants had gone on to further
education. In the older generation, most left school at 14, in the middle aged, 15 or 16,
and in the younger generation, the majority left school at 16 years old. With the
exception of those employed on the oil rigs, all of the informants work within the local

area, and most are employed or have been employed in jobs which can be considered
working class.

Milroy (1987:29) states that 'when linguists declare an interest in the social class of

speakers, they are commenting on the position of those speakers relative to each other
in the class-stratified society which has evolved as a consequence of unequal access to
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power and advantage'. But essential to an understanding of this classification is that it
must be placed within the context of the community under study (ibid:32). Certainly,
the definition 'working class' is inappropriate in this context, as 'strict class-tying 1s
lacking' (Johnston, 1997b:445) in these communities. Although the majority of
informants are employed in occupations deemed working class by standard
occupational scales, this has not resulted in unequal access to power in most cases. This
is best highlighted in the case of the fishermen, who are often highly regarded within
the community and are involved in civic duties of varied descriptions. For example, the
establishment and subsequent running of the Buckie Fishing Heritage was almost
entirely due to this group. In addition, many of the informants have prominent positions
on committees associated with schools and other institutions. Therefore the term
working class needs to be viewed from within the cultural setting of the community
under study. In Buckie, the working classes hold the power in the community, and to a
certain extent the lower middle classes, with the upper middle classes playing a very
peripheral role, if any. Therefore the speech described here is not working class per se,

but representative of the vernacular norms of the majority of community members.

3.2.3 Networks

Milroy (1992:2) states that 'social class is fundamentally a concept designed to elucidate
large-scale social, political and economic structures and processes, whereas social

network relates to the community and interpersonal level of social organisation’. For
this study, individuals whose networks were dense and multiplex (Milroy, 1980) were
selected. That is, those whose lives revolved around the community, with interaction
taking place within a well-defined territory, and strong links being evident between
themselves and other community members. The reason for such a choice lies in the
premise that such members exhibit a high degree of loyalty to the local group, one such
manifestation of this loyalty being evident in their linguistic behaviour. In these cases
vernacular community norms would 'flourish in opposition to publicly legitimised
norms' (Milroy, 1987:106). Informants whose networks proved to be more ‘loose’, in
that they spent a significant amount of time outside the community, whether 1n
connection with work or in a socialising capacity, would not display the collective

values of the community, including linguistic conformity, hence were not included in
the sample.

However, as with the notion of social class, how dense a network is must be viewed in
relative terms. In this case, the older speakers have had the most insular lives, due to
the extremely close knit nature of the fishing industry. Their lives to the present day

revolve around their families and neighbours, with extremely restricted or no wider
contacts!?,
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Despite this being a rural community, the highly circumscribed life led by the older
members of the community is difficult to replicate through the generations due to
changing societal norms which have reached even the most isolated communities.
Hence, the middle aged and younger speakers' networks are far less dense, mostly due
to the changing lifestyles associated with class mobility,; employment, and travel. For
example, with the middle aged speakers, some of their children have gone on to higher
education and have since left the area. This results in their having contacts with people
outside the community (in-laws etc.) and in many cases, with other classes. The
changing employment situation, in which young males now find employment on the o1l
rigs also has an effect on the density and multiplexity of the traditional networks. In

addition, the majority of middle aged and younger speakers have travelled abroad at
some point, and the ongoing effects of the media-enhanced age cannot be ignored.
Hence the life experiences across the present day generations are very different.

These changing socio-cultural norms must be taken into account when evaluating the
linguistic behaviour of these three age groups. Consistent with standard sociolinguistic
theory (Labov, 1994a:106), the older speakers may exhibit more localised forms than

the rest of the community, given the limited influence that outside factors have on their
lives, compared to the middle aged and younger generations.

3.24 Age
The sample consists of three age groups - 22-31, 50-60, 80 and over - which represent
three distinct generations. These were specifically selected to reveal change in apparent
time, as the analysis of change 'requires observations of two states of a language’
(Labov, 19943:43). The three generations represent temporal analogues, where

'successive generations will show increased or decreased use of variants, pointing to
innovative versus archaic forms' (Chambers, 1995:186). The establishment of old vs.

new in the dialect through interpretation of apparent time patterns is particularly relevant

in uncovering patterns of variation where no historical documentation exists (Labov,
1994b).

I specifically avoided teenagers to circumvent the complications of age grading, where
'individuals change their linguistic behaviour throughout their lifetimes, but the

community as a whole does not change' (Labov, 1994a:84). Generational change,
leading to linguistic change in the community as a whole is the concern of this study.
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3.3 Practicalities with the selection of informants

Contact was made with the older speakers in two ways: through relatives and friends of
the family and via local organisations. Contact was made with the chairman of the
Buckie District Fishing Heritage, which is a voluntary organisation set up and run by
local fishermen. The study was presented as a project on the changes that had taken
place over the last decades in the community, including way of life, with the language
aspect deliberately not focused on, so as to avoid repercussions on the informants’
linguistic behaviour (see Milroy, 1987 for further comments on this point). The
chairman was requested to put me in contact with elderly fishermen and their wives.
Unfortunately, some of these initial contacts tended to be with fishing 'experts’, well
versed on how to address an audience (Labov, 1994a:46), thus the linguistic behaviour

of these people might not exhibit patterns of speech truly representative of the
vernacular, and they were therefore excluded from the study. However, from these

initial contacts, more felicitous contacts were made, through the networking system
discussed above, with the first contacts passing on names and addresses of other

individuals willing to be interviewed. Contact through relatives and family friends made
up half of the sample.

Contact with the middle aged speakers was made primarily through friends of my
family and acquaintances through institutions such as the church and Women's Rural

Institute. This group were generally less willing to take part in the study, and this was

particularly true of the middle aged men. I attempted to overcome this problem by

interviewing the women and their spouses together, Of the 12 informants in this age
group, 8 were couples.

The task of accessing informants from the younger age group was greatly aided by the
fact that I could make contact with old school friends, most of whom had stayed in the

Buckie area. Milroy (1987:64) has rightly pointed out that the exclusive use of
informants who are known to the researcher can be an 'incongruous type of event',
which therefore does not lend itself to natural speech. However, in this case, I had not

seen some of the speakers for many years, therefore the conversation focused on events

of the past years, acquaintances etc. and provided an opportunity for collection of data
approximating the most natural situation.

3.3.1 Exclusions

In total, 46 speakers were interviewed, but nine of these were excluded for various
reasons. Two had left the community for more than five years, therefore their speech
patterns may have had some non-native elements; one was a 'dialect expert'; four
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speakers did not conform to the criteria laid down for socio-economic status, as they
had white collar jcbs; one speaker had gone on to further education.

3.4 The sample

The sample consists of 37 speakers, ranging from 22 to 87 years and is equally divided
between men and women. Table 1 details the name, year born, sex and occupation of

the speakers. The speaker code is included, which identifies examples throughout the
dissertation. All come from the town of Buckie and the surrounding villages of

Portessie and Findochty. Table 2 summarises this information.

Table 1: Speaker sample

Older speakers

Ruth Smith gutter/housewife 1914 F a
Andrew Coull fisherman 1913 M b

James Baine cooper 1915 M C

John Jappy fisherman 1911 M d
Nancy Jappy gutter/housewife 1913 F e

George Flett fisherman 1914 M f

Nelly Mair gutter/housewife 1912 F g

Mary Forbes gutter/housewife 1915 F h

Betty Farquhar gutter/housewife 1912 F r

Middle aged

Jock Taylor carctaker 1945 M 1

Sandra Thompson shop assistant 1946 F 2

Maureen Slater care worker 1946 F 3

John Smith builder 1937 M 4

Alex Mair fisherman 1937 M >

Elsie Forbes housewife 1938 F 8

George Forbes fisherman 1937 M 9

Rose Garden housewife 1945 F !

James Garden shipyard worker 1944 M @
Walter Coull fisherman 1939 M £
Jessie Coull housewife 1940 F $

Mary Smith housewife 1942 F T
young

Alex Cameron chef 1974 M 1

Sandy Smith oil rig worker 1967 M ]

Andy Clark fisherman 1969 M k
Davy Cowie oil rig worker 1970 M !

James Craig fisherman 1970 M m
Gary Coull oil rig worker 1970 M n
Dan Clark oil rig worker 1969 M O
Sean Murray chef 1970 M p
Vanessa Forbes housewife 1967 F q
Lisa Drummond housewife 1967 F S

Pauline Clark fish processor 1968 F {
Debbie Farquhar . housewife 1967 F u
Elaine Sutherland secretary 1968 F \4
Sheila Reid nurse 1968 F W
Lillian Milne housewife 1966 F X
Karen Lowe housewife 1970 F
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Table 2: Speaker sample

I ™ "

50-60 6 6
80+ 4 ' d
" T R T

The final sample of older speakers totals nine - five females and four males. Three of
the males had been fishermen, and one, a cooper (barrel maker). Therefore all had been

involved in the fishing industry. The females in the sample had all been fish gutters in
their teens and twenties before becoming housewives.

The employment backgrounds of the middle aged speakers were more diverse than the

older speakers, as indicated in Table 1, including care workers and shipbuilders, 1n
addition to the more traditional occupations.

With the younger speakers, the majority of female informants were housewives. The
males were fishermen, oil rig workers and chefs!3,

3.5. Data collection

My primary aim was to gain access to the vernacular, 'the style to which the minimum
attention is given to the monitoring of speech’ (Labov, 1972f) or the consistent use of
vernacular forms, used by speakers from the lower end of the socio-economic scale in

informal situations (Labov, 1984). Labov (1972b) observes that the most consistent
patterns emerge through the vernacular, uninhibited by external factors. However, as
'the aim of linguistic research in the community must be to find out how people talk

when they are not being systematically observed' (Labov, 1972£:209), the problem of
the 'observer's paradox' (Labov, 1966/1982) arises, as the data can only be obtained
through systematic observation. I used standard sociolinguistic methodology (Labov,

1984) to mitigate these problems, bearing in mind that the observer's paradox ‘can
never be resolved completely in principle'. (Labov, 1984:30)14

Blom (1972) claims that only an 'insider', that is, a member of the community being
studied, can be fully accepted in the process of data collection. This is particularly true
in densely-networked communities where outsiders are readily identified linguistically,
given that the non-standard forms used by the members of the community are often
highly stigmatised. My goal of obtaining a representative sample of vernacular Buckie
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English was aided by my in-group status, as I am a member of one of the oldest
families in the community.

3.5.1 Interview preparation
Since the goal of the study is the collection of a large volume of natural speech, every
effort was made to lessen the 'observer's paradox' and elicit the vernacular. This
involved putting into practice the theoretical issues surrounding the sociolinguistic

interview (see, for example, Milroy, 1987). However, in practice these techniques had
to be differentiated to suit the dynamics of the differing interview contexts.

For the older speakers, I employed the interview format devised by Labov (1984). The
format of such an interview takes as its starting point the particular interests of the

population, and .especially those of the informants. Conversational modules were
employed, and within each module, questions are formulated around a particular topic.

The initial questions asked for a particular module were general in nature, and became
more specific as the topic developed.

To prepare the questionnaire, I firstly undertook research into the history of the
community, with particular reference to fishing life, as most of the informants came

from such a background. The modules were based on topics that would elicit narratives

about the past, for example, home life and the community. At the centre of the

conversational network was the fishing module itself as this governed the way of life to
a great extent in previous years.

Although the nature of the interview remained the same, the elicitation of narratives

about the past proved to be inappropriate in the case of the middle aged speakers. Most
of the speakers were still in employment, and had not lived through the days of the
fishing boom which had shaped the nature of the community. Hence, the speakers did
not feel 'legitimised' in talking about these subjects. For these speakers, I relied on

topics regarding home and family life, particularly grandchildren, churches and clubs to
which they were affiliated, and work.

As I had not seen most of the younger speakers for many years, the interview
concentrated on their lives since leaving school.

3.5.2 Conducting the interview
At the beginning of the interview an 'individual profile' (Dorian, 1981) was used to
establish demographic and socio-cultural information about the informants. This was
only necessary if I was not well acquainted with the informants, which was not the case
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with most speakers. This had the dual purpose of ensuring that the particular informant
'fitted’ the informant profile described above, and also initiated conversation, rather

than starting on a topic 'cold’. In many cases, the informant/s would lead the
discussion after the initial period!>.
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Recording did not begin immediately on entering the informants house, as this practice
would not lend itself to an atmosphere conducive to natural spontaneous speech.

Instead, a period of time was spent getting to know the informants, and telling them a
little of the study that was being undertaken. This initial period, which varied in length

from 15-45 minutes, proved to be invaluable in creating a situation in which the
interviewee/s felt comfortable to talk.

The data had to be sufficient for the study of morphological and syntactic features, as
these are often less frequent than morphological variables (Milroy, 1987:144).
Therefore each interview was conducted for approximately one to two hours. The

interviews were recorded using a high quality Sony ECM 5000 EV tape recorder and
Sony ECM T145 lavaliere microphone.

3.5.3 Differences in the nature of the data collected
Paradis (1997:116) points out that the sociolinguistic interview is ‘considered to be the

same type of interaction no matter who the protagonists were, where it was taking

place, and how it was occurring'. But in practice, even if speakers in the sample have
similar profiles, they do not interact with the interviewer the same way, and conversely

the interviewer's verbal and non-verbal behaviour is not identical from one interview to
the other (1bid:118).

In the case of the data gathered here, the speaker sample was comparable, but the
different nature of the data became apparent during the course of the interviews.

With the older speakers, the interviews are characterised by long narratives and in most
cases, the speakers seemed unaware that they were being interviewed.

Extracts 11 and 12 below highlight the very informal and highly vernacular nature of
the corpus. A profusion of non-standard, archaic forms are used, such as regularised
gied for went, 2nd person singular ee in subject position and negative concord. The

first involves a visit to a chip shop, and the second, a narrative about being called up
during the Second World War.
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Extract 11

I was in Elgin on Monday, up tae the hospital, and fin we come oot,
we gied away to get wir dinner in Ash Grove chip shop at the back of
Begg's shoe shop in Moss Street in Elgin. And eh, I says to Agnes-
that's one of the Seller's that comes up fae Macduff and takes me up,
you see. And eh, I says 'Will ee hae fish and chips? We'll hae fish-
and-chips.! Well, bane comes the plate - great muckle oval plate.
There was a great muckle haddock the hale length o' the plate, done
in deep batter...done in deep batter and eh, garden peas and eh, oh
the chips! Thon bonny dry chips, you-ken. And lettuce and your

orange- your eh- lemon for squeezing on tae the top. And then you

got a pot o' tea and breed and butter. And for the two of us, for the
two of us, I was only six twenty five.

Extract 12

Aye, I was in Isle of Man at the fishin'. I was in the Jeannie
MaclIntosh and that year we gied doon to the Isle of Man and fishin'
there. There was a good few Buckie boats and we come in one
Saturday morning, we was at (inc) and got wir dinner and washed up
and I gied away to my bed to get a twa hoors, you see. We used tae
just ging up and sit on the brae in the Isle of Man, it's a fine place
there. One of our crew had an accordion. We used to go up and sit
and play and a' the visitors roon about it and that. That aifterneen, 1
was sayin', there a big shout, Jimmy Macrae was the salesman, big
shout 'Is Andrew Coull there? So I woke up, I says 'Aye.' 'Oh,’
he says 'you 're wanted.! So I gied away up the brae. 'Oh,’ he says
'eh, ee 're in the Reserves.' I says 'Aye, that's right.! 'Well,' he says
'Ee've tae report at Lowestoft at once.' 'At once?' 'Aye, at once'.
And there's Jim Cowie, there's John Morra, that's the Corn Rig.' 1
says 'Aye, they're just ower there.! 'Well, the three of you,' he says
‘come up to the office,' ye see. The word got roon, there was some
Buckie lassies and Finichty lassies gutting there that year and as soon
as they heard this, they startit to find out- tried to find out more about
it. So he says 'Oh, there's a cattle boat goes at, I think at nine
o'clock or somethin' fae Douglas across to Liverpool.' So this quine

says 'They're nae gan in nae cattle boat, Afore you go ony further, if
they're gan to ging, they're gan to ging decent.’.
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Moreover, the older speakers are certainly the most isolated of the three groups. I
suggest that given their limited experience of broader practices outside the Buckie area,
the older speakers do not have the resources available linguistically to switch styles or

register. Therefore their speech may exhibit the 'purest forms' of the dialect (see, for
example, Kurath, 1939; Viereck, 1966).

Two factors affected the nature of the data obtained from the younger speakers. First,
the fact that myself and the interviewee(s) in the majority of cases were old school
friends of the same age and shared past experiences. This may have an affect on the
type of data gathered as the interviewer-interviewee asymmetries are attenuated in such
a situation. Much of the conversations centred on gossip, and Extracts 13 and 14 are

typical of the type of interaction in these interviews. Notice the use of /f/ for /hw/, and
the distal demonstrative yon/thon.

Extract 13

Well, ken '1s. Only found oot yesterday, cos we were sitting after
we (inc) I was sayin’, I was thinkin' back abody that was in oor class
at the school and that. Ken, I says, do you mine on Linda Black?
Ken, I met her in Aiberdeen about- oh, I was just saying to Graham-
he says 'I used to ging oot wi' her!" I says 'Fit?!' He says 'Ye na
ken athing about me!' I thought 'Christ, I can na mine on 'at, like.’
Well, I met her in Aberdeen, it must've been aboot- I think L. was jist
born, so it would be about twa year and she was comin' down Union
Street, ken nae a bit changed, like, ken. Pushin' a buggy, ken. [1]
Naebody changes. [021] No, and I says 'Oh' I says 'Far are ee at?
'Oh;’ she says 'I 'm in Aiberdeen.! Eh, she went awa' tae the
Wrens, mine? [1] That's right. [021] The Wrens she'd went tae
noo. And she'd marriet this boy, I think she was marriet to this lad
and she'd haen the bairn and that, but she says 'Oh that 's hez. We

'Te WIr separate wyes noo.' But she was still bidin' in the hoose in

Alberdeen, but whether- I-mean, that would be about two year ago I
would say, so whether she 's still there or no.

Extract 14

Well, I'd been like friendly with R fae when- like, I got my car,
passed my test and that, used to sit in the square. Ken, yon sittin' in
the square at all hours, ken. Well, ken my chum L, remember used
to chum wi' LS? Aye. Well we used to go out and athing at like one
in the the morning with a- sit in the square til about five in the
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mornin'. Nae wise fin ye think on't! Ken, with a travellin' rug,
sittin' in the freezin' cal’' wi' a travellin' rug. And I think it was just
like, we 'd- nae sitting in the square and athing, but ken how you
just- well, like got- maybe you didna dee it, ye see, sittin' speaking to
folk and eh my mam and that was wantin' a- an alcove and stuff done
fin they moved into that house, so I asked R to do it and I ken, we
kind of just- just kind of got thegither. And the next I ken, we was
married, ken just. [1] So you went out with him- [019] Aye, we
went- we went- aye we went thegither when we was seventeen but
then this was now- [ was twenty and ken, I was never parted in bad
terms or onythin'. Just didna work oot. Too young and athin'. And
then startit gan oot thegither, oh I na- ken just startit gan thegither.

Interviews with the middle aged speakers proved to be the most demanding in terms of
mitigating the observer's paradox. Some of the speakers appeared uncomfortable and at

times, monitoring of speech was apparent through verbal and non-verbal cues, such as
self correction and hesitation.

I suggest that the different outcomes of what in theory should be the same speech
events are to do with 'the interpretation of the situation by the interviewee and the

interviewer' (Paradis, 1997:117) and the need to project a positive image (Goffman,
1967).

The older and younger speakers felt they had a 'product’ which they could offer
(Paradis, 1997:117) - for the older speakers this was stories of the fishing boom and

days gone by, and for the younger speakers, information about friends, gossip and
shared past events. Some of the middle aged speakers, on the other hand, felt they had

to 'perform’ in some way and wanted to cooperate, but at the same time surmised that
they had little to offer.

In particular, the middle aged women were prone to monitoring their speech, as in
Extract 13.

Extract 15

[032] Used to be Texas. [033] Used to be Texas. It's aside Asda.

It's owned by eh- Sainsbury's aye. Yes. Aye aye, uh huh. But oh,
it's fine. It's a fine store. [032] (inc) took it over just- och, nae long
ago really. Was it. [033] No, about a year ago, wasn 't it? [032] Just
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this year that they took it over. That Sainbury's_ta-- eh took it over
fae Texas.

I interpret this as a need to present a positive image, resulting in the use of more
conservative or standard forms (Labov, 1972a).

In sum, I suggest that the data from the middle aged speakers still represents the same
vernacular norms as the other generations, but includes more style shifting to formal
speech. The vernacular, but perhaps a slightly more formal style. This should be borne
in mind when assessing change across generations. Moreover, if there is monitoring of

speech, this will provide an interesting test case for what is being monitored and why.
These points are returned to in the following chapters.

The corpus consists of approximately 40 hours of tape-recorded conversations. The
greatest testimony to their informal nature is the fact that the variety of Buckie Scots as

represented by the corpus 1s virtually unintelligible to speakers of standard or many
other dialects of English.

3.5.4 Ethical considerations

At the beginning of every interview, the procedure for tape recording was explained to
the informants. I stated that the recordings were only available to those involved in the
project, and access to these was highly protected. Secondly, switching on of the tape
recorder would not be done covertly.<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>