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| Introductory considerations

First, | give definitions of the relevant components and units which
constitute the form of criteria, together with a framework for
interpreting the behaviour of such criteria.

Secondlg, | discuss the reasoning which leads to the need for
hierarchically defined criteria. The problem is deceptively simple: the
framework of criteria must ensure that every sampled speaker is
equally comparable with every other sampled speaker. The phrase ‘every
other sampled speaker’ eschews the possibility of rejecting sampled
speakers on the grounds of some a prioristic assumption of ‘typicality
(which, anyway, begs theoretically important sociolinguistic
questions)(A,C1). A community after all, whether it is to be considered
from a linguistic or a sociological or a psychological point of view,
must be as importantly characterised by its minorities as by its
typicals - at least if it is to be recognisable as human.

Thirdly, | give a complete list of the particular criteria which
represent the phonological subspace of the Yariety Space which was

introduced in general algebraic terms in Ch. 3. The particuler criteria



Illustrate how the contents of that space are expressed at any
particular moment. (This catalogue expands and annotates Pellowe et
al. 1972a.)

Catalogues do not present themselves ready-made in the world of
first-order percepts and first-order constructs, but are arrived at by a
lengthy process of second-order construction, much of which may be,
hevertheless, subconscious, or only semi-conscious (Kelly 1955,
Bannister & Fransella 1971). This catalogue then, may be viewed as
represénting a seres of psycho-archaeologically layered subjective
approximations to, and thus deviations from, some optimal,
computationally operable ¥Sp. This catalogue is, | presume, only one
possible picture of Tyneside's linguistic variety; and it has grown at

different rates and with different delicacies at different points in its
history. One’s own growth of understanding of the nature of the
structure of the linguistic variation in a community 1s, at least in part,
a function of both one’s perceived and one’'s attributed social roles and
social relations in that community. To some extent then, this catalogue

gestures towards a partial folk-sociolinguistic history of my own



involvements in and on Tyneside.



2. Levels of criteria: {(a) general definitions

It should be noted that all of the defimtions which follow are
non-essentialist definitions {sensu Janicki 19689, - ).That is, they
do not purport to specify any essences, or ultimate realities, whatever
they may be, in the manner of Aristotle. They simply constitute a set of
more or less integrated shorthand labels for the purpose of attacking

the problems specified in Chs. 2 & 3 above.




| State:

A symbol representing a phonetic realisation which is auditorily

discriminable from all other different symbols will be called a state.

Notation: square brackets e.g. [i] [f] etc

Il Putative diasystemic variant (PDV):

A class of states which is sociolinguistically discriminable as a class
from all other such classes, if any, within a particular Overall Unit

(qv), such that the range of differences of the numbers of Lexical Sets

(qv) and their composition in the population at large is adequately

modelled will be called a putative diasystemic variant (= PDV).

[The second part of the definition ["such that..."] is an effective

gloss for ‘sociolinguistically discriminable’. Cf. Bierwisch (1977:
277) whose “pertinent differencels] in connotation™ are equivalent

to such discriminations.] M

N Notice that exactly what might be meant bj the evaluative term
‘adequately’ is not specified. It may be taken’to imply that, in ideal
circumstances, one would want to model the lexical sets in more than

one way and then compare the effects of those different settingsona




10
sample of speakers amongst whom the linguistic and social

relationships were already very well understood. But it seems clear
that circumstances will never be ideal and that the universe of

comparisons is, anyway, transfinite or X, in Cantor’'s scheme of things
(Langendoen & Postal 1984) (A,C2).

Notation: double slants e.q. //i// //id/f //ev// etc.

111 Overall unit (OU):

An arbitrarily chosen abstract (phonological) symbol which

encapsulates the complete lexical set in which i1t occurs will be called

an overall unit (OU).

[The set of all OUs thus totally expresses one possible full series of
lexical sets. But it is not necessarily the case that that full series
is an effective representation of the lexical sets of any particular,
actual, single speaker.]

[Though the the symbol associated with an OU is an abstract
phonological one, it so happens that the OUs specitied here are more
closely related, but not completely so, to a system of non-localised
British English than to a localised system. But this is of no

theoretical importance: in principle OUs could be based on any
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system whatever, provided only that all the analysts involved knew
unambiguously to which lexical set to assign some newly sampled
word in respect of its nth segment. (In respect of each of its n
segments, every word 15 in one and only one D.U.) Here, the particular
system to which an OU is related is indicated by superscript, thus:
ONL or L. Regardless, therefore, of what phonetic realisation
represents a segment in a ysord, ye must be able to determine the
unique lexical set membership of any word carrying that segment, in

terms of the complete set of OUs. The OU thus ensures comparability

between varieties whatever their deqree of sameness or difference.]

Notation: curly brackets e.g. feuNL fa}l etc.

IV Lexical set:
A list of institutional words which is, in principle, totally enumerable
will be called a lexical set.

Notation: curly brackets e.g. {see, we, knee, be, .. .}

These definitions (I - 1Y) may be exemplified as follows.
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Lexical set: {wall, fork, port, paw, war, all, walk, auction, horse,
more, sore, four, door, course, . .. }

Overall unit: {o}NL

Putative diasystemic variants

(PDVs of OU {o}):

1. //al/ {walk, wall, ...} [S states]
2. 1/6// {fork, war, ...} [7 states]
3. /ivt! {auction, horse, ...} [5 states]
4. //el! {more, sore, ...} [3 states]
5. //aaa// {four, more, ...} [2 states]
6. /lo3// {door, course, ...} [4 states]

(The relevant states for each PDV of each 0OU are presented below.)

YV Quantitative (criterion):

A variable about whose systematic relationships we know too little to

be able to place it in a hierarchical qualitative structure {of the type in

which PDVYs appear) will be called a quantitative {criterion).

[Quantitatives operate over an interval rather than a nominal
scale; that 1s, they each may assume any one of a number of
continuous arithmetic values, as opposed to any one of an

unordered set of discrete states. In this work, prosodic and

paralinguistic features are treated as quantitatives - see below,
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Appendices B & C & D, for more details of the problems and

methods of handling them.]

Yl Profile:
A representation of the utterances of a single speaker on a single
occasion which is exhaustive in terms of PDYs and their states, and of

quantitatives, will be called a profile, N

N1 use the term analytic variety or 4V under the same definition when

| wish to focus upon its being a point in an n-space rather than a list of
values of the criteria. See above, Ch. 3, for discussion of the
distinction between 5V and pV.

VIl VYariety space {VYSp):

A multi-dimensional space comprising a mixture of nominal, ordinal
and interval variables (linguistic criteria) which are assumed,

initially, to be orthogonal or independent will be called a Yariety Space

(VSp).
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Yiii Vanety cluster {VC):

A number of analytic varieties (;Vs) which show some degree of

association in response to a comparison function traversing the variety

space will be called a Variety Cluster (VC).

IX Diagnostic:
Some value of any given variable which may be interpreted as

especially characteristic of o pariicular ¥YC will be called a diagnostic.

[Note that the manner in which the variable i1s seen as being
‘especially characteristic’ must be chosen.]

[A diagnostic is thus not, strictly, a property of the Y5p itself, but
is a property of a subset of the contents of the VSp as they are

dispersed on the axes of the ¥YSp and associated by the comparison

function.]

X Diagnostic profile:

A listing of all diagnostics for a particular YC will be called its

diagnostic profile.
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Xl Key diagnostic:

A member of a subset of the diagnostic profile of a particular VC, for

which some well-defined measure of predictiveness or discrimination

1s high will be called a key diagnostic.

[Note, again, that the measure must be chosen ]

X1l Localised variety:

Given a random sample of some population of speakers, and given some

suitable method of measuring similarity amongst those speakers and
forming groups of them on the basis of that similarity (see below,
Appendix D), then at least one part of the space (VSp) will be,

generally, more densely filled with YCs than another; the component

aVs of such VCs (and hence the VCs themselves) will be called

‘localised.
[Such YCs are not only ‘localised’ in the YSp, but their members
have a tendency to be geographically locateable (with varying
degrees of precision) by at least some hearers.

Conversely, YCs having diagnostic profiles in common may occur in
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geographically quite disparate samples (if those samples are big
enough to overcome the problem of rarity, see above Chapter 3),
and may thus be labelled ‘non-localised’. From another point of
view, we may conjecture that the probability of association
between non-localised varieties on the one hand and a whole range
of different localised varieties on the other hand will be roughly

the same in each case.]
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2. Levels of criteria: (b) rationale

General computational reasons for the form of the criteria are
given below in Appendix D. Here, by contrast, | am concerned only with
setting out general sociolinguistic arguments in favour of the

definitions of units, levels and distinctions which are given in detail

above.“

N within a strict non-essentialist framework the set of definitions
which precedes renders the rationale here redundant, though not
perhaps the exemplification. Indeed, insofar as a reading of the
rationale assumed that its distinctions were believed by the writer to
be components of a necessary truth, just so far one would have to

assert that that rationale was misleading. Nevertheless, i1t is included
here since 1ts matter reflects early discussions between Barbara
Strang, Vince McNeany and myself, and it is therefore s historically
important part of the T.L.S.

The reasoning which follows arises from some problems discussed
by Pellowe (1967; 1970 a,b,c; Pellowe et al. 1972) and draws on the
methodology of the diasystem (particularly Weinreich 1954, Moulton
1960, Pulgram 1964).

In Chs. 2 & 3 above | argued for the vievr that an appropriate model
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of the hearer's processing of speech variation must incorporate
mechanisms for handling varieties which had not previously been
encountered by that hearer. | suggested that the consequence of this
view for the model was that it would not be allowed to discard any
speaker who yas sampled in order to be located in its Variety Space.
This requirement raises the issue of the comparison of, and the
comparability between, profiles of linguistic variants.

weinreich's goal was to secure a useable rapprochement between
dialectological concerns and structuralist principles, but he
acknovvledged that this would be only possible if structural linguistics

abandoned the illusion of a perfect system in which tout se tient, since

In such a framework there could never be any chance of admitting that
two systems could be partially different (or partially similar) -
systems could be either identical or incommensurably different (simply
distinct). Given a willingness to admit the possibility of partial

similarities and differences between different systems, what 1s

needed are

“procedures for constructing systems of a higher level out of the
discrete and homogeneous systems that are derived from description
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and that represent each a unique formal organisation of the substance
of expression and content” (1954: 389-90)

such constructions Weinreich calls diasystems. He points out that a
diasystem can be constructed “out of any two [or more] systems which
have partial similarities™ (1954: 390). It is a significant element of
support for the theory presented in Chs. 2 & 3 that Weinreich also says
(1954: 390) that such constructions are not necessarily only those of
the scientist but may well also be the inferential basis for information
derived by any single "ordinary’ speaker-hearer.

In constructing a diasystem, it is important to distinguish
betveen differences of inventory and differences of distribution.
Weinreich (1954: 394) gives four examples of diasystemic inventories.
(Varieties have subscript numbers, single slashes (/) enclose sets of
phonemes, single inequalities (<>) symbolise systemic opposition,
double inequalities (<<>»>) symbolize oppositions/contrasts in the
diasystem, double slashes (// //)symbolise the boundaries of the
diasystem.)

(a) A diasystem of two varieties with identical five vowel systems:

{ o/l icorecoraceoroorul/
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(b) A diasystem of two varieties, in the second of which the second

vowel 1s alyays more open than it is in the first:

1277 1« 15 cxmawmrowmul/
2 £

(3) A diasystem of two varieties, in which the first has three front

voyrels whilst the second has four:

124/ 1710e 0@/ hrawocorul
slivceea/

(4) A diasystem of three varieties of Yiddish (1 Central, 2

Southwestern, 3 Northwestern):

(/inoi/
123/ 2/1 OV <Oy e« 1/azoal oy 0¢orul/
7z | 23 4

v/e see then that in order to construct a diasystem, sensu

weinreich, we must place discrete, well-defined varieties in a8 kind of

continuum determined by their partial similarities. Weinreich insists

that a clear picture of differences in inventory between the varieties

15 8 prerequisite for establishing a diasystem (1954: 394). We shall see

below that one of the ways in which Weinreich’'s notion has to be
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adapted to our purpose is as a result of our not being able to state the
differences of inventory between the varieties at the outset. It is also
important to emphasise {(and see also Moulton's (1960) remarks below)
that “differences in distribution cannot be directly inferred from a
comparison of the differences in inventory”™ (1954: 394).

Regrettably, apart from the few remarks cited above, Weinreich
does not explore either the relationship between items in the inventory
and the (lexical) distribution of those items, or the problems which - -
arise from that relationship. Cochrane {1959) in a diasystemic
treatment of vowels in Australian English does face up to that
relationship. He believes that the diasystem must be set up without

reference to the lexical distributions of its elements in the

contributing varieties; and that these distributions must be dealt with
only subsequently. However, Moulton (1960: 176) rightly, in my view,
emphasises that this is neither as simple nor as revealing as 1t seems.

He points out that if a diasystem is constructed for two varieties
of a language without consideration of distributional matters, then

that is tantamount to treating the two varieties as totally unrelated,
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even though they may be identical in the diasystemic representation.
Alternatively, if a diasystem is constructed taking due account of the
lexical distribution of the elements of its contributory varieties, then
though the varieties are thereby being taken as related, the
diasystemic account may show them as far more dissimilar than is
reasonable or desirable {whether from the point of viey either of the
dialectologist or of the native variety speakers themselves). Moulton
(1960: 176) illustrates with two varieties of Swiss German (LU{(zern)
and AP{penzell)):

if lexical correspondences are disregarded -

-_ﬂ—'_.‘-

LUAP//i <O> @ <OXEKO> B <O> A <O> D <O 0 <O U <O U << 6 <o 3/

which makes the varieties too similar;

if 1exical correspondences are inciuded -

LU,AP// LU/igere 1 ©0Ep0@g 4f <> a4 <O> LU0 10Un0U<0 19/
AP/ig j0ey g0e30R Y4/ AP/35001 20U 1OUQ 1€501 2039/

which makes the varieties too dissimilar.

(Moulton's subscripts here refer to historically earlier lexical sets.
Thus the set of lexical items associated with /e/ in LU is distributed

across both /i/ and /e/ in AP; the two sets of lexical items realised by
/e/ and /&/ in AP are both realised by /&/ in LU; LU/>5/ is not the same
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in lexical distribution as AP/5/5, since part of the lexical set realised
by LU/5/ 5 is realised by AP/o/ | 5; and so on, and so on.)

The problem which he highlights here was not solved by Moulton.
wWe may as well call it Moulton’s Paradox:

when, for n partially similar varieties, a diasystem is constructed

excluding the facts of lexical distribution, that diasystem

represents the n varieties as too similar; conversely, when, forn

partially similar varieties, a diasystem is constructed including

the facts of lexical distribution, the n varieties are too

dissimilar.

My adaptation of the diasystemic method for the purpose of
representing a multiplicity of urban speech varieties whose systems

cannot be (wholly) known in advance shows that Moulton's Paradox can,
in fact, be dissolved, even if at the price of a certain amount of induced
(and specifiable) redundancy. My dissolution of the problem is given in
abstract definitional form above. Here | shall merely give a discursive

account and conclude with some illustration.
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we need to be able to compare the realisations of all speakers in an
entirely systematic way. Consider the following realisations

(diacritics are omitted):

Form neat treated bread
Speaker 1 [nizt] [taiztid] [baed]
Speaker 2 [nizt] [taet] [baizd]
Speaker 3 [niat] [taizdad] [bagad]

First, in order to ensure undistorted comparability, we must find a
vway of coding the different realisations as variants of something. A
given segment in a given lexical item must always be coded as a
variant of the same entity, regardless of the rarity or oddity of its
realisation. This 'something’, this ‘'same entity’ i1s established as a
series of fixed lexical sets, which, in principle exhausts the lexicon of

English. Each lexical set is that associated with its Overall Unit.

Then, regardiess of what the phonetic realisation of some particular

phoneme is, and regardless of what system that phoneme 1s @ member

of, we shall always know within which lexical set comparisons
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between that phoneme and phonemes of other, more or less different
systems must be made. Thus there 1s a lexical set

{week, relief, see, field, beat, treat, neat, sea, we, ...}
which is associated with y; /i:/. We set up an OU (i:NL which expresses

this set. Another OU {e}NL will express the lexical set

{head, bread, centre, never, engine, many, well, fell, men, .. .}.

Then all realisations of the vowel of neat, treated, will be coded under

OU {i:}, and all realisations of the voel of bread will be coded under

OU {s}.

But it is clear from the forms transcribed above that different
speakers distribute subseis of the OU-lexical set in different ways -
whether across the ‘same’ speech sounds in different subsets, or across

more or fewer different speech sounds. And it is clear that individual
speakers and groups of speakers do this consistentiy.

We shall associate with each of these consistent different
patternings of the lexical set a putative diasystemic variant (PDV).
This name simultaneously asserts three things:

(a) that, contrary to Weinreich's prerequisite, we do not know the
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complete phonemic inventory of every distinct speech variety on

Tyneside before we analyse data;

(b) that the phonological status of the symbols associated with these
consistent different 1exical subsets is phoneme-like rather than
phone-like: and

(c) that until larger samples of varieties from the same population
show that the set of PDYs is both necessary and sufficient to express

those varieties, these diasystemic variants can only be putative.

Returning to the above example, we note that the OUs {iz} and {c}

will have amongst their PDVs the following:

ouU {i:} PDVs //i://, //ell, IHhatf

OU {e} PDVs //ii//, f7ell, 1/ea/] .

Then speakers 1, 2, and 3 above may be represented as follows:

0U {i:} U {e}
PDVs //ii//, H/ell, Ihall  POVs /il 1iell, f{edl!
Sp. 1 + - - - + -
5p.2 + + - + - -

Sp.3 + - + - - +
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This manner of representation - by means of OUs and PDVs - clearly
shows the similarities and differences between the speakers in terms
of their unique partitionings of the lexical sets of the OUs. (Notice that

the method leaves open the question of whether, for a speaker who had

[baed] [tact] in bread, treat, the two [e] realisations are realisations of

one phoneme or of two, though this particular implementation of the
OU/PDVY system inclines one to imagine the latter.)
Within any given PDV, there will be several pdssible phonetic

realisations (States). There are thus two levels upon which speakers
(varieties) may be specified as more or less similar to one another:
PDVs and Sts. Two speakers having the same PDV and the same St in
some segment of some word are thus 100& similar; two speakers

having the same PDV and different Sts are 50% similar; two speakers
having different PDVs are 0% similar (clearly, in the latter case, the
issue of Sts does not arise). (Notice that the OU level contributes
nothing to the assessment-of the overall similarity: it 1s simply a

device to ensure undistorted comparability across varieties.)
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It is important to stress that PDYs are not based on phonetic
difference alone, but in addition, on the emergent psychological reali'gg
yhich arises from the coherence attributed to a speaker’'s lexical
subsets. (Note “sociolinguistically discriminable” in the definition of
PDV above.) If it were the case that PDYs were only based on phonetic
difference, it could be argued that a PDV level of organisation was
redundant, since one could capture the same differences by proposing to
compare speakers on the basis of a free list of phonetic states for all
possible lexical subsets of an OU. Because PDYs are not based on
phonetic difference alone, it can be the case that two different PDVYs of
the same OU may have one or more Sts in common.

where, it may be asked, do these PDVs come from ? They are
observational constructions from many spoken sources over a period of
years. (The sources were: overheard talk in public places, surreptitious
recordings, notes taken of speakers on "Voice of the North' (BBC
Newcastle, daily), miscellaneous tapes in the TLS archive.)

A variant was admitted as a PDVY if:
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(i) it had been heard used in items of the same fuzzily coherent
lexical subset by at least five different speakers under
stylistically comparable conditions; and if
(ii) it had been recognised by at least one localised hearer as a
local realisation.
Condition (i) does not demand that the variant's potential for
occurrence in the lexical set be known in comblete detail - such an
impossibility is one of the reasons we cannot satisfy Weinreich's
prerequisite of establishing complete inventories before doing anything
else.
Condition (ii) acknowledges that something like an open-ended
diasystem must be the probabilistic basis for a lot of hearer
inferencing about the meaning of speaker variations.

It 15 also important to point out that the establishment of a PDV is
In no way based on frequentist notions. It is reasonable to set up a PDV

for a very small lexical subset of the QU, in the limiting case even only

of one lexical item. For instance the PDV //ie// in the OU {36} only has

one lexical item [siem] [jem] home. The PDV //e//of the OU {e1} only has
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two well-attested lexical items - [mek] [tek] for make, take - but may
be permeable to analogy. (See below Section 3.(a) for details.)

An interesting application ﬁf the above definitions and methods to what
otherwise might look like a "traditional’ dialect study of Grassington

(North Yorkshire) speech may be found in Glauser (1984). N

N Closer inspection in respect of matters other than the above reveals
just how untraditional a study this is, since i1t presents, though all too
briefly, analyses of tone, tempo, rhythmicality and pause, and their
cooccurrence in a sample of running text (following Crystal & Quirk
1864; Crystal 1969).

Here is another example of a defined criterion, illustrating how
the conventions for coding particular speakers are applied, and the
extent to which the definition of criteria depends upon aspects of

comparability.

OU No. PDVY Examples * Sts

{i} 1.1 //i// feed, week, relief, treat{ed), beat(en), see,... 1 tob
1.2 /Al week, relief, ... {05

1
I
1.3 //¢// treat(ed), beat(en) | tod
1.4 f/ev// see feed, ... 1 to4
1
!

1.5 /Hho/f relief, feed, ... to3
1.6 /Ahi// knee, see, .. to3
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(Thus there are six Sts of //i// which we wish to consider, there are

five of //A//, and so on. The number of each state is only its label
within a particular PDV; there is no implicit ranking and it is not an

identification; i.e. St 4 for PDV 1.2 is not the same as St 4 for PDV 1.4.
See below, Sections 3, 4, & 5, for details of Sts.)
* It is of critical importance to understand that relevant exemplars of

PDVs can differ from one variety to the next. That is, two different

varieties, a, b, may have, in the single OU {i}, the same PDVs - e.g. 1.1,

1.4,& 1.6 - but the lexical subsets associated with each PDV in the two

varieties may be different.

For most PDVs of most OUs one has a fairly good idea of the size
01 the lexical subsets associated with the PDVYs - for certain kinds of
opeaker. One may therefore speak, with differing degrees of confidence,

about partitions of the lexical set associated with some given OU.

A partition of a particular lexical set is thus the set of probabilities of
particular duples {lexical item; : PDV]-} in a given variety. It can be no

more than a set of probabilities because all possible members of the.

partition (or the complement of the partition) cannot possibly occur in

any interview. The notion of a majority partition follows naturally. A
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majority partition is one in which the majority of lexical items in the
lexical set (OU) is realised by one PDV.

In some cases this will be true of all varieties, whether localised or
non-localised; in some cases there will be two competing majority
partitions - one for localised varieties, one for non-localised; in some
cases there will be two competing majority partitions for localised
varieties; and so on.

Notice that the definitions of OU, PDV, and the notion of partition
do not, 1n any manner, constrain or prejudge the ways in which any
particular variety may express, combine, borrow or overlap its
particular partitions of particular lexical sets (A,C3). The fact that the
same lexical item may exemplify different PDVYs of the same OU (see
Table above) is intended, by reflecting actual distributions in the
speech community, to give substance to this claim.

The table above gives six qualitative multistate (vowel) criteria

(1.1 to 1.6). Potentially, a speaker may be scored positively on all siX

PDVs, or on only one.

Given that all the occurrences of this OU, {i}, are realised by one PDYV,
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/1i/7, in the speech of a particular speaker, s, then she is only

permitted to score on one state, namely the numerically dominant one.
This 1s an intentional, but not a necessary constraint. What both it and
the definitions exemplified in the table assume is that the PDVs should
be weighted. And they should be weighted

(a) not less than the states, which would be the result of coding more
than one state per PDV, and

(b) not as a function of the number of states each PDV has, since this is

open to manipulation or chance definition,

but they should be weighted indirectly, as a function simply of the
number of PDVs which have been observationally established for each

overall unit. N

N They are indirectly weighted because although each PDV has, for the
OU illustrated, an a priori 1/6 probability of turning up compared to an
OU with only one PDY, nevertheless the group (VC) forming power and
the diagnostic potential of each is 6x greater. Since it 1s the VCs and
the diagnostics which are of interest, this weighting method 1s
important.

This weighting again brings us back to the hearer, since if more
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PDVs have been observed for one OU than for another, then they
probably do differentiate more for the hearer in the former case than
In the latter, and they probably therefore should contribute more to
the speaker's profile. In other words this method is one which prevents
phonetic variation from overwhelming phonemic or near-phonemic
variation.

Thus for speaker x we have the following profile (positive responses

only; parenthesized numerals refer to number of occurrences:

- = ‘realised by’)

OuU PDVs Sts
X = {i:} (18) = /4// (12) - [i] (4)*
- [i] (B)
- /hif/(6) - [a1 ] (S)
- Gi]l(1)*

Sts marked * are supressed because only the dominant St is scored for
any given PDV, so more briefly,

x={i} > /i elhill > [ilelb]

where '©" means ‘is in co-distribution with'. {For reasons which should

be by now clear, | wish to avoid the words ‘co-variation and
‘alternation’.) The order of the dominant Sts is directly associated with
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the order of the PDVs.

And, in the same notation,
y=»{iy > /Miellolhll - [ilelklellics]

z={i} » /Alte/he/nl - lilelicloliil

All vowels and consonants are defined in this way, as qualitative

multistate criteria. The profile for any particular speaker, %, is a long

list of strings similar to that for {i}, above. But the actual comparison

of speakers on the basis of their profiles is not straightforward.

First, | have already mentioned (above, Ch. 2) that some hearers,

under certain conditions, diagnose some varieties, at least partially, by
means of the absence, rather than by means of the presence, of

variants. This being the case, we shall have just as much need of the
negative diagnostics of a VC as of its positive diagnostics. And if these
negative diagnostics are to reflect regularities in the data which we
wish to examine (rather than merely reflecting, for instance, glitches
in the data collection, or the infinite dark universe of the unconsidered

and the unimagined), then our comparison functions must incorporate
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negative matches as part of what is similar between varieties. N

N Sneath (1957b) rejects negative matches on the grounds that the
universe of negative criteria is infinite. But then the universe of
positive criteria is also infinite; according to Johnson (1970: 213)
"every object has an infinitude of attributes”. Carvell & Svartvik (1969)
claim that negative matches are less information-besring, in
predictive uses of classification, than positive matches. But clesrly
such a claim rests primarily on the definition of ‘information’, rather
than on the nature of negative matches, and even if this criticism is
set aside, what 15 being complained of in their claim i1s less likely to
be a property of the data, than a consequence of either the form of
definition of the criteria, or the form of sampling of the criteria, or
the subordination of the selected criteria to criteria which are

~ relevant to some hierarchically higher level of data structure.
MacNaughton-Smith (1965: 10}, in a wide ranging review of taximetric
techniques likely to be useful in the human sciences, concludes that "it

is doubtful whether [omitting negative matches] should ever really be
done".

Secondly, if, by some extraordinary chance, representative items

of an OU such as {i} did not srise in all of the taped speech of some

informant, then there could by definition be no instances of PDVs 1.1 to
1.6. To mark them as negative would be misleading since it 1s not so
much that they are absent, but unable to be present. Such cases are

coded NC. The same principle is applied to its Sts when a particular
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PDY i1s negative.

To 1llustrate, consider again the partial positive profiles of

speakers %, y, and 2.

| tabulate their profiles separately on PDVYs and on Sts.

Possible St realised N
OU PDVs Speakers Sts by speaker
{i} X Yy 2z X 4y z "
atli (6) 65 6 2
AV (5) NC NC NC
7ielf (4) NC 1 NC
/ler// (4) MC NC NC
Y (3) NC 2 2
hil/ (3) 2 NC 3

N The numbers in the body of this table are labels: there is no ordering
principle involved amongst states of one PDV, since they are
qualitatives. Thus Minkoff's (1965) strictures - that the ordering of
states of (quantitative) criteria radically affects the value of the
comparison function (e.qg. similarity coefficient) - do not apply.

when we compare these three speakers by pairs, recalling that
(a) negative matches count as similarities, and

(b) if either member is scored NC we do not count a similarity,
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e get:
Xy PDVs comparisons: ©6
matches: 3
Sts comparisons: |
matches: l

then the similarity between X and y is
simyy = matches/comparisons = (3+1)/(6+1) = 571 = 57.1%.
Similarly, but more briefly,

SiMy, = 5/8 = 62.5%, and

simzy = 5/8 = 6258.

Diagrammatically, distance being some function (k) of the reciprocal of

similarity, we can represent this as

k{1/57.1)
A Y

k{1/62.5) k(1/62.5)

Z
This is a two-dimensional representation of a truncated sub-space of

the Variety Space. (It is a truncated subspace because criteria 1.1 to
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1.6 represent only a fraction of those concerned with vowels in
stressed syllables.)

Notice firstly, that the product of the comparison function - 1.e.
similarity or its inverse in the present case - isonly an
approXimating shorthand for, in the present example, siX Cartesian
coordinates; it is approximating because though x and y have the same
distance function from z, they do not have the same coordinates as
each other. Secondly, from the diagram above it is not possible to state
whether the similarities between the speakers are, per se, within
group or across group relationships. (Such statements depend jointly on
the range of the comparison function in the whole sample, and on the
method of forming YCs. See further below, Section 7 . and

Appx. D)
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J. Yowels in stressed syllables:
(a) criteria for vowels in stressed syllables

ou {i} NL {week, relief, treat, beat, see, feed, field, sea, we, ..}

The lexical set subsumed here is that usually represented by
/i:/ for 'RP’, The superscript NL {non-localised) indicates
that this is the case. .

The numbering of the PDVs represents a coding system now
ot no interest or significance. It is retained only to
facilitate comparison with Jones {(1978) and Pellowe et
al.(1972a); the numbering follows the latter very closely.
Any particular state can be expressed by a five digit code,
four digits for the PDV and one for the relevant state of that
PDV. Thus a code of 00021 indicates a segment which is
phonetically Cardinal Yowel 1, represented as [i], occurring

in PDY //7i// of an item from the lexical set associated with
ou {i} NL.

The numbering of the criteria by Jones (1978 [=Jones-Sargent 1983]) in
her Appendix A, pp. 294 ff., is the same as that given here. However,
her program for accumulating the sums of tokens (VAL 1) [Jones 1978:
78 11.] simply gives, for each successive triple, {OU: PDV: State}, - or
duple, {OU: State} - a serial number from 1 to 690.

0002 PDV //iz// {(the majority partition)
states(6): i i i1 1 i i (=e)
Cf. all e.g.s of OU {(above)

0004 POV //v//

states (5): 1 i
e.g. week, relief

ioi i

-y



0006

0008

0010

0012

ou {1} AL

0014

PDV

PDV

PDY

PDV

PDV
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it/
states(4): e £ e ¢

e.g. treat{ed), beat(en)

As far as | know these examples

exhaust the partition - i.e. speakers of varieties in
which these words are pronounced in this way do not
pronounce any other items from the lexical set in this
vay. The PDY occurs not only in preterite and past
participle forms but also in the base infinitive
following periphrastic (but rarely emphatic) do.
whenever the PDV occurs, the —ed/-en morphemes are
absent, i.e. realised by a 4 morph.

/el 7/
states (4): ei i e> ¢£i
e.g. see, feed

fhol/

states (3). ig> ig 19
e.g. feed, field

/i l/
states (3): i[back] illow] i
e.g. we, see

{live (vb.), fit, it, big, till, ...}

/hZ!  (the majority partition)
states(5): i i i i i

TY ——TY

Cf. all e.g.s of OU



0016

0018

0020

0022

ou {g} ML

0024

0026

0028

PDV

PDV

PDY

PDV

PDV

PDV

PDV
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//ell

states(6): & 9 9 9 3¢ 3¢
e.g. shilling, till

fhofl
states (3); ie> i ¢ i 9

=" Y = -v

e.g. did, live (vb.)

[i3:7f

states (3): 3 3
e.g. live (vb.), shilling

|9

17eal/

states (2): ei £ i
e.g. live (vb.), Miss, big

{head, bread, centre, never, engine,
many, well, fell, men, ...}

/fe /f  (the majority partition)
states(6): ¢ & & € e
Cf. e.g.s for OU

//i://
states(5): °f i i i i°
e.g. head, bread

i
states(5): i 1 i 1 1
e.g. centre, never



0030

0032

oU {2}l

0034

0036

0038

PDY

PDV

PDV

PDV

POV
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[fall

states(5): & 3 9> 3 3
well, many

riea/7

states (2): €5 (o)
men, embassy

{path, grass, have, alsation, pal, master, lather, ...}

with this and the next two OUs | am giving effective
voice to the claim in the definition of OU that they
are arbitrary abstract symbols whose selection does
not represent any set of real phonological contrasts
In some actual variety of English.

Basing these OUs on in-principle definable lexical

sets of Northern British English shows that the
normalising effect - to allow PDVs to interact
dynamically - is achieved without distorting the
classificatory procedures.

/l®e//(the majority partition)
states(5): a a a a d
Cf. all e.g.s of the OU

flel/

states(4): @ 9 g, ¢
e.g. have, after

llal/
states(5): a a> g a 4
path, grass
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0040 PDY [//o//
states{7): 2 ©» © 9 9 ¢ I

l’ L J - -’ -' ’

alsation, pal

ouU {a}t {father, barn, farm, card, half, bar, rather, are, .. )

0042 PDV //a//  (the majority partition)
states(3: a a> a a a

. L 4

Cf.e.g.s for the OU

0044 PDV  //3//
states(7: 2 D ®» 2 2 ¢
e.g. farm, card

0046 POV //e//

states(4) a. a a a
e.g. father, half, rather

ou {o}l {off, often, one, involved, along, watch, holiday, swan,
because, wash, long, ...}

0050 POV //v//  (the majority partition)
states(S5) » D> D D D

\ 4 L 4 ‘e

Cf. e.g.s for the OU

0052 PDV //o//
states(6): > 5. » 2 2 2
e.g. off, often, inyolved

0054 PDY [//a//
states{(5): a2 a a ¢ ¢
e.g. along, swan, watch, holiday
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0056 PDY //3//
states(S): & 3> 3 ¥

e.g. because, curigsity
[partition not much more extensive than

these examples]

0058 PDV /F/e//
states (2): ¢ e

“v

e.g. wash, long, watch

2800 PDV //al/

states(4): 2 2 aq 4
e.g. one, none

5600 PDV //o//
states (5): u ¢ ©c 0Qc O c¢ U ¢

o7 & L 2 +47 >

e.g. because, once

ou o} AL {all, war, talk, or, four, more, door,
course, auction, ...}

0060 POV //a//  (large localised partition, but excludes
orthographic -or, -our)
states(5): a a a ¢ ¢
e.g. all, talk, war

0062 POV //o//  (the majority partition)
states(7): 2 2. » 2 2 2 2
Cf.eg.s for OU
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0064 PDY //v//
states (9): P D> D¢ Dec D

e.g. auction, horse

0066 PDVY /le//
states (3). & €9
€.g. more, sore

1)

0068 PDY //aea//
states (2): a® Qe
e.g. four, more

0070 PDV //es//
states (4):  9.() o2 W R.go
e.g. door, course

ou {a} Nl {hurry, onion, pub, mother, just, cup, done,..}

0072 PDV //a//  (the majority partition for NL varieties)

states(4): > 2 a &
e.g. cup, onion (Cf. e.g.s for OU)

0074 PDV //o//  (the majority partition for L-varieties
(Northern))

states(D): u ¢ 0 0c O ¢ U ¢
e.g. pub, cup, onion

0076 POV //v//
states(5): ®» D> B D D
e.g. hurry, worry, onion



0078 PDY
0080 PDY
0082 PDVY
ou {o) NL
0084 PDVY
0086 PDV
00806 PDV
ou {u}NL
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[1of/

states(S5): 2 92> 2 2 2
e.g. pub

TAVEi
states(5); &+ i i i i

e.g. mother, just

/7/o//  (the majority partition for intermediate
L/NL varieties)

states(5): & w ¥ & 3

e.g. cup, onion, just, done

{pull, put, woman, good, butcher, book, . .. }

//e//  (the majority partition)
states (4): & O @ U.c
Cf. e.g.s for the QU

ffu//
states (3): u U u

L B . +d

e.g. book, cook

737/
states (5): w 9 ¥ A 3
e.g. good, butcher

{moon, two, revolution, suit, tissue, do, you,
who, school, tune, curiosity, . . .}

The composition of this lexical set is complicated by
the phonological interaction of "/u/" and '/j/* - an
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interesting problem which has not attracted the
sociolinguistic data it needs for an adequate solution. This
complexity produces one of the few cases -~ in the
‘segmental” subspace - where the classificatory
independence of the PDVs does not hold. (Cf. criteria 2880 or
2808 beloy depending on the nature of the interaction
between ‘/u/* and */j/"))

0090 PODY //u//
states(6): 4 uwue¢ yue y ¥

*07

e.g. moon, two, beautiful, suit

0092 POV //i//
states (4); i8¢ i %L
e.g. do, you, who

0094 PDV //e//
states (3:: @a  eei °0  (o=u )

e.g. boot, school [partition not much bigger than this]

0102 PDV //Ho//
states(9): 1 1 i 1 1 (3l
e.g. tune, curiosity

0U {er} NL {eight, great, take, make, shape, railway,
halfpenny, brains, straight, ...}

0104 PDV //ev // (the majority partition for NL varieties)
states(4): ev er g1 £
e.g. eight, great, take



0106

0108

0110

0112

1120

PDY

PDV

PDV

PDV

PDV
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//el/

states{4): ¢e> e € ¢
e.g. take, make
[partition not much bigger than this]

/leva//
states (2): ¢i » g i3

-_t

e.g. shape, railway

[7al/

states (5): 3. a a
e.g. halfpenny, take

I
[

//i// (an exclusive majority partition for L varieties)
states (4): %) i iy

-1y

e.g. great, brains {(see below)

//ia// (an exclusive majority partition for L
varieties)
states(4): is e id ia

e.g. great, brains (see-below)

Localised speakers seem to realise the majority of the lexical set

either with PDV //i// or with PDV //ia//, hence the use of
indefinite "exclusive’. By contrast PDVs 118 and 120 below seem to
exhibit a different relationship.

I'd 1ike to emphasise again that if samples of speakers
showed that these perceived regularities were chimerical, the
classifiability of those speakers would not be compromised. This is
because the notion of ‘a partition’ (and its size and commonness) is
not one which is built into the classificatory method; it is
introduced solely to give the reader who happens not to know
Tyneside some crude idea of the lexical patterning of the
phonologies to be found there (A,C4).
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0114 PDV //ev//

states (2):
e.g. eight, great, straight

1140 PDV //9//

states (2): s 1
e.g. Monday, Thursday, holiday

oU {sn) N {phone, stone, so, smoke, nose, old, home, yelloy, .. .}

0116 PDV //ow//

states(D): s a¥ €@ Q0 c® I
Cf. e.q.s for the QU

1160 PDV //ov//

states(3): o I
e.g. so, no

0118 PDV //5:// (joint majority partition for L varieties)
states(4): ¢ 2 ¢ 2 O

*+YY

e.g. phone, so, smoke

0120 PDV  //uz// (joint majority partition for L varieties)
states (5) l}'(a) 1}'c l} ?c(a) ?‘_c
e.g. phone, go, nose

0122 PDY //a://
states(4): a. a 4.2 4

*. l.*

e.g. old, know, no, cold

0124 PDY //»//
states(6): je je g w > 13
e.g. don't, stone, home



0126 PDY
1260 PDVY
ouU {a) AL

0128 PDV
0130 PDY
0132 PDV
0134 PDV
OU {a1o} ML

0136 PDV

o1

lfeql/l

states (4): €6 go(e) a0 g_g(e)
e.g. bolt, cold, hope

EY

states(2): o
e.g. pillow, yellow

{side, five, |, right, might, nine, .. .}

//av// (the majority partition for NL varieties)
states(5): ag ai av aiv a
e.g. |, side, china

/laz//

states(4: a a q q
e.q. |, five

/fizf/
states (4): 1
e.g. right, night, blind

i(,c) i i 1

//ev// {(majority partition for L varieties)
states (3): ¢ei el ej

--—-'

e.g. knife, mine, side

{fire, tyre, trial, reliable, ...}

//avo//  (what the majority partition is for NL
varieties (0136, 0138, 0140) is unclear)

states (5): aw aw aivjp gijp dalle



92
e.g. fire, tyre, tral

0138 PDY //as//

states(2): an &
e.g. fire, tyre, reliable

0140 PDV [/az//
states(2): d a

e.g. fire, trial, reliable

1400 PDV //¢cis// (the majority partition for L varieties)

states (4). ¢id eic eie  ¢€ia
e.g. tyre, trial, reliable, fire

oU {ao} N thouse, now, crowd, cow, round, down, . . .}

0142 PDVY //aa// (the majority partition for NL varieties)
states(5): a@ Q@ 2@ ae qo

s 4

e.g. house, noy, crowd

0144 POV /J/lea//
states(d4): e® o £
e.g. house, crowd

1440 PDVY //a//
states(2): w o

e.g. NOY, COW
[partition not much larger than this]

0146 PDV /J/uz//
states(4): ® ue uc U ¢

*97

e.g. house, mouse, round
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1460 PDV //e//

states (2): 20  A®
e.g. house, loud, down

0U faee) NL {flower, our, Stour, tower, hour, .. .}

0148 PDV /F/aas//
states (3): £ R a O N,

i & B *I‘

e.g. flower, our

0130 PDV Jla://
states (4): d (=z4) a q D as

+47 e \

e.g. flower, our, tower

1500 PDV //ead//

states(4): €09 £ Qe £0q
e.g. flower, our

ou {n} N {boy, buoy, toil, noise, toy, boil, .. .}

0152 POV //o//  (the majority partition for NL varieties)
states(6): 2 29 Q@ 2 D4 0a
Cf. e.g.s for the OU

1520 PDY //m//(the majority partition for L varieties)

states (2  Del Qe
e.g. noise, toy

0154 PDV //av//

states (2): & 91
e.g. buoy, noise
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0156 PDY //ow//

states(2): D DL
e.g. boil, toil

0158 PDV  //om3//
states(4) 2o 2 X
e.g. boil, boy

ou {3} NL {bird, fur, curl, year, girl, earth,
burner, worth, birth, .. .}

0160 POV //3:// (majority partition for some NL varieties)
states(6): @ e> 9> >l a =

e.g. bird, fur, year, curl

1600 PDY //o//
states (5): eo is e i 3:
e.q. year
[partition restricted to this item 7]

0162 POV //@e// (majority partition for some NL and some L
varieties)
states (3): e O ¢ O ¢
e.g. bird, fur, curl, year

0164 POV //e(a3)//
states (3): g_(a) o(V) >
e.g. bird, girl, curl, year

0166 PDV //le/l/
states (3):  e_ 2 uI >
e.g. bird, girl, year
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01686 PDY //3//  (majority partition for some L varieties)
states(B): 28) ¢ o 2° 2. 2 e ¢
e.g. bird, birth, worth, year

0170 PDV //0a//

states(2): ® us
e.g. burner, earth

ou {ia} NL {here, really, serious, ideal, beer, cheer, fear, .. .}

0172 PDV //o// (majority partition for NL varieties)
states (5): eo> i ed | 3

e.g. here, really, serious, ideal

1720 PDV /lel/
states (2): e €

serious, really

0176 POV //it//
states (3 it 1~ |

e.g. nearly, really, serious

0178 POV //jort!
states (3):  (jla.  (jh W
e.g. here, cheer, beer

1780 POV /7hel/

states (3): ¢ o ia
e.g. beer, fear, here



DU {ea} NL

0180 PDV
0182  PDY
0184 PDV
0U {oa} NL

0186 PDV
0188 PDV
0190 PDY
0192 PDV

o6

{hair, there, care, pair, wear, fairy, ..

[/eal
states (3): ¢ &
Cf. e.g.s of the OU

//ell
states{4): e ¢ ¢

L -"'

e.g. care, there, pair

/f3://  (majority partition for some L varieties)

states(2): 3 3
e.g. there, pair, hair

{poor, your, moor, brewer, sewer [sensu shit], . . .}

/{aa//

states (2): @c3 e
e.g. your, poor, moor

fiu//

states (4): us
e.g. poor, moor, your

Ye d

1077

states (2): 29 X
e.g. moor, more, poor

/lowel/

states (3); owe
e.g. brewer, sewer

OWE

UHeo

. &

QWS

R

(the majority partition for NL varieties)

(majority partition for some L varietiés)
£

—-'

U ¢

+7T
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3. Vowels: (b) Evidence fram dialect writers

Some support, not always unequivocal, for the diasystemic variants
and lexical subsets which are postulated above may be derived from the
attempts made by writers, in terms of spelling changes, to represent
the speech variety of their characters or their locality. Here | have

gbstracted, for each PDV which seems to be being represented, a few

words from each of three sources: Sandvid (1964) (referred to as DS),

Dobson (1969) (referred to as SD), and Irwin (1978) (referred to as DI).
The most systematic use of variant spellings to sugges£ a Tyneside
variety is in respect of stressed vowels, and of deleted, usually final,
consonants; here | shall only show the former variants.

Clearly the letter strings of the dialect writer have a very different
function from those of the phonetician. The former simply wants to
sugqgest a certain quality of variety to the ear through the eye. Not all
of the local phonological variants can be suggested, since the

recognisability of particular orthographic forms (words) must not be
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too difficult for the reader. Presumably the writer wishes, rather, to
suggest enough of the difference from, say, non-localised speech (in
the form of conventional spellings), for the hearer to be able to supply
the rest from his auditory imagination. | am not even suggesting that
the dialect writer will necessarily be focussing attention on those
variants which are, in the terms defined above, diagnostic, nor will it
necessarily be the case that the representation of the particular

variants are consistent in different items of even the same lexical

subset. Finally, the fact that a dialect writer fails to represent a given

PDY, or even a whole OU, at all in his orthographic innovations is not
taken to be evidence for doubting that distinction, or those
distinctions, which my system does embody.

The layout is the same as for the specifications above, but the

states and the code numbers have been omitted for ease of reading.

OU {i:}
Hidl ---

[ ---
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(0U {iz})
flell  ---

e/l ---

Ihsf ---

Ihifl  ---

ou {1}
N ---

/fefl ---

/1aff  SD: geetars (guitars)

fisff ---

//eal/ DS: 'ees (his) [DS: ? enyuff (enough)]
0U {e}

lrell - --

/liz/! DS etiqueete, weel {(well), insteed, deethly,
breid (bread), heid (head)

SD: weel, deed (dead), reed (red)
DI: heed, deed/deid (dead), weel, reed

/I/l  DS: tegithor, injoy, yit (yet), ivry (every), nivvor (never),
yistida (yesterday)
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(OU {e})
SD: sivin (seven), yit, thim (them), aateqithor, iver {ever),

git (get)
DI: nivor, git, 1vor
//3/f  DS: onny (any), monny (many}

SD: onyway
DI: chorry (cherry)

//ea//  |DS: ? harrin (herring), varry {very)

oU {e}

Hell ---

//ef/  DS: hes (has), hey {(have), [? kin (can)]

SD: sex {sacks), hev, chep, hing (hang)
DI: hev, hing
[SD: ? byad (bad), tyab (tab)]

llall ---

[l  ---

QU {a:}

flall  ---

/{5/f  DS: ore (are)

/{=l! DS: laffed (laughed), eftor (after), raither (rather)
SD: efter (after), fethor {father) |
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DI: eftor, fethor
0uU {p}
fioll - --

[l - --

/fa/f  DS: cass ('cos), wrang, wabbling, watt (what), lang, wazn't
SD: av (of), lang (long)
DI: wrang (wrong), belang {belong)

/fs/f  DS: cannit (cannot)
DI: whit {what)

fiefi  DS: het, fre' {(from), wesher

SD: wes (was), het
DI: wesh {wash)

liallf  ---
/el DS: wuz (was)
ou {5}

/falf  DS: aaful, aal, scraal, straa, claa,

wattor (water), scad (scald), tallk (talk)
SD: caal {(call), aaful, haak (hawk), saa (saw),
watters {waters), scaad (scald)
DI: aal, taak (talk), waalk (walk), waarm, caal, 1aa (law)

Il ---

ol ---
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/fef!  DS: mair {(more)
SD: yer (your), fer (for)

/faa3// DS: fower (four), bowt (bought), thowt (thought)
SD: fower
DI: bowt, thowt, fowerty (forty), dowter (daughter)

floolf ---
oU {a}

[INT - --

/fe/f  DS: (7 [u]) sooks (sucks (n.)), (?[je]) enyuff {enough)
SD: cum (come), ennuf, muthor, munny
DI: (? [u:]) dookin (ducking), muthor

/fo//  DS: thorrily, knockle, amang (among)

(00l - --

[N/l DS:disn't, sitch, jist,
DS: ? dyen {(done), ? nyen (none)
SD: deun {(done), shyeul (shovel)

LT/

0U {a}
el ---

fiu//  DS: wull (wool), luk
SD: 1uk, qud, byeuk (book)



63

DI: shud (should)

/foff  DS: wud (would), wadn't (wouldn't)

SD: wad (would)
DI: waald{would)

ou {u}

faff ---

//if{  DS: dee (do), twee (two), te (to), whe (who)

SD: te (to), de (do), ye (you), whe (who)
DI: te, ye, whe, dein/deein {(doing)

/{off  DS: loss (lose)
SD: thro (through)

/Nhoff  DS: byets (boots), fyul {fool), tyuth (tooth), syun (soon),
skyul (school}
SD: fyeul {fool), byeut (boot)
DI: scyul {(school), buyets (boots)

OU {er}

{levf ---

/fef!  DS: the' (they), mevvies (maybe), brevely
SD: tek (take)

[/l ---

/fall - --
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//i/{f  DS: geet (great), eethor (either), bleeze, aalwiz (always)
Di: bleezer, greet

//i5/f  DS: hyemly (homely), myeks (makes), tyeble (table),
agyen (again), pyeppor {(paper), yebble {able)
SD: spayus (space), agyen (again), tyek (take),
shyem {shame), syem (same)}
DI: tyeke (take), agyen (again), shyem (shame)

/fen//  DS: ighty (eighty), stright (straight)
SD: stright
DI: fyce (face), myke (make)

/1l - --
ou {20}

loall - --

i/l DS: maist (most), cla'es (clothes), waint (won't), se (so),

dain‘'t (don't), nee (no), swall_y (swallow), se (so)
SD: ne (no)
DI: ne {no), claes (clothes), see (s0)

[fo:/f Dl blaws (blows)

ffw/f ---

/fa:/{ DS: knaa, blaa, aan, gaan (going), aad (old)

SD: aad, knaa, had (hold)
DI: gaa (go), raa (row)

/1! DS: styens (stones), byeth (both), hyemly (homely)
SD: hyem (home)
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DI: hyem

ffea/f  DS: rowl (roll), sowl (soul)

SD: sowljers (soldiers)
DI: towld, howid (hold)

/{s/f  SD: barrer (barrow)
DI: nebody

oU {ai}

ffadl ---

/laz//  DS: aa’'m (I'm), ma (my)
SD: ah (1)
DI: aa (l)

/fiz/f DS:reet, neet, neethor (neither), dee (do),
(?[1]) ahint (behind), finnd (find), blinnd (blind)
SD: aalreet
DI: reet, neet, me {my)

evl/  DS: me (my), meself
SD: whey (why)

OU {aws}
ffas/l ---

[1a3/1 - - -

flazll ---
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[leisff - --

0U {ae}
flaeli ---

llealf ---

hell ---

ffu://  DS: Sooth (south), hoo, roond, oot, doon, broon,
(? [o]) fund (found), pund {pound)

SD: doon, groond, aboot, hoo (how), shooting (shouting),
broon, coont {count)
DI: noo, aboot, toon, roond, hoose, anyhoo, Coo,

(? [@]) pund
el ---
OU {aes}
/laadll - - -

llazll ---

/fems// [DS: ?[o] wor (our)]
[SD: ?[o] wor]
[DI: ?[>] worl
DI: flooers (flowers) (=7[uzs])

ou {o}

[/l ---
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rfond! - --
i ---

fiow/! - - -

f1oll ---

ou {3}
/13l ---

[hff - --

feel! ---

/(@) /- - -

/fe/f  DS: sarcumstances, consarn
DI: sartinly, shart

/fo/{  DS: preforences, sorviettes, tegithor, torn (turn),

stor (stir), wawm (worm), wawk (work)

SD: jawney (journey), torn (turn), distorb (disturb),
morder (murder), bord {(bird), hor (her}

DI: sorr (sir), hor, forst (first), hord (heard), dorty,
morder, Porcy (Percy).

[/l ---

0U {13}

/IRl ---
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{lell ---

//iz/f DS:reelise, yeer
[DS: ? [v] injins (indians)]

//j0:// DS: deor (dear), queeor, heor (here), neorin (nearing),

heor (hear), dreory (dreary)
SD: beyor (beer)
DI: beor (beer), heor (here), cheor (cheer)

hell ---
OU {3}
lleall - --
[rell  ---
/f3://
[DS: (7 [5]) thor (their), dore (dare)
(? w]) teor (tear (v.)) wheor (where)]
[SD: {7 [5]) thor, thurselves (theirselves)
(? [Wo]) theor (there), wheor]
[DI: {? [5]) thor]
0U {3}
liotll ---
[ius/ll ---

[/l - --
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flowell- - -

Non-reduced unstressed vowels:

{9}

D DS: propor, pyeppor (paper), connoshes (connoisseurs)
5D: muthor
DI: mistar, pictor (picture), lavotary

l D5: despritly |
SD: massacree, deppity (deputy)
[7 [e] inter (into)]
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Here | had also intended to discuss at some length the extent to
which Ellis’ (1889) account of what he called the North Northern
dialects gives interesting and useful time-depth support to the critena
proposed above. {| believe that the support, though not wholly definite,
is at both the PDVY and the State levels.) There are, however,
considerable, but not insurmountable, problems of interpretation
attaching to ‘palaeotype’, the name which Ellis gave to his transcription
system (and its symbols). Local (1981), however, points out that many
of the problems associated with palaeotype arise from trying to
translate it into a simple unitary framework (such as the IPA). By
examining the evolution of palaeotype, Local shows that it is "a
complex mixture of the phonetic and the phonological, the systematic
and the fortuitous™ (1981: 2), and he claims that in showing this, he
will "demonstrate that it is no more ‘incomprehensible’ or ‘defiant of
interpretation’ than any other attempt to represent sounds by symbols
on paper” (1981:2). This may well be the case, but because of the
mixture problem, the interpretation of any given chunk of transcripiion

often may not be unary. Needless to say, though Local (1981)
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establishes his general case, he can give nothing like a full catalogue
of those segments of any t[anscription which are phonetic, those which
are phonological, or those which are fortuitous, and we would surely be
surprised were it the case that a given symbol in palaeotype always
had only one of these qualities

The indeterminacy of Ellis’ system, and the consequent range of
possible interpretations which can be derived from it, is such that |
have decided to forego the pleasures of a lengthy analysis.
Nevertheless, for the sake of incompleteness, and for the reader’s
delectation, | have reproduced, in Figure A1 (S pp.) and in Figure A2 (7
pp.), respectively, his comparative transcriptions of one text from
three locations (South Shields, Newcastle upon Tyne, Berwick upon
Tveed), and of a different text from twenty two locations (of which
Newcastle is, again, one). Flavour, if not uniquely definable substance,
can certainly be got from an imaginative reading of these
transcriptions. Trying to assign form, and then meaning, to the

differences between the transcriptions is what causes the problems.
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4. Criteria for centralised vowels in unstressed syllables

These criteria cover the vowels of unstressed syllables. The basis
for the definition of the OUs 1s made with reference to RP, but there

are in addition some purely phonological sub-classifications.

Thus [s3], using Jones’s notation (1976: 91 1), and [544] are

distinguished not on the grounds that they have distinct realisations in

RP - which may or may noi now be the case - but because the

phonological contexts are distinct, and because the former can be

realised with [e]. Nevertheless | do not preclude the possibility of a
strong connection between them in terms of underiying rules, e.g.
choice of realisation under criterion 196 might strongly predict a
similar choice under criterion 200. In line with other contexts of the
same principle - as the reader has no doubt guessed - | propose to keep
them separate on the grounds that it is precisely these assumptions of
co-occurrence which need to be documented rather than left in a state
of suspended, even if plausible, assumption (A,CS).

Reasons for not following an RP basis of the OU principle for these
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criteria are not far to seek, notably both the extreme unreliability of

cne’s perception of the phonetic difference between centralised

vowels, and a general doubt that these differences are in any sense the
real basis even for Jones's own classification; rather it seems that the
phonological contexts - to which the lists of exemplars are pointers -
form the basis for the different phones which he introduces.

Here these contexts have merely been made explicit, though in a

fairly non-committal form - e.g. [v{] and [ v»] follow the RP scheme

more closely than [ 93] and [ 2441 - the most important guiding

principle having been that information concerning the relationships
between the criteria be recoverable from the analysed data. The scheme

presented here thus tries to avoid representing information about what

might turn out to be distinct processes in one and the same criterion.
PDVs are defined for these criteria in terms of the dichotomy

reduced /unreduced since it seems to represent the major distinctions

between speakers. In a pilot study of these phenomena r‘lcNeang (1972)

found that whilst intra-speaker mixing of what are here represented as



/4

states was possible, intra-speaker mixing of reduced and unreduced
forms was rather rare.
The relative positions of the various unstressed neutral vowel

states (Jones 1976: 67 f{. & 91 {f.) are indicated by:

McNeany (1972) confronts the theory of Chomsky and Halle (1968)
with data from the realisational variation in vocalic nuclei of
unstressed syllables. In doing so, he proposes certain changes to the
theory. Whether or not a particular speaker reduces the vowel in an

unstressed syllable (in speech of a given speed) is a matter which
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varies systematically from one variety to another. It is therefore a
matter of competence rather than performance.

Chomsky & Halle assume that it is reasonable and sufficient to
assign exact feature-specifications to a non-terminal category such as

reduced, but McNeany shows how this assumption is very seriously

yeakened by his interpretation of his data.

McNeany (1972) points out that the three forms [ai'zplv] / [av'zplv] /

[19'z0lv], and many other similar sets of items, are all current in | T

varieties. He sets up a category [+ reduced] to be incorporated in the

phonological rules of the grammar, specifying three degrees of this

category, namely [1 reduced] (for [3]), |2 reduced] (for [1]), and
[unreduced). In his collection of data, McNeany noticed that even in the
uttering of word-lists there is very little conscious correction of the
patterns of reduction/non-reduction which are found in naturally
occurring speech (1972: 9).

The main difficulty, for our present purpose, 1S how one can

establish the lexical sets in which the processes of
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reduction/non-reduction occur in different ways. Looking at the
patterns of reduction/non-reduction in many naturally épnke;l different
lexical items, McNeany tried to group those items in terms of
phonological environments. He then established empirically
quantitative expectations in respect of the likelihood of
reduction/non-reduction for these environments in L-varieties and
NL-varieties. Such expectations were only an expression of general
tendency. The extent to which those rules were obeyed could then be
taken as a variety-determining, or a variety-differentiating, factor.
In his initial work (1972), McNeany specified five lexical sets of
items (I,11,111,1V,V). Each lexical set was variously subdivided. He
exemplified them as follows (McNeany 1972: 10-11), suggesting that
though the examples are typical, they should not be thought of as

representing "anything more than one possibility amongst many:

Lexical sets:

Localised Non-localised
| (a) paper ['pepe] [perpd]
number ['nymbe] 'nambs]

ever ['eve] ['eva]



(b)

(c)

1),

(b)

111 (a)

(b)

1V (a)

(b)

vV (a)

sofa
Pamela
interview
afterwards
method
coward
concert
extremity
irregular
solid
problem
system
curtain
houses
impression
seven
almond
equipment
party

city
elaborate
defend
perfect
subject
explain
expose
engage
contend
control

contemplative
compensation

accent
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['sofe] ['sonfa]
['pamie] ['pamls]
[\ntevjicu]) [\ntsvjoul
[aftewedz] [a:ftawadz]
[meoed] [meoad]
['kewed] ['kaoad]
[konset ) ['konsat ]
[eks'taemoti] [iks'taemtr ]
[3'aegle] [Vaeginls]
['splad] [sohd]
[papblom}/['paoblim] [‘paoblim]
[sistom] ['sistim]
[kgtn] ['ks:tin]
(heazez)/ [heaznz] [haaziz]
[im'paefn)/[um'paefin] [um'paefn]
['sevin] ['sevn]
[azmind] [azmnd
[i'’kwipmnt] [Vkwipmont ]
['pazti] [‘paztr]
['suti] ['site]
[Viabaust ] [Vlabaaut]
[di'fend] [dVfend]
['pofekt] ['pazfikt ]
['s¥bdzekt ] ['sabdzukt]
[eks'ple®n] [\ks'plewn]
[eks'poz] [\ks'panz]
[en'ge®dz] [\n'gerdsz]
[kon'tend] [kan'tend]
[kon'taol] [kon'tuasel]
[kon'templotov] [kon'templativ]
[kompen'se®[n] [kompan'seifn]
['dksent ] ['aksont ]



70

(c) totality [to'tdlati] [to'talith]
vocation [vo'kea[n] [vo'kerfn]

(d) ambassador [am'basade] [ombasads]
transcription [tadnskanpfn] [tzons’kap/n]

(e) tomorrow [to'mpus] [to'mpise]
yellov ['jels)/['jeh] ['jclon]

The following criteria (428-431) examine the characteristic
patterning (for each speaker) of vowel reduction / non-reduction in
lexical sets of weak forms of largely closed system items which,
during the historical development of the Tyneside Linguistic Survey,
were not originally included at this point in the list of criteria. (Hence
the apparently erroneous numbering.) The original location for them
was in what i1s here Appendix C, below.

Each lexical set is presented as a matrix whose properties are
discussed below it, as follows:

veak forms of:
from /for /upon /or /your /my /he /someone /go /be /been /are
/his

1.DT / P | /! /7 ! ...,
(unreduced)

2.0/ /7 !/ /7 ! o
(reduced)

Majority

(coded 1 or 0 or NC)

3. DT(0)}

4.pu(1)y /7 7 [/ /...,
5.NC }
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Each token of each weak form is coded as being reduced {row 2)

or unreduced (row 1), since McNeany (1972) showed that the strong
(stressed) or weak (unstressed) nature of the item is perceived
Independently of the reduced or unreduced nature of the vowe). Then
these frequencies are summarised for the type of any given weak form
for the given speaker as being either, by majority, reduced (DU,
represented as (1)), or unreduced (DT, represented as (0)).

428

((Total no. of {(1)s in row 4)/(15 - (NC))100

The criterion expresses the percentage of items in the list
having a majority representation of reduced (neutral) vowels
when they are weak (unstressed).

[The maximum in the denominator is artificially high {i.e. 15
for 13 items) to accommodate items that may need

to be Included later. This means that the percentage won't
reach 100 unless a dummy NC element is used.]

This criterion measures the speaker’s range of reduced forms in
terms of the number of items in the list which are typically
reduced, rather than measuring the exact frequency of

reduction of each item in the set. Clearly, both are relevant
measures for a sociolinguistic survey. But because the latter

will tend to measure variety mixing of a certain kind, and the
former will tend to express a varietal norm {(because it throws
away much of the presumed continuity of the distribution), we
prefer to consider only the former, at least initially (A,C6). The
form of the criterion expressed here is, in the present state of
the art, both more discriminating and better suited to the
retrieval of the relevant information (since the different items
are kept separate throughout the coding process). There is
evidence in McNeany (1972) that Tyneside L-variety speakers
will score low on 428 (i.e. have few reduced forms).
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Weak forms of:

/but/just/some/saint/had/have/shall/should/could/would/were/was

1. DY
(unreduced)

Y S / Y S

2. DX

(reduced)
A A / Y

Majority

(coded 1 or 0 or NC)

3. D¥(1) }

4.DV(0)} 7/ / /...,
5.NC  }

429  {(Total no. of {1)s in row 3)/{14 - (NC)))100

There is much less firm evidence about how this set behaves,

though 1t 1s fairly certain that there are varietal differences of

some significance. The contexts in which alternation is

possible may be limited in ways which are not yet fully

understood. | T-varieties will tend to use unreduced forms, but /
-

this is Tess catain than for the 428 set. Peculiar reversals of
this measure may be uncovered which will doubtless be
interesting.

Weak forms of:
we/she/they/one/till/Gateshead/Newcastie/you/so

1. DY
(unreduced) / / [ Y S S
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2. D2
(reduced) AN A A A Y

Majority
3.D2(1) }

ap0v)y /2 /2 1 L 7 ...
5.NC  }

430  ((Total no.of (1)s inrow 3)/(11 - (NC))100
The prediction, from McNeany (1972), is that these items are
almost universally reduced in certain | T-varieties.

EA Total no. of weak realisations of:
/fas/at/of/to/so/such/do/does/was/could/should/would/can

/you/we/me (realised as [52])

EB Total of above realised with [i]
431  (EB/EA)100

In this criterion the notion of weakness is somewhat relaxed
since it 1s far less clear that one is here dealing with a

reduction/non-reduction phenomenon. The [i] realisations we
are interested in here are not, in fact, confined to unstressed
positions, cf. "when | was "at [jt] school”. Nevertheless, though

this i1s the case, it would clearly introduce a good deal of
redundancy if we attempted to incorporate such realisations in
the OU {PDV} system, especially since the variant appears to be

restricted to this 1item alone.
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OU o3 final open {baker, china, traitor, ...}
(But cf. 94,5 / [non-fortis] ___*, below.)

0194 PDV //reduced//
states (2): 93 94

e.g. (NL) baker, china

0196 PDY //non-reduced//
states (4): € 1V B dq
e.g. baker (1,3,4), china (1,2,3,4), Sandra (3,4)

QU [ 943] f‘_..._c#
/lfortisl______(r)*CqyV .. (But cf.[ a4p] below)

0198 PDV //reduced//
states (2) o3 o4

e.g. standard, interview (1,2)

0200 PDV //non-reduced//
states(4): 33 94 g

e.g. standard {1,3), interview (1,2,3 4)

OU | 39, 91] /[non-fortis] *

0202 PDV //reduced//
states (2): a1 99

hammock (1,2), pavement, accent, almond (1)

0204 PDV //non-reduced//
states (2): vy 1
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e.g. hammock, pavement, almond {(1,2)

0206 PDVY //non-reduced//
states (1): ¢
e.g. accent

BUlvy]/—_C

0208 PDV //reduced//

states (3): o1 94 19
e.g. houses, places, stupid

0210 PDV //non-reduced 1// (Note *)
states (2): ¢ i’ |
e.g. expect, perfect (adj.)(1), demand, erect (2)

QU] / >+

0212 PDV (Note *)
states(5): + U 1 v ¢Qi)
e.g. party, city (1,2,3,4,5)

* Note. In the case of both of these criteria {0210, 0212) we must
allow multiple coding on single occurrences of lexical items. Of course
this may be castigated as an inconsistency in the coding system. A
more positive view would see that where the definiteness of the
variable is itself in doubt it is appropriate that the coding system
become a little flakey (A,C7).
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OUla4p] 7 [+lowl][+tense] CC [1 str]

2000 PDV //reduced//
state (1): o
e.g. observe, object (vb.)

2002 PDV //non-reduced//
state (1): D
e.g. observe, sbject (vb.)

[In spite of Daniel Jones's inclusion of [ Ui ] as a weak diphthong
(1976: 85 &125) to account for such items as fluid, ruin, Bruin, etc.,
1t has been excliuded as an OU on two grounds:

(1) relevant sociolinguistic discriminations of subsets of this
lexical set appear not to differ from those which would be captured

by taking the diphthong to be represented by both OU {u} and its
PDVs (0090 - 0102), and OU [ vy /—C] and its PDVs (0208, 0210).

(Jones himself suggests the reasonableness of such a view in the
form of a method for foreign learners (1976: 125)).

(2) There seem to be good reasons (Hockett 1955) for regarding this
as two peaks, not one.]
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S. Criteria for consonants

These fall into four groups. The first group refiects the importance
of word-positional factors to the sociolinguistic discrimination of
subsets of the lexical set (0214 - 0248). The second group reflects the
importance of phonetic environment to the socislinguistic
discrimination of subsets of the lexical set (0278 - 0284, 0286, 288_0).
The third (small) group reflects the impact of morpheme type on the
sociolinguistic discrimination of subsets of the lexical set (0276,
2760). The fourth group of consonantal criteria is undifferentiated as
to intervening variables (due to their lack of variability, or my
ignorance of it, or both) (0250 - 0274, 0286, 0294).

The first, positional, group of criteria employs senses of ‘initial,
'medial’ and ‘final’ which require some elucidation. ‘Initial’ means
prevocalic {whether as part of a cluster or not). ‘Medial’ signifies

either alone and intervocalic, or postvocalic before a syllabic

consonant. ‘Final’ means postvocalic (whether as part of a cluster or

not). The first and the last distinctions apply to syllables, ‘medial’



66

applies in the absence of free-morpheme boundary.

Loding conventions

The treatment of the first group of consonantal criteria {positional)
1s somewhat different from that of vocalic PDYs, since a8 numerical
threshold i1s imposed. Any state of a positional PDV which occurs in
23% of the occurrences of that PDV is coded. The figure of 25% 15 of
course arbitrary and must therefore be subject to adjustment in the
light of later experience. For the other groups of consonantal criteria
(phonetic environment, morpheme type, undifferentiated) one
occurrence of a state is taken to be sufficient basis for its coding. This
is rendered necessary in part by the 1arge majority of realisations

falling in state (1) - cf. 0250(1), 0252(1), 0254(1), 0256(1), etc,, etc.
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Notation

Examples are often followed by parenthesised numbers which refer
to the most characteristic states (realisations) for that particular

iexical item and its associated subset {(if any) of the lexical set.

U p NL {pot, spy, happy, capital, dip, .. .}

0214 PDV //p initial//
states(6): p'! pt p B B P
e.g. pot (1,2,3), spy (3,4,5,6)

0216 PDV //p medial//
states (6):b b pt p plingr.) +§/B
happy, capital (1,2,3,4,5,6)

Some medial realisations occur with homorganic friction
(h.a.). State (6) can therefore be coded together with other

states - e.g. happy with 0216(2+6) [hdh $i]. Some

co-occurrences do not apply. This general principle -
+ h.a. - applies also to the rest of the stop series.

0218 PDV //p final//
states(7:h 2p p P p? ¢p plingr)
e.g. dip {(1,2,3,4,5,6,7)
(4 is ejective; 6 has audible closure; 7 is ingressive
as in medial position. In examples of this last, for
example top up where the first p 1s ingressive, we
may be seeing the process of low level re-analysis {or
equivalently the fusing of units). That is, that the
item should possibly be analysed under 0216 rather
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than 0218. Until further information is forthcoming
however, we shall 1et the PDVYs dominate their sets
vvithout reallocation of what we can only assume may
be special cases.

ou b AL {bag, bin, bring, robber, ribbon, dab, rub, .. .}

0220 PDY //b initial//
states(4: b B pb) :ha
e.g. bag, bin, bring (1,2,3,4)

0222 PDY //b medial//
states{4: b b Pb  tha
e.g. robber, ribbon,

0224 PDY //b final//
states(4): b(3) b PFpb  :ha
e.g. dab, rub (1,2,3,4)

ou t N {toss, stint, letter, matter, button, hat, sit, .. }

0226 PDV //t initial//
states(4): t ¢ th :ha

0228 PDY //t medial//
states (9): 7 t th d ¢ -
(td6 @  tha.

e.g. letter, matter (1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9)
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0230 PDV //t final//
states(8):t th t t d 1
7 tha.
hat, sit (1,2,3,46,7.8)
Prince Consort Road (5)

OU d {dish, did, window, rudder, hidden, lad, .. .}

0232 PDV //d initial//
states (3): d d{d) zha
e.g. dish, did (1,2,3)

0234 PDVY //d medisl//
' states(6): d dq t 2?2 r tha
e.g. rudder {1,2,6), window (4), hidden {3,6), ladder (5)

0236 PDV //d final//
states(6): d®@ d d ¢ tth) s+ ha.

e.q. 1ad, red {1,2,3,4,6), stupid, husband (5,6)

U k {kit, cope, skin, kicker, Buyker, sack, buckle, .. .}

0236 PDV //k initial//
states(6): k ¢ k! kx § tha
e.g. kit, cope (1,2,3,4,6), skin (1,4,5,6)

0240 PDV //k medial//
states(6): k k! *%k 2k @ tha
e.q. kicker, Byker {1,2,3,4,5,6)
(3) = audible closure {onset friction);
cf. also 0242(2) & 0246(3).
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0242 PDV //k final//
states(10: k¥ Xk y g q ¥
tha. B8 2Kk ?
e.g. sack (1,2,3,45,6,7,10), ask (8)
[for state (9) cf. note on 0218(7) above]

0U g {ground, gape, bigger, boggle, log, fig, . . .}

0244 PDV //q initial//
states(4): g g vy tha.
e.g. ground, gape (1,2,3,4)

0246 PDV //q medial//
states(S): g § ¢ 2?2 tha
e.g. bigger, boggle (1,2,3,4,5)

0248 PDY //q final//
states(3): ¢°* § g
e.g. log, fig {1,2,3)

OU tf {church, change, itch, catch, French, .. .}

0250 'PDY'N t
'states”(S): tf tf t§f t> J
e.g. church, change (1,2,3,4), french (5)

N In this OU and some of the following, the relationship between the

PDV and the OU is a fixed one-one relation. That is, the single 'PDV’ has
the whole set as its ‘partition’ of the lexical set. informants should
clearly not be scored as sharing a similiarity on the basis of sharing
such a 'PDY’, since, given that they are comparable, their similarity
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vrould be spuriously increased by such treatment. This kind of variable

is therefore expressed by writing 'PDV’ and ‘state’ rather than PDV and

state. One occurrence of any state is sufficient for its coding. This

method of representatlion 1S necessary because of our socio-perceptual 67

1gnorance of the distributional consistency of variants of these
criteria (A,C8).

0U d3 {jury, judge, fudge, ...}

0252 PDY’ dz
'states’ (3): dz  dz  d%3
e.g. jury {1,2,3)

ou f {fetch, fresh, half, wharf, ..}

0254 'PDY’ f
'states’(S): f £ f v ¢
e.q. fetch (1,2,3), half, wharf (4), fresh (5)

OU v {very, drove, ..}

0236 'PDVY’ v
'states’' (3);: v f w(=v)
e.g. very {1,3), drove (2)

OU 8 {thing, Arthur, lath, anything, wreath, wrath, .. .}

0220 POV G
'states’(6): 6 9 to ¢ 2° 1
e.q. thing (1,2,3), Arthur, 1ath (4), anything <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>