Salience, noticeability and enregisterment of dialect features in Stoke-on-Trent English
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A" — —— Figure 1: Stoke-on-Trent location distinctive, please click the button below the sound wave straightaway. e T T
Table 1: Trudgill’s (1990:42) description of the vowel system. Shaded cells show Llsteners then rev'ewed a” Of thelr Cl'CkS and pro\”ded reasons for them Table 2: Features commented on by respondents in both tasks, with examples of
features also identified by Weiling, Shackleton and Nerbonne (2013: 35) |1 ’ IR comments for each variable. Shading equals rank order of recognition in each task
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L. Figure 2: F1xF2 plot of a selection of monophthongs from the real-time speaker’s recording reg|onal|ty AS SUCh, even
recognition? o
less’ regional tokens are
Results suggest the feature has high salience locally, but is not |NURSE-SQUARE merger salient (Watson & Clark 2013) and strongly | | clicked.
attended to as a non-standard feature by non-locals. The feature is  |linked to Liverpool English (Honeybone & Watson 2013). Despite 800
only otherwise noted in varieties of West Midlands English (Clark | 'lack of merger in Stoke-on-Trent, the link to Liverpool perhaps| | Broad recognition and lack
& Asprey 2013), and not with the same linguistic spread as Stoke- |provided isteners with a frame of reference for expected non-| | 5f ties to 3 specific region
on-Trent. The feature seems to have a lack of national salience, |standardness (cf. Preston 2011:12). Similarly, possible that the | may also account for it 2600 o 1000
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hence only a more phonetically ‘extreme’ token being clicked. strong link between Liverpool and fronted NURSE discouraged being ‘claimed’ by residents Figure 3: PRICE vowels from the speaker’s recording

Note: The second ‘extreme’ token went unclicked. However, it was | | claim/recognition of the feature by locals, who are not
shorter than the first (0.6s:0.8s), and Leach (2012) points out the Liverpudlian — “Visitors from outside the area sometimes mistake| | Regionality, noticeability and what counts as a dialect feature seem
link between fronted horses and —es plurals. the accent for Scouse! How rude!” (questionnaire comment). to differ based on the feature itself, and who is evaluating it.
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