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Abstract

Taped speech samples of 20 French Canadian and 3 Continental

French adult males were played for gr‘oupé.. of French Canadian adolescent o

boys from .three regions of Montreal, who were asked to evaluate the
speakers' personalities and abilities on 19‘ adjectival scales, and to
estimate each speakers® likely occupétional level. The ;a;ne rating
procedure was folléw-a@ Wwith the speech _sampleé of 21 French Canadian
and 3 Continental French adult females, and ;chen with 21 French Canade
jan and 3.Continental French teen-age boys. In addition to these
judémen‘bé of personality inferz_'ed from speech s?mﬁles, judgmenfs of )
the speech pattemns tﬁemselves were also made by graduate students
whose native languége is French. '-

Analysis of the judgments of speech patterr;,gives strong
support to the hypotheéis that speech is expressive of valués. The
evidence indicates that French Canadians model their speech on those
with whom they identify, i.e., those who are upwardly mobile adop*i;
upper-class speech features. Upper-class or educated speakers differ
i:rom 1ow§r-c1ass speaicers on many dimensions of speech, ég., proﬁun-
ciation, . intonation, a.ccent, tonal quality, etc.

The speech. styles of different SES levels can be accurately
discerned by listeners,v but mainly on the basis of a gross upper-class
vs. lower-class dichotomy. These SES- and education-related speech
style differences seem to be the bases on which .spea.ker competence,
the priméry dimension of person perception, is judged.

The teen-age boy judges use different dimensions in judging

adult men, adult women, and other teen-age boys. However, in all three

ii
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caseé the primary dimension of judgment includes competence. Perceived ' .
- competence is more related to the SES Background of. adult male speakers

than it is to. the background of adult wémen or of teen~age boys. The .

judgments on the secondarj dimension, whether it be benevolence, |

sternness-leniency, or "toughness", are not highly related to SES or

education for any of th9 three kinds of speakers, nor are thej easily '

predictable from speech on the basis'of the indicés used in this study. |

Although the teen-age boys use different dimensions in judging

eéch of the-thrée samples of speakers, the graduate;student Judges .

.ﬁse the same dimensions for all three. 'Thgre are also differences |

among tﬁe teen;age boy judges in fhe ways they rate speakers; in geﬁer;l;
. those from a more prestigious, high SES-level school system are most

~on

similar to the graduate students in their ratiné styles.

N
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Chapter I
_ @ Introduction

| This. thesis is concerned with "speech style"§ fhat ié, .those aspects
of language and commuication that are preserved in a good t#pe.. recording
of an excerpt of speech but not in a typed transéript of the recording.
Linguists refer to these fgatures of speech as the suprasegmental compon-
ents (as opposed to the segmentals, the actual éonﬁen‘b of the message), and
social psychologists sometimes refer to them as, the vocal cdnpqnents of .
- communication (as opposed to the verbal and visual components).

_TWO topics are of central interest: first, the rélationship of éée‘e‘chmv
styles to the motivational and personality characteristics of people from
various levels of education and soeial classj and second, tﬁe effects of

L SPeech styles on the evaluative reactions of listeners.
The first topic centers around this question: What differences, if
" any, are 'bheré in the speech styles of French Canadian‘s at various social
| class and educational levels? This question has been examined somewhat by
linguists, Gendron (1960, 1966) and Ch;e.rbonneau (1955) for example, but
from a strictly linguistié point of view. Gendron (1966) compared fhe
speech of “educated French Cana&ia.ns, lower-class French Canadians, and
Continental French and found that his‘ samples of educated French Canadians
were similar to Continental French speakers in the relative duration of
their vowelsﬁ and consonants, but more like the lower-class French Canadians
in intonation. Although their pronunciation of the letter (2) in words
such as pas was patterned after a continental model, Gendron believes that
they rarely do succeed in accurately reproducing it. He concludes that

the influence of continental speech is increasing among educated French

— -

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-l

Canadians because of more contact ﬁth speakers f;-om France, and al’chough
the speech of educated Fi‘ench Canadians keeps some of its Canadian‘ orig:‘ms,
it has characteristics that make it easily distingwishable from that of
lower-class French Canadians. Charbonneau (1955) pointed out that a major
difference between educated and 1ower-c1ass Canadian speech .i's the diph-
thongization of the open (e) in words such as _§_e_x_r_e_:gg s wWhich is common in
popular Canadian French but missing in educa'bed speech.
Although these stud:.es provide valuable :Lnforma'b:.on about differences
B between 'the speech of upper- and lower-class French Canadians, they are

| not meant to deal with other :unportan‘b questions. For example: Are the-

. speech patterns of French Canadlans stratified into d:.scre’ce groupings or
do they vary gradually along a continuum rang::.ng from a distinctively low
'soc:.o-econom:.c (sES) s’cjle to a d:x.st:v.nctlvely high SES style o:f.‘ speech?

If French Canadian speech patterns are grouped into d:Lst:an'l'. strata, how

many levels of group:mgs exist in French Canada and how do they correspond

‘to other criteria of SES? Labov in his soca.o-lingu:.stn.c analysis of s'bra'b:L-
'f:Lcat:n.on (1966) descr:u.hed the social class variation of five phonemes in
New York City :,peech. He found that some phonemes, like (r), have a
 continuous distribution fpom the highest SES speech to the lowest, while
others, (th) and (dh), fit into discrete groupings. Perhaps similar pat;;
- terns can be expected in French Canadian speech.
Labov's study (1963) of a smell New England island community, Martha's

Vineyard, suggests another important possibility in comnection with SES-

' related speech styles. He found that people adopt the speech chara.cj:er-

\
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-3

istics of the group with which they identify, Itheir reférence group.
Thus 't.hose_ who were oriented toward staying permanently on the island
adopted the local styles of speech, while those who pianned to-move to
the mainland adopted New Englend styles. In a Jater study of social |
mobility (1967), Labov found that upwardly mobile persons. usually take 'on
the linguistic style of the group just above the:'u;_ om in SES stending, |
and he concluded that "linguistic stratification is the direct reflec- '
tion of underlying sets of social values rather than the habits which
resuit from clc;se contact.” This finding sugges‘bsi that speech styie may
" be a very useful and instructive projective technique. That is, :jus‘f. as
McCielland (1958) uses TAT protocols as an index of the need-achievement
motive, perhaps speech styles can be used as a dependable indicator or -
zfeflector of many k:.nds of motives, aspirations, and other personality
features. a
The ~f:‘x.rs‘b focué of 'bhis thesis, then, will be upon the nature of
speech differences in French Canada, with “ﬁhe purpose of establishing
(2) wha.'b“ some of the SES-related speech differences are, (b) how they |
distribute themselves throughout the range of S‘ES“ levels, and an effort
wi.il also be made to ini"er (=) lhbwm'bhey relate to motivés; ‘values and |
other pérsonality characteristics of the speakers. Most linguists who
have worked with social dialects have been concerned only with the first
two matters while the third, more of a social psychological interest, has
received little attention. However, ag suggested by Labov's findings,
the search for the "value expressivé" characteristics of speech may well

be the key to understanding linguistic stratification and the reasons for
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it. Inv:.ew of the cu.rrent social equality mowfements among minority

- groups of all sorts, this parailel interest in socia.l-élass: dialects and_.

' 'Ehe reasons i‘or their development is likely to become a major area of -
‘research in the behavioral sciences. | |

The second focus of this thesis, the study of the ways in which

peopies' evaluations of 6ne anothers' personality characteris'tics. are
determined by speech style, also has najor implications for the philo-
‘sophy of the "social equality™ and "equal opportunity® movements. A good
deal of the contemporary #language rehabilitation® efforts are based on
the premise that "non-standard language usage"l' makes a person seem less
intelligent or less socially desirable, but as yet very little research
has been carried out to exemine the kinds of reactions people have to non-
standard usage. (One pilot studyl of intex;es‘c is that of Tucker and lLambert,
1968.) Even Labov, who has contributed so .m.u_ch to the study of social
dialects, seems to have left for the psychologist this task of examjning
interpersonal éonsequences of various speech foﬁns. ILabov has studied

" listeners' reactions to and evaluations of the speech styles per se, but

not the evaluations 1istenérs make of the speakers' personalities o_ri the
basis of speech styles. .' |

Social psychologists have studied the ways in which peéple perceivé
and evaluate one anothers' personalitieé, but they have ﬁypically avoj_.ded
using actual people as stimuli, probably because of the difficultiés of
quan'bifying_ the appeara:nce. and behavior of stimulus persons. It is easy

enough to quantify the impressions of judges by using adjective rating
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scales, but there are so many aspecté to the appearance'and observable
behav1or of the stzmulus person that it becomes difficult to speclﬁy ‘
the cues by whlch the judge makes his Judgments. Many investigators
have c1rcumvented the prdblem by readlng a list of adjectives to judges,
ﬁfetending that the traits apply to some real person, apd then asking.for> 
a unified description of the person brbught to mind by the traits. This
procedure might provide useful information about which traits go together
to form each judge's "lay personality theory" (Bruner, Shapiro,‘énd
Tagiuri, 1958), but it runs the risk. of being merely a word definition
geame. Others have avoided the problem by ignorihg how impressions are
formed while focusing, insﬁead, upon accuracy of perception. That is,
Judges are asked to predict the responses of the stimulus person by esti;
mating how he would rate himself. Such studies have been hampered by état- |
istical and logicél.difficulties (Cronbach, 1955). There have also been
numerous studies of the im@act of facial feafures (see'Wbodworth and
Schlosberg, 1954, for a review), .but these have either used grossly~o§er-
simplified and artificial drawings of features, or, when aétual photographs
have been used, it has been very difficult to pinpoint just which cues in
the stimulus are responsible for the Jjudgments made. . ~ ;_ ﬁ

The stylistic (vocai, supraségmbntal) aspects of speech, on the other .
haﬁd, have the advantage of being quantifiable on the basis of relatively
few dimensions while also being samples of actual humen behavior. Some
research has been done on personaltiy evaluations evoked by speech. Jambert,
Hodgson, Gardner and Fillenbaum (1960), for example, have studied how lis-

teners evaluate a2 bilingual speaker's personality when he speaks French at
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one time and(English'-a.t ancther (the listeners are not informed that it is
-the same person. speaking in each of his 1&nguis£ic guises). They have found
that the bilingual's English guise is generally rated more favorably by
bc:?th English and French Canadia;n judges. This technique has been a very
useful one for evoking the stereotypeé and prejudices of 1:'1.s1;eners, not
only toward those who speak different lénguages, buﬁ also those who use a
particular language with detectable accents, such as Jewlish accented English
(Anisfeld, Bogo, and Lambert, 1962). Tucker and Lambert (1968) have aléo
stud:.ed the variations in the reactions of wh:.'be and Negro Amer:.can college
s’cudents to a number of white and Negro regional dialects.

In all of these studies the various speech modes were clearly distin;
guishable from one another, whether language or dialect differené'es were
:involved. It is not yét' known to ﬁhat exﬁent social class dialect differ<
ences are distinguishable to the layman. Putnam andb O'Hearn (1955), Harms

(1961), and Ellis (1967) have substantiated one anc‘fther' in obtaining
correlations of appro:cunately .80 be'tween the actual social class levels
of American men and the social class levels attributed to them by lay judges
on the basis of hearing a tape i‘ecording of their speech. These studies
indicate that social class differences can be recognized .by laymen, but .
one wonders how large the difi‘erences must be in order to be detectable,
and whe.'ther these findings will hold in oth;sr social settings.

The second focus of this thesis, then, will be upon the role that .
speech styles play in the personality impressions formed by F‘I‘énch Canadians,
with the purpose of discovering (a) the extent to which French Canadian

social-class speech styles can be discriminatéd by French Canadian lis-
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teners, and (Q) the attitudes, personality evaluations, and stereotypes .

that French Canadians of various social-class levels hold toward those at

their own and at other levels.

).
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Method

Taped spgech éamples ofAZO french Canadian and three Continental
French adult males were'played while 10th and llth grade boys from three
Montreal schools estimated their occupational levels apd evaluated their
personalities and abilities on 19 adjectives. The same rating procedure
was followed with.the speech sampies of 21 French Canadian and three
Continental French adult females, and then with 21 French Canadian and three

1>Continenta1 French teen-age bays. In addition to these judgments of

personality from the speech samples, judgments of the speech patterns were

made by graduate students whose native language is French.

Speaker families. For purposes of experimental contﬁol and for

convenience in gathering appropriate speakers, an. adult male speaker,

adult female speaker, and a teen-age boy speaker were taken from the |

same family. Twenty-four families were used, 21 French Canadian, and three
'recently immigrated from France. The French Canadian families were chosen
‘'on the basis of the father'®s occupational level, to be representative of
the range of socio-economic étatus (SES) levels in Montreal. Blishen's
(1964) scale for deriving SES from occupation was used. !

Families were.grouped into one of three major occupational SES

'categories.b Categony B includes Blishen classes 1l and 2, category C
includes Blishen classes 3, 4, ané 5, and category D includes Blishen

classes 6 and 7. Half of the speakers from each of the three SES cdte-

IThis scale is a ranking of occupations accéfding to the average amount

of income and education found to be characteristic of each in a sampling of
Canadians. '
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gories were taken from the St. Laurent area (a residential suburb of
Montreal), and the other half from an old section of East Montreai.' »
(Refer to Table 1,) The category B speaker families might well be consi-

dered as nouveaux riches and not really representative of the highest

level of French Canadian society. Consequently, three more families,
who would be generally accepted as representatives of the aristocracy
of Montreal's French Canadian society were recorded. These .families'
live in Outremont (one of the older residential areas of Mohtreal) ’
and will be feferred to as category A speakers.

The validity of the‘ aristocratic family nominations is supported
by an examination of family background. Table 1 shows thet the fathers
.of the mother and the father in the category A families hada Blishen
SES level of 3 or 'greater. This one criterion is sui‘fieient to include
all aristoeratic category A speakers and exclude all bﬁt one (B6) of
fthe category B families. Alse, in every case the sons in the category
A families attend a prestigious private school (taught by teachers from.
France) and the sons in the category .B families atten‘d public schools.

The major part of this study is concerned with speech differences
that exist between speakers of differing occupational SES levels, and
the reactions that listeners have to those differences. The twenty-one
families listed in Table 1 are j.sed for these analyses. The three i‘aﬁilies
from France were included as a supplement to the main study in order
to compare French Canadian listeners evaluations of their own group with
their evaluations of speakers from France. Since the fathers in thev

families from France have occupations of Blishen level I and 2, as do
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Table 1. Background Data for Speaker Families
Speaker Families
Area 1 Area 2 - Area 3
~(Outremont) ~ (Saint Laurent) (Bast Montreal)
a1 42 43 1132 B3| o1 c2 o3| bt p2 b3 |4 B5 86| o 5 c6| i ps pe®
Blishen score
of father's 1 1 2022 1]/ 4 4 3/ 7 6 712 22| 5%5°%5|6566
occupation
Father's years 192315 11122211 912{1313 Pl121618] 9 9 7{ 3 7 7
of education ‘ '
Mother's years I 12 13 11 {10 11 1410 9 9|11 9 Dioow| 6 9 5|95 7
of education - :
Father's father's | A
occupational 1 3 1 45554452-1.’642’4'55566.
Blishen score '
Mother's father's
occupational 1 2216 3 116 6 =46 Pis 13 677576
Blishen score .

4These notat:Lons will be used throughout the paper to refer to speaker families.
Al, A2, and A3 will be used to represent those speakers from category A, Bl, B2, B3, B,
B5, and B6 for those from category B, etc.

PTpe father in one of the category D families from St. Laurent refused to be recorded.
Also, other data concerning the family was m:.ss:mg and the family was excluded from most of
the final analyses.

CThis man didn't work most of his life because of illness.



the category A and category B families, the received ra‘bings of the
'famz.lles from France (Fl, F2, and F3) will be compared only to the ratings

received by speakers i‘rom ca'begor:.es A and B.

Each member of the 2'4- families was recorded as he (or she) read

.the two page excerpt from Le Petit Prince that is shown in Appendix
A. Each épeaker was asked to read the passage to himself until he felt -
he was ready to be recorded. Three recordings were made of each subject's
~ readings. Four representative sentences from the second or third (whiche
ever was better) reading ﬁeré transeribed on to master tapes. (The |
four sentences underlined in Appendix A were the four used for all speakers.)
Three master tapes were made: one for fathers, one for mothers and one
for sons.

On each of th'e three master tapes, the spgakers were ordered accor-
ding to their family type to control for practice and i‘atﬁ.gue effects.
Eight family types can be identified: SES category B, Cy and D from
Area 2 (St. lLaurent), the same three categories from Area 3 (East Montreal),
the aristocrat_s', and the French families. The 24 families recorded pro- |
vide three fathers of each of these eight types, three mothers of each
type, and three sons of each type. On each of the master tapes, the
speakers were ordered with one of each of the 8 types in each third of
the tape. (Table 2). |

Personality and SES rating sheets. Figure 1 is an example of the

rating sheet uséd for fathers®' voices. Nineteen adjectives were paired
with their 6ppositas., with 7-point rating scales between pairs. Thirteen

of the 19 adjective pairs were taken from another study of personality
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the category A and category B families, the received ratings of the
families from France (Fl, F2, and F3) will be compared only to the ratings
received by speakers from categoriés A and B.

Each member of the 24 families was recorded as he (or she) read

the two page excerpt from le Petit Prince that is shown in Appendix
A. Each speaker was asked to read the passage to himself until he felt -
he was ready to be recorded. Three recordings were made of each subject's
readings. Four representative sentences from the second or third (whiche
ever was better) reading ﬁere transeribed on to master tapes. (The.
four sentences underlined in Appendix A were the four used for all speakers.)
Three master tapes were made: one for fathers, one for mothers and one
for sons. T

On each of tﬁe three master tapes, the spgakers were ordered accor-
ding to their family type to control for practice and fatigue effects.
Eight family types can be identified: SES catescory B, Cy and D from
Area 2 (St. Laurent), the same three categories fram Area 3 (East Montreal),
the aristocrats, and the French families. The 24 families recorded pro-
vide three fathers of each of these eight types, three mothers of each
type, and three sons of each type. On sach of the master’tapas, the
speakers were ordered with one of each of the 8 types in each third of
the tape. (Table 2). |

Personality and SES rating sheets. Figure 1 is an example of the

rating sheet uéed for fathers® voices. Nineteen adjectives were paired
with their 6pposites, with 7-point rating scales between pairs. Thirteen

of the 19 adjective pairs were taken from another study of personality

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



0 Figure 1. Rating Sheet for Fathers' Voices

intelligent H H : : : H peu intelligent
a.ctif : s s : H ¢ pa.ssif |
_injuste : : ] H H H Jjuste
sincdre : : : : : : faux
beau : : : : ‘ : laid
pas comique : s : : H H comique
peunreux H H H H : : courageu:_c

A . A .
pas sur de soi sur de soi

e

" aimable : : : : : : détestable
fiable : : : : s ¢ pas fiable
pas sociable : : : : : : sociable
court : : : s H s grand
aMbitieux; : : : : : 3 sans ambition
sévéré : : : : : : tolérant
genfil : : H : : s ‘pas gentil
) pas religisux : : : : : s religieux
fort : : : : : : faible
impoli s : H : H 3 poli
conﬁent : : : : H : triste
Que pourrait-étre la profession de cette personne?
rapporte beaucoup . S s : : : : rapporte éeu,
d*argent, demande beaucoup ~ demande peu,
de scolarité & d'entrainement exige peu de
: - scolarité
Pa‘;)rs d"origine de cette personne: le Canada ou la France

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-13-

Table 2

Speaker Order for Each Master Tape

‘ First Third of Tape | Second Third of Tape | Final Third of Tape

Speaker Order| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11 12 13 14 15 16{17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24

Fathers Cl Al C4 D4 B4 D1 Fl BL{B5 F1 C5 G2 D5 D2 A3 B2|{D6 C6 A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape - : ,

Mothers Cl Al C4 D4 B4 D1 F1 B1{B5 F1 C5 C2 D5 D2 A3 B2|{D6 D3 C6 A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape

Sons Cl Al Ch D4 B4 DL Fl BL{B5 F1 C5 C2 D5 D2 A3 B2{D6-D3 C6é A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape : '

evaluatior}s of French Cana;dians made from their speech (Preston, 1963)
in order to permit comparison with that study. Ten of the thirteen
were grouped by Preston into three categories: (a) competence which
includes the paired adjective-opposites for intelligence, ambition,

self-confidence and courage; (b) personal integrity which includes

dependability, sincerity and kindness; (c) social attractiveness which -

includes soeciability, likeability, and sense of humor. The other three
were religiousness, good looks, and height.

Of the remaining six adjective pairs, three are taken fiom the factors
that Osgood (1957) found to be relevant for the perception of pecple.
The happy-sad pailr éorresponds. to his evaluative factor, active-passive
to his activity factor, and s‘brong-weék to his potency factor. The
remaining three adjective pairs, polite-impolite, just-unjust and severe-
tolerant, were ‘chosen to reflect how the perceived peféon treats others.

The question at the bottom of the page, "Que pourrait-€ire la
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Table 2

Speaker Order for Each Master Tape

" Firét.Third of Tape Second Third of Tape Final Third of Taps

Speaker Orderl 1 2 3 4 5 67 8] 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16{17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 |

Fathers Cl Al Ck D4 B4 D1 F1 B1{B5 F1 C5 C2°D5 D2 A3 B2|D6 C6 A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape - 4

Mothers Cl Al C4 D4 Bl D1 F1 B1{B5 F1 C5 C2 D5 D2 A3 B2{D6 D3 C6 A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape ‘

Sons | Cl Al Ck D4 B4 D1 F1 B1{B5 F1 C5 C2 D5 D2 A3 B2{D6-D3 C6 A2 C3 B6 B3 A3
Master Tape o

evaluations of French Can;dians hade from their speech (Preston, 1963)
in order tq permit comparison with that study. Ten of the thirteen
were grouped by Preston into three categories: (g) competence which
includes the paired adjective-opposites for intelligence, ambition,

self-confidence and courage; (b) personal integrity which includes

dependability, sincerity and kindness; (¢) social attractiveness which
includes sociability, likeability, and sense of humor. The other three
were religiousness, good.looks,_and height.

Of the remaining six adjective pairs, three are taken from the factors
that Osgood (1957) found to be relevant for the perception of people.
The happy-sad pair éorrespondsi'to his Qvaluative factor, active-passive
to his acti&ity factor, and sﬁfong-weék to his potency factor. The
remaining three adjective pairs, polite-impolite, just-unjust and severe-
tolerant, were éhosen to reflect how the perceived person treats others.

The question at the bottom of the page, "Que pourrait-8tre la
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profession de cette person?" (What is the occupation of this person?)

was used to determine how accurately student raters can estimate a person's
oqcuéational level from his speeéh. Comparison was made to actual Blishen
scores for each speaker's occupation. The final question on the page
was used'tq test how accurately judges canldetermine whether a speaker
is from France or Canada. |

The rating éheéts for sons' voices were the same as those for fathers',
except that the occupational question asked "What is the future occcupation
.of‘this boy?" The rating sheets for mothers' voices used the feminine
forﬁs of the same 19 adjective pairs, and the occupational question asked
"What is the.ﬁrofession of the spouse of this persont™

Raters of personality and SES. Classes of 10th and 1llth grade

French Canadian boys in three Montreal schools wereAused as raters for
occupational lével and ethnic origin, and for the 19 adjective ratings

of the speakers. The schools used were located in the same three areas
of Montreal from which speaker families were taken. Table 3 gives infor-
mation about each school. in”each school, three classes of about thirty
students were used. One class from each school listened to the fathers®
ﬁoices tape, one to the mothers' taps, and one to the sons' tape.

Linguistic judges and linguistic rating forms. Four judges were.

used to evéluate the speech patterns of each of the 71 speakers (from
24 families) on fifteen linguistic dimensions. Two of the linguistic
judges were male graduate students frcm the MeGill University French

Deﬁartment, one from Quebec and one from Algeria. The other two Jjudges

were females, one a French Canadian graduate student in psychology, and

o
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Table 3. Characteristics of the Schools
From Which Groups of Judges Were Taken

Blishen Scores of the
occupations of the
fathers of 10th and
11th graders sampled

Mumber School = Other
Mean sampled location characteristics
Private school with a.
School 1} 2.10 91 Outremont |strong Continental French

(Area 1) orientation. (Teachers
are from France.)

Catholic School Board

School 2} 2.80 ' 83 Saint Laurent|public school with French
(Area 2) Canadian orientation.
- Catholic School Board

School 31 5.25 72 East Montrealipublic school with French

(Area 3) Canadian orientation.

the other a student actress from France.

Before making the linguistic judgements, £hese'judges rated all of
the speakers on the personality and SES rating sheets. This was done
to familiarize them with the speech samples and also to provide a com-
parison with the ratinés of the 10th and 1llth grade boys.

The fifteen linguistic dimensions were chosen by an expert in the
Trench languege to be importent in diffeventiating speskers of high and
low SES level. Of the fifteen, eleven were subjective ratings of speech
charécteristics, in which pairs of opposite adjectives with seven-point

rating scales were used. Figure 2 shows the lingﬁistic rating sheet with
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Figure 2. ILinguistic Rating Sheet.

Prononciations
articulée : : : : : : molle
marquée
Juste i v : L 8 . | inexaate
Accent:
Frangais- : : : : : : Frangais-
Canadien- Continental
Vitftesse du monologue:
rapide : s : : : : lente
Intonation:
beaucoup 3 : : s : : peu
Juste : : s : : 3 inexacte

- o . b .
Particularités de la voix (comparfe 2 celle dfautres personnes du

méme age et du méme sexe):

aigue

H e basse

raue

.o
e
s
a0
e

douce

trés haletante

ce
o9
o
a9
o

peu haletante

Particularités de 1'individu:

hésitant

’ P
assure et

et nerveux

trébuche

détendu

(14
oo

mots coulent .

sur les mots

sans accrocs

Vg
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the eleven adjecti‘}e éa:ifé. . Each of the four linguistic. judges listened
to all 71 speakers and rated their speech on these dimensions.
The remaining four linguistic dimensions were quantitative. Three
of them consisted of each judge making a tally of "Canadianisms," mispro=.
nunciations and hesitations for each speaker. The fourth was the total

time each speaker took to read all four sentences..

&

N
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Father Speakers: Results and Discussion

Recognition of Occupational Ievel from Speech.

Listeners can d:scriminate the occupational level of adult male

speakers, but only with a limited deéree of precision. That is, they

can accuratelyvdifferentiate only two broad groupings of speakers: those
of Blishen classes 1 and 2 and those of class 3 or lower. (Blishen's
class 1 is the highest occupational SES level, and his class 7 is the
lowest.) Table 4, row 1l displays the average (arithmetic mean) occupa-
_tionai level ratings atiributed to each group of speakers: category A
(aristoerats, Blishen levels 1 and 2), category B (other Blishen level

1 and 2 speakers), category C (levels 3, 4, and 5), and category D (léveis
6 and 7). It also gives the averaées for the combined categories A + B
and C + D. When the average of the combined categories A 4 B is compared
with the C 4 D average, the-difference is significant beyond the .005

2

level of confidence, and this dichotomy alone accounts for 67% of the

variance in the raters’. judgments of occupational level. (This means -
that rater judgments could be predicted quite accurately simply from
knowing whether the speaker was from the A + B category or from the
C + D category.)

On the other hagd, the difference between the average rating for

aristocratic category A speakers and the average for category B speakers

2 An explanation of the meaning of ¥significant beyond the .005
level of confidence® is given in number 2 of the explanatory notes for
Table 4, page 19. Note number 5 gives further explanation of the mean-
ing of % of variance accounted for.
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Table 4. Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
Analyzed According to the Speakers’ SES Levels

Groupings According to Speakers' Occupational SES Ievels -
AB ws. CD Comparison|Avs. B Comparison |C vs. D Comparison ‘
- Total
: AMB CiD %v X2 A B % x2!| ¢C D % x2| %vi
- le JUdged
Occupational SES| 3.8%**%5.0 H7 *xx 13,8 3.9 .00 5.1 4.9 .00 67
2. Intelligent 3e3%%xL4,8 .57 #xx 3,2 3.4 .00 4,9 4.8 .00 -} .57| "
3. Aetit e 3%kkL, 3 JUL wwr § 3,0 *x3.4 .03 b L2 00 1471
L. Juste 3.5%xx3.8 .36 3.4 3.5 .00 3.9 3.8 .00  |.36
5. Sincere 3.0%%%3,6 42 *kx 12,8 * 3.1 .03 3.7 3.5 .02 ..} .47
6. Beau F.8%kxxl,8 L,56 **¥x §3.8 3.8 .00 k.9 4.7 .00 <56
7. Comique L,6 **4.3r .07 L.6 . k.5 .00 k.2 4.4 01 . §.08
8. Courageux 3.9%%xh4,5 ,36 wk 3,8 3.9 .00 h.5 4.6 .00 1 .36
9. Sir de soi 3.7%%%5,1 .55 *#** 13,6 3.8 .00 5.3%¥xL,9r 03 ) .58
10. Aimable 3.1 *%x3,3 ,28 3.0 3.2 .03 3.4 3.3 .04 «35
" 1l. Fiable Fe3*#%3,8 47 % 13,3 3.2 .00 3.9 * 3.7r O  “}.51
12. Sociable 3o 5%%%3,8 ,22 3.6 3.5 .00 3.8 3.8 .00 "t .22
13. Grand 4.0***406 050 *% 309 14'.0 .00 : “’05 406 .00 050
14. Ambitieux Jolpwtexlp L 54 *x% 13,2 3.5 .01 4.5 &.3 .00 «55
15. Tolkrant L6xxxl,1r .39 #*% 14,6 L.5 .00 L2 4.0 .02 {41
16. Gentil 3.4 3.4 .00 3.4 3.4 .00 3.4 3.4 .00 .00
17. Religieux 4,0 3.9r .00 Lol * 3.9r .12 4,0 3.8 .06 .18
18. Fort 3.6 *%3,8 .10 3.6 3.6 .00 3.6%xxl,0 .13 23
19. Poli 3.6%%xh,1 45 *% 13,8 3.6 .01 L,1 4.0 .00  :.46
20. Content 3.4 *%3.7 .06 3.4 3.5 .00 3.7 3.6 .00 .06

Explanation ofﬁgable bs

l. The column labelled with the letter designation of a category (e.g.,
A or A + B) contains the mean of the ratings received by all speakers in
that category for each attribute listed. |

2. The stars between the pair of means in each comparison express the amount
of confidence one can have that the obtained difference between averages is
not a chance occurrence:

%% Tndicates that the obtained difference between means exceeds the .005
level of confidence. (Such a difference would occur by chance less
than five times in a thousand.)
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%% The obtained difference exceeds the .0l level of confidence. (It
would occur less than one time in 2 hundred by chance.)

* The obtained difference exceeds the .05 level of confidence. (It
would occur less than five times in a hundred by chance.)

3+ The average differences for each of the three comparisons were tested
using the planned comparisons method deseribed in Hays (1963, pp. 459-483).
The analysis of variance model used is one outlined in Winer (1962, pp. 124_
132) for use in the persons by judges design.

L. The table is to be read such that the lower the mean, the more the trait
listed was attributed to that group. (In computing the ratings, a number
from one to seven was assigned to each blank on the rating scale. The pos«
itive end of the scale was arbitrarily.given the value one, and the negative-
end was given the value seven.)

5. Whenever the usualApattern of more favorable ratings going to the ,
higher SES level is reversed, and the difference exceeds the chance level, -
an "r* is placed after the second mean in the comparison.

6. The proportion values given in the columns labelled %I are an estimate
of the proportion of the total variance in received ratings that is account-
ed for by knowing which of the two SES categories in that comparison a
speaker belongs to. An entry of 1.00 in this colum would 1nd1ca te perfect
prediction of received ratings. Another way of considering this statistic
is that it is an indication of the amount of association that exists between
SES category and the received ratings, similar to a correlation coefficient.
Actually, it is comparable to the sguare of the correlation coefficient _
rather then the coefficient itself. (For further elaboration consult Hays,
pp. 324-329.) '

7. The column labelled total %v is the total of the other three.é_ columns
and indicates the total amount of variance accounted for by using all four
SES categories.

8. The entries in the columns labelled X2 give the confidence levels (from
an exact test) for the contingency tables of each comparison on each attri-
bute listed. (An explanation of the derivation and meaning of the contin-
gency tebles is given on page 23. Some of the contingency tebles for which
confidence Levels are given in this teble are shown in Figures 3 and 6.)
Three stars represent the .005 level of confidence, two represent the .0l
level, and one represents the .05 level.
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aoes‘noﬁ exceed the chance level, and the split accounts for‘virfualiy"
none.oflthe variance. The same is frue of the comparison of_fhe average
for category C speakers with the average for categofy D speékers.
The power of the A + B vs. C 4 D classification and the relativé_
non-importance of therthef SES classifications in accounting for received
ratings of occupation is also demonstrated in the ordering of eacﬁ spéakér.

-

according to his average received rating of occupation:

B4 B2 A2 A3 B3 B6 D1 AL B5 BI C3 D2 C4 C2 C6 D6 C1 D5 C5 Db

10 speakers rated highest 10 speakers rated lowest

The only speaker out of place in this ordering according to the AB - CD
classification is speaker Dl, and this exception to the AB - CD sPlit.is.
quite a logical one when his background is considered. From Table 1
(Chapter II) it is‘evident thgt both D1 and 52 are very highly educated
for men of their occupational level, in fact, more educated than any of
therthef Dsy any of the Cs, and even more educated than half of the Bs!
" The relationship between the received-rating order of speakers
and the SES categories to which they belong can also be showﬁ in tabular
form. Figure 3 contains the contingency tebles for the three compérisons,
A+Bvse C4+ Dy AVvse By, and C vs. D. The table obtained for the AB - CD
split would be expected to occur less than five times in é thousand from
chanc 2 occurences. The dichotomous SES split is obviously very useful,
_éven in pre licting which category of received ratings each speaker will

£all into (upper half or lower half). The contingency tables for the
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Figure 3. Contingency Tables of the Relationships Between
the SES Categories and Received Occupational Ratings

Category of
Average Received Ratings

Highest 9 Lowest 1l

N QA '

5 o

%t% 8 q/
£ _
O Q= o

no oW,

g 8¢ J |70

AB vs. CD Contingency Table

‘ (exact test, probability << .005)

Category of
Average Received Ratings

Category of
Average Received Ratings

Highest 3 Lowest 6 Highest & Lowest 5

A N / 2 3, \:D 4
> & 20 % 2
N >
S o < ©
(X} ) ~
g 2 | 4 vad 2 | F

A vs. B Contingency Table C vs. D Contingency Table

(exact test, not significant) (exact test, not significant)

An explanation of these tables is given on the following page.
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Egplanatlon of Figure 3:

1. Tables of the klnd shown in Figure 3 illustrate graphlcally the extent
to which one classification scheme is contingent upon or related to another,
hence they are called contingency tables. In Figure 3 they are used to _
illustrate to what extent occupational ratings received are contingent upon:
. various SES categories. They give information that goes beyond the test of
whether the received ratings of one group are significantly different from
those of another: they test how well SES can predict which speakers will

© be in the upper half on received ratings and which speakers will be in the
lovier half. :

If a perfect relationship existed between actual SES groupings and
‘received ratings groupings, the top right and the bottom left quadrants
would have entries of zero. Balanced quadrants indicate that the relation-
ship is negligible.

2. The probability of the obtained contingency table being due to chance
is ascertained by means of Fisher's exact test (see Siegal, 1956, pp. 256«
270 and pp. 95-105.) The exact test probabilities for the contingency .
tables of Figure 3 as well as those for all of the adjective ratings are

given in the columns labelled X2 in Table 1-!», as well as below each contine
gency: ‘ba.ble.

@
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“othér two SES comparisons would occur by chance more than five times

| in a hundred and they are therefore not consideredvto be signifipanf.
The A vs. B and C vs. D comparisons are thus of little'impo:tance in
accounting for the ordering of average received occupational ratings.'

The clarity of the AB - CD cleavége is furﬁher demonstrated in an
examinatioﬁ of the magnitude of the differences in average received
ratings between each speaker and every other speaker. These differences
were computed and tested for their chance probability of occurence
(Newman-Keuls method, Winer,‘pp. 80-85). The probabilities for each

 of the obtained differences 2re given in the matrix of Figure 4. Two
stars indicate that the probability is less than .0l, and one star indi-
cates that it is less than .05. Pattern A of Figure 5 shows the kind
of matrix of probabilities thet would be obtained if the distribution
of received ratings were continuous, that is, with the differences between
each of the adjacent spezkers being approximately equal. Pattern B of
Figure 5 shows the matrix that would be obtained with a perfect cleavage -
in the distribution. None of the first ten speakers would be signifi-
cantly different from one anqther,’nor would any of the last ten, bﬁt
allndifferénces between these twé groups would be éignificant.

Although the obtained matrix of Figure 4 does not fit exéctly
either of the patterns (& or B) of Figure 5, it‘ig'obviously quite close
to pattern B. There a}évﬁé’significant differences between the average
received ratings of speakers within the AB group (with Dl added). Thé
significant differencés begin at the split between the AB group and the

CD group. However, there are significant differences between speakers
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':'Figure L, Matrix of Chance Probabilities of Differences
Between Each Father Speaker and Every Other Father Speaker
on Average Received Occupational Ratings

Speakers
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Figure 5.

Theoretical Matrice
for Comparison with Figure L

s .
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within the CD group. This pattern indicates that the AB group is more
“homogeneous than the CD group, and that speakers iﬂ the AB'groﬁﬁ are
markedly different‘from any speakers in the CD group (with the exception
of D1 who is rated iike an AB speaker). |
Conclusions. Karl Marx theorized that the fundamental sociél,reality
is the division between thé bourgeoisie and the proletariat. With respect
to French Canada, Falardeau (¥953, p. 118) states that "the most univer-
sally felt social cleavage is that between ﬁhite-collar workers as a
whole, and industrial and unskilled workers as ; whole." The evidence
of this study.up to this point indicates that this same dichotomy is the
basis of the judgments French Canadian boys make of.the occupational
.1eve1 of adult French Canadian‘maleé. . It might be that French Canadian
boys would make finer discriminations if they were given more cues than
Just the recorded speech. It may also be that more matﬁre or more sophis-
ticated judges could make finer discriminations. Conversely, it could
be that the bourgeoisie - proletariat distinetion is the only meaningful
social class judgment French Canadians can make of one another on the
basis of limited interaction. This matter merits further study.
If the Marxian dichotomy applies to other societies, the findings
of differential speech patﬁerns for the two groups should also appxy.v
There is some evidence on this matter, although it is not conclusive.
For example, Putnam and d'Hearn (1955), and Harms (1961) have found
. correlations of approximately .80 between SES level and judgments of
SES from speech using Negro speakers from a variety of regioné in the

United States, and Ellis (1967) has also found the same correlation
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. | using cbollege '_f:i'e‘shmah‘ ‘speakers from various U. S. regions." The amount
of association these researchers find between actual SES and judgments
of SES fram speech is very comparable to the amount found in the present
study. (A correlat:.on of .80 is indicative of 644 common variance bew
tween the two variables, and 67% common variance between actual SES
category and judged SES was found in this study.) However, in this study, |
the -accuracy of judges ';ras found to be due en_t.ireiy to their ability to
discrimﬁnate bou;'geoisie level speakers from proletariat level speakers.sf

. Perhaps ﬁpbn cloégr analysis, the accuracy of Putnam and O'Hearn's,. Harxﬁs',

and Ellis' judges would be found to also be centered around this ‘dichotomous
split.

3 In view of the finding that only two levels of SES are salient in
the perception of French Canadian father speakers, the terms “upper class"
and vlower classY will be used to refer to tho/s,_e’,_o\f Blishen level 2 and _
above or those of level 3 or below. No reference be made to "middle ... ">
class” since French Canadian boys do~ not seeNo réecognize-such a group. R
(In traditional sociological usage nypper class® would probably correspond -

to only the aristocrats in this studv, but,here it will refer to all of the
wwhite collar' workers.)
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Judgments of Personaliﬁx Tfaits and Kbiligz from Sﬁeec..
Now that it has been determined that listeners can discriminate tiro -
- major categofiee of backgroundsof speakers, it is of epeeial interest to .
| know what personality traits listeners attribute to each of these groups,i
that is, what their perceptions are of these two greups end Whai‘uﬁaerlies
~the mejor-eontfast between the two groups. Some of the answers to this =
question are displayed in Tablelu. As in the Judgments of SES, the major
dliferences in adgectlve ratlngs appear around the AB - CD comparlson.,
Although a few of the A vs. B comparlsons and the C vs. D comparlsons exneed'
the chance level, none of the contingency tables for these comparisons
have greater than chance level (.05) prdbebmlit;es, and only in the»case:
of two adjectives, religieux and fort, do these comparisohs account . for
‘more than 6% of the variance in speakers' average recei#ed ratinge. With
regard to the major comparison, however, the strongest impression that
raters have of upper SES level speakers (categories A or B) as compared
with lower SES level speakers (categories C or D) is that they are more

intelligent,“ ambitieux, sir de soi, beau, actif and sincdre. Table 4

shows that the difference between the A 4 B and the C + D averages on
each of these adjectives exceeds the .005 level of confidence. On each

of four of the adjectives (intelligent, sir de soi, ambitieux, and beau), .

the AB - CD dichotomy accounts for more than 55% of the variance in aver-

age received ratings. (This is comparable to a correlation coefficient

b For convenience, only one of the adjectives of each pair is named.
Both of the adjectives for each of the 19 trait scales are given in Figure
. e . R A S
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of about .75 between the SES dichotonw' and received ratings.) Over 42%

of the variance is accounted for in the ratings received on each of the

two ad,jec'b:.ves act:m%e and s:mcére.

The cont:.ngency 'tables for these adjectives all fit the pattern shown

in Table A of Figure 6, with only one speaker from each SES group. i‘all:mg

outside of his predicted category. This is the same pattern that ﬁas found

for received occupational ratings (Figure 3), and its probability of chénce ]

~_occurrence is less than .005.

Figure 6. Cont:mgency Tables for the Relatlonshlp ‘
Between SES Categories and Personality Rating Ad,)ect:n.ves

Category of Average Ca‘begory 6f'Av_erage'
Recelved Ratn.ngs

‘Received Ratings .
Highest 9 Lowest 11

Highest' 9 Lowest 11

.

2% 8 | >ri 7 | 2

.;EV:E -1;‘53

K , 3 ——
(n .

2+ /170 2iale2 | 9

v VI | 9 0E |

Contingency Table A ‘Contingency Table B

(exact test, probability <.005) (exact test, probability <.01)

For adjectives: For adjectives:

in‘belligen“b

grand
ambitieux - fiable
sir de soi ' poii
bei‘_lf " sévére
actli courageux
sincere T ,
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Figure 7 sh§ws how powerful the SES dichotomy. is when doréected fbt' {1ﬂ“:
discrepancies'in~educatibnal levei. An ﬁhnost perfect éleavage iﬂvthe |
pattern of received r#tingsj(fefer back to Figure 5 fof comparison) occurs. ; ':
between speaker D2 and speaker C3, and this division éeparates 'bhelA and |
B speakers (with the two over-educated category D speakers included) from:»~‘_ |
the CD speakers (with the exception of BL). Bl is an under-educated speake .
er for category B, having the lowest educational level of anyone in that B
category. - -There are-no exceptions to the predictibns from the SES dichot-
lqmy other than those that would be expected on the basis of educaticial =~ -
~ background discrepancies. -
‘ The second order impression that raters have of A and'B category

v

'bspeakers, as compared to those in the C and D categories, is that they are

' more grand, fisble, poli, sévére, and courageux. Note the reversal on

the sévere-tolérant diménsion in the sense that the usual t&end’is for the-
. higher SES Speékers to be rated more favdrably. SES accéunts fof between
36% and 50% of the variance in received ratings~onveacﬁ of these adjectives
(comparable to correlations between .60 and .70). Thé contingenqy'tdble ‘
that fits each of them is shown in Table B of Figure 6, and the prbbdbility
of this particular tsble resulting from a chance occurrence isvlesé than .0l.°

There is a slight tendency for the higher SES speakers to sound more

Juste, aiméble, and sociable. The differences bétween averages on these
adjectives are all statistically significant, while the contingency table
results are not. This indicates that although the average for the AB groﬁp.

of speakers is sufficiently different from the average of the CD group on
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Note.- For an explanation of ‘the meaning of the éymbols
see Table 4 and the explanation for Table 4 on page 24.

of this table,
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these adjectives to account for 22% +to :36% of the variance in average

received ratings, the AB - CD dichotomy does not predié't well which
speakers will be in the upper half in received ratings on these dimensions.

The remaining édjectives, comi“ﬁev, entil, feligiéux and fort, are

relatively independent of the Blishen SES levels of the speakers. Al-
though the difference between averages for the AB and CD groups exceeds

chance level in two cases, in no case does the AB - CD dichotonv account

for more than 10% of the variance in speakers' average received ratings on

these adjectives, and the results of the contingency tables d; not exceed

chance level.,

With regard _td the feligieﬁx dimension there is a small diffei-ence

between the aristocrats (ecategory A) and 2all other Blishen level land 2 =

speakers (category B), with the aristocrats being seen as less i'eligious.

On the fort-fiable dimension the difference is between category C and

~ category D speakers, with category D speakers being rated as weaker. Most

of this difference is due to the received rating of one particular speaker,
D4, who received the lowest average rating on fort-fiable. When the dif-
ferences in the average received rating between each speaker and every -«
other speaker are compared in matrix form (similar to Figures 4, 5, and '?),
none of the differences between speakers exceeds the chance level with the
exception of this speaker, D4. Furthermore, his average rating is signif=-
icently different (beyond the .0l level in every case) from that of every
other speaker in the sample. Table 1 shows that D4 has fewer years of
education than anyone else in the' sample, and he is the only speaker in

the sample who is less educated than his wife. These background factors
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might be important leads as to why one speaker is rated so much lower on

the fort-fiable adjective. D4 is also rated lowest on other adjectives such

as sinc@re, sfir de soi, courageux, actif, etec.

’From the preceeding paragraphs. it appears that some adjéctives give
‘bredundaﬁt information, that is, the rafings given speakers on one adjective
: aie almost the same as those given them on another adjective. Factor anal-

ysis is a very useful mathematical technique for reducing many redundant
;dlmen31ons into a few ma jor non-redundant dimensions called factors. In
this study the factor analysis is based upon the theoretical assumpt;on
that raters judgé speakers on two or three factors or major diménsiéns;
‘and that the adjective ratings_are then made up of vérying'combinations of
these factors. If these aésumptions are valid,.the resultant factors ﬁould. .
be ekpected to make sense conceptually anﬂ to account for almoét all of the
- variance in adjective ratings. |
Two very clear factors emerge from the factor matrix of ratings of

fathers (Table 5). The first factor comprises a network of traits,

principally intellicent, beau, ambitiéux, str de soi, and actif, and will
be referred to as the competence factor, to indicate that thié cluster of
traits chracterizes a competent person. Factor I is made up of the traits

zentil, sociable, content, comigue, and aimable and seems to reflect a

dimension of benevolencs. Since.the two are independent, knowing a speak.-
er's position on one dimension gives no information about the other. ',

Figure 8 shows graphically the relationships between the adjectiveSA
and the factor vectors. The factorfadjective relationships seem to be

plausible and clear. Of course the édjectives near the factor axes
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Table 5. Rotated Factor Matrix for the 19 Adjective
Ratings and the Occupational Rating of Father Speakers

. Factor Loadings ' Proportion of
Unique Variance
Factor I © Factor II - in BEach
(Competence) (Benevolence) - Adjective .
- Occupational .
sBs - .96 .16 .06
Intelligent - ' .95 .13 .08
2?:}_1_ . 96 e ].L" . . 07 '
Ambitieux .91 35 . .04
Sir de soi .88 .38 = .08
Actif .88 .38 .08
Tolérant -.88 . N .23
Grand .87 -.03 .25
Sanére 081 ' 051 . . 008
Fiable L A9 L .22
Poli .63 .69 W13
Courageux .82 <49 : .09
Juste . 67 . 66 B l 1
Limable . L7 .80 _ R
Sooiable ) . u? : . 8“’ " 08
Comigque -l ' .83 R . W15
Gentil . .13 .95 : .08
Religieux -.49 .50 .51
Fort .70 .37 © o +.38
" Content A7 . 83 .09

Explanation of Table 5@

1. The coefficients listed under each factor are factor loadings, and

are indicative of the amount of correlation between éach of the adjectives
and the factor.

2. This factor matrix was obtained by means of the Jacobl-Kelly Prlnclple
Axes nethod with a Varimax rotation of factors.

3. The communalities are indices of how much of the variance in each -
adjective dimension is explained by the two factors. Communality for each
adjective is equal to the sum of the squared loadings. The uniqueness
(third column of this table) is equal to one minus the communality and

expresses the amount of variance 1n the adjective not attributable to the
factors employed. : .
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G Figure 8. Graphic' Répresentatic;n of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the
19 Adjective Ratings and the Occupational Rating of Father Speakers
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correspond‘conceptuélly quite well to those factors (since the factors
‘were named from them), but the test of factor clarity is thé plausibility
of édjectives'which combine the factors. Such traits as 135395 poli, and
fiable are logical combinations of campetence and benevolence. They
- obviously are related fo benevolence but, unlike gentil, traits such as
Juste and fiable imply a degree of individual competence as well as
benevoience. Also, it is not surprising to find poli linked td high SES,

since manners and rulés of etiquette are very much linked to the upper SES

levels.

The factbr analytic model seems to fit the data very well, not only
from the sténdpoint of the factors being conceptﬁalxy clear in their
relationships to the adjectives, but also from the standpoint of the amount
of variance in adjective ratings attributable to thé factors. The first
factor accounts for 67% of the total variance in the 20 adjective ratings
(including occupational rating), and the second accounts for 18%.5 The two
factors together, then, summarize 85% of the total vafiance in average
received ratings on the 21 adjectives. The third column of Table 5 shows
how much unique variance is left iﬁ each adjective beyond the variance
accounted for by the factors. Religieux has the gréatest amount of unique

variance at 51%. Fort has 38% unique variance and grand, tolérant, and

fizble each have between 22% and 25%. The rest of the adjectives are very
adequately summarized by the two factors, having only 4% to 15% unique

variance each. -

5-These figures were derived from the eigenvalues

@
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It is impo:g;tant to note that those adjectives that correspond most

- elosely to the compete'nce‘ factor are aiso the adjective ratings.which were

' found to be most predictable from the SES dichotomy, suggesting that the

" general impression of competence a speaker gives in his speech is closely
related to his position in the SES dichotomy. Since the SES diého‘bomy was
found to bé an even better predictor of received ratings on these adject-
ives when it was corrected for edﬁcation, a speaker's education should
a;lso be closely: linked to the impression of competence which he gives.
When scores on the. competence factor and the beneirolence factor are
computed for each speaker, the competence scores for -speakers are 'found to
correlate .67 with their SES level and .73 with their educational iev'el.
(Figure_ L1l in Chapter IV shows graphiéally the relationship betweéﬁ Factors
I and II and speaker SES, education, and other background data.) These
correlations demonstrate that both SES and education are good predictors
of the competence impression. However, SES is virtually independent of the
impression a speaker gives oﬁ the benevolence dimension and education is
only very slightly positively related. An interesting subject for future
research would be an analysis of the elements that lead to the benevolence
~impression. | |

Factor analysis is a very useful probe into the "implicit personali‘lﬁy

theory* held by the rater, *implicit" in the sense 'ﬁhat a rater would
probably not say that people who are more competent and more intelligent
are also taller, better<looking and moi-e severe, but he seems to make his

Judgments on the basis of this theory. That is, whenever he gives a
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~ speaker a high rating oriione 'of‘ these traits, he nearly alwé.ys gives him
a high raiing on all of the'qthefsg' . |
It is especially interesting that the implicit personality theory held.
by French Canadian 10th and 1lth grade boys in Mentreal links grand and

beau with intelligence in adult males. It brings to mind the sterebtype

that peoples of Latin origin, including French Canadians, are short.

 Lembert, Hodgson, Gardner and Filenbaum (1960), using théir matched-guise
technique, found that both French Canadians ahd'English_Canadians agree
that Ffench Canadiansvare_ghofter théﬁ English Canadians ana not as good-
lookihgf Both groups aléo saw French Cahadiahs'as having relatively less

| intelligence, ambition, and,dependabiliﬁy. Thése resﬁltsvcombined with
the factor pattern of the present study suggest‘that ‘the young men in
French Canada picture members of their own culture as being lowei on the
competence factor (which for them includes heighfc' and attractiveness) than
members of the comparison group (English Canadians), and in addition, thé
upper class members of their culture are seen as being'higher on the
competence factpr and thus more similar to the English Cénadians than
nembers of the lower classes. _

The Lembert, et al., study.also suggests a hypothesis concerning
elements that could account for the benevolence impression. They found
that English Canadians and French Canadians each séé their own groups as
Being kinder. This suggests that a person’s referenée or membership
group is seen as being more benevolent than "out groups.” Markel (1965)

has found that speakers with the same regional dialect as the rater are
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rated'higher on character,than.those ﬁith a different dialect. A parallel
hypofhesis is also suggested; thet one of the main determinents of how

"~ benevolent a speaker sounds might be the degree of §imilérity of his speech “
to that of the rater. These ideas will be éxa.nfmed further in the next .
section with ﬁhe analysis' of raters reactions to speékers from France..

Figure 9 shows the final position of each speaker a;ldeteﬁmined by
his cémputéd score on both factors. These factor Scores.for each speakefA
are only approximatiohs (since the coméutation of them'aséumes that tﬁe
adjective ratings are all‘ﬁerfectly summarized by the fgctors with no
unique variance.) However, Figure 9 is gsefyl in that it displays graph-
ically the general impression that raters in general have of the speakers;
emphasizing those eléments th#t are common among the sample of 85 raters.':
The most obvious characteristic of this'generai impression is the

‘previously demonsﬁrated uséfulness of the SES dichotomy in predicting
whether speakers will be rated high or low on competence. In general, thé
A and B speakers are in the upper quadrants (high'competence) and the C and
D speakers . re in the léwer quadrants (low competence). It is also apparenﬁ
that the ratings of A and B speakers on the benevolence dimension focué
quite closely around tﬁe speaker average, while Speakeis from the C and D
categories range from extremely high in benevolence to extremely low. This
suggests that lower SES speakers would be more crucial in a study aimed at
idenhtifying the predictors 6f the benefolence impression than would high SES

speakers.

The finel observation with respect to the adjective ratings is that.
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Figure 9. Plotting of Each Father Speaker According to His Received
Score on the Competence Factor and on the Benevolence Factor
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Explanation of Figure 9:

1. The axis labelled Un-benevolent - Benevolent is an egtimate of the zero
point on the competence factor, and the axis labelled Competent - Incompetent
is an estimate of the zero point on the benevolence factor. (Since the
factor scores must be computed as standard scores, the zero points must

be estimated.) '- : o
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2. Since the scores of each speaker on both factors are standard score
estimates, the actual spread on received ratings is distorted by this
graph. In actuality, the variance in received ratings on adjectives t
correspond to the benevolence factor are about half as great as the -
variances on those that correzjond to the competence factor. If raw
scores on these factors were computed for each speaker, the horizontal
distances between speakers on this graph would be cut approximately in
half, while vertical distances would remain the same.

3. The subscrlpt after each speaker's symbol 1nd1cates the educatlonal
level of that speaker:

Un = beyond high school
HS = high-school graduate
JH = 9th grade or bayond
El = less than 9th grade

L. The small marks along’ the group average llnes for the two factors mark
' off standard dev1atlons from the group averages.

Tllustrations of the Relationship Between Figures 8 and 9:

Speakers G4 and C5 are the most extreme subJects in the lower right ‘
quadrant (high benevolence, low competence) of Figure 9. Since the comique
adjective also corresponds to high benevolence and low competence (refer to -
Figure 8), and since the comigue adjective has very little unique variance
(colum 3 of Table 5)s C4 and C5 would be expected to be high on this
adjective. - In examining the raw data (not presented here) they are found
to be the two highest on comique. (Those adjectives with. smaller amounts
of unique variance are more predictable from the factors.)

. Another exemple of the co?respondence of the plots of this figure with
. the information in Figure 8 is speaker D4. He is the most extreme speaker
in the lower left quadrant (Low benevolence and low competence) and he 1s _
" also the speaker who is rated lowest on fort (as described earlier), sincere,
de_soi, courageux, actif, etc. There are no sPeakers who exémplify
extreme combinations of competence and benevolence in the two upper quad-

rants, since the benevolence scores of hlgh SES speakers center around the
group average.

\
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raters agree in their judgments on some adjectives much more than they
do on others. Table 6 gi#es the reliabilities, confidence levél, and
variance for each édjective. In general, raters agree most in their

. judgmonts on adjsotives that correspond most nearly to the competence faow

tor. 'These adjeétives are also the most strongly related to the SES of
the speaker. Conversely, there is much less inter-rater agreement on those
adjectives that correspond most élosély to’the benevolence factor, ife.;
the adjéctives uﬁrelated to SES.6 Thus, it may be easier to ascertain a
person’s SES 1evela'intelligence, self-confidence; etcsy from his speech
then it is to ascertain his kindness, sociability, etc. These latter
traits may require deéper acquaintance for accurate judgments. It wou;d
be interesting to know Wwhether raters could reach as high a level of agree-
ment on benevolence tfaits.under deeper levels of acquaintance with the
speakers as they have now reached on competence traits.
Hollingsﬁorth-(l922) ﬁas obta§ned findings similar to these. He

 found that there is much more inter-rater agreemenf on what he calls "ob-
Jjeetive Class A% traits than there is on the_moré “subjective Class C» traits;
Class.A traits are more objective in that they represent “reactions to objects
and impersonal situations." That is, they are traits that determine how a"
stimulus person will réact to objects, whereas Class C traits are traits that
determine how a stimulus person will react to #the presence and character of
other persons.” The benevolence factor adjectives certainly fit his descriﬁ-
tion of.Class C traits, and-although competence adjectives can also be inter-
personal or “subjective" traits, they are much more "objective" in Hollings-

worth's terms than are the benevclence adjectives.
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Table 6. |

Reliabilities, Confidence Level, and Variance

of Received Ratings for Each Adjective: Father Speakers

analysis of variance which test the variance due to speakers.

Estimate of Confidence Standard
Reliability Levels for Deviations
Estimatz of of Average Average of Average
Inter-rater Received Received Received
Reliability Rating Scores Ratings Ratings
S\ ;§ Occupational SES 23 .95 .005 .689
) 3\ Intelligent .37 .98 .005 1.047
.Dasf * ) sir de soi .25 .97 .005 1.006
S B ¢ Beau 24 .96 .005 .702
S35 ) Ambitieux .18 .93 -005 753
<TA! £ [ Actif .20 .95 .005 .832 "
<l “ \ Sincere .10 .87 .005 483
bV ] .
S0l ((Grend .08 .88 .005 477
L | 8~ |\ Fiable .07 .84 .005 407
G2 ) Bolx .05 .81 .005 .393
w ¥ 33) Tolérent .05 .81 .005 <465
;E 2 I« Courageux .13 —~ 93 .005 « 597
(8] . .
hw| 237 (duste .0k .78 .005 <34
< 8 =€ Aimable .03 .67 +005 . .272
Sl 23 Soclable .04 .78 .005 .352
o Y - :
\;15 —~( Comique .07 .88 .005 .562
) > Gentn.l .0l .71 .01 .311
@ | S-5X Religieux 01" .55 .01 - .262
95 & &) Fort .07 .83 .005 -428
& ﬁ‘ & S| Content .10 .87 .005 479
Note.=

The reliability estimates given in the first two columns were calcu-
lated from the analysis of variance on each adjective according to the method
described in Winer, pp. 124-132, and the confidence levels for speakers!
average received ratings (the third column) are from the F ratio in this

The confidence

levels are the probabilities for each adjective.of the ob'bained differences
between speakers in average received ratings being due to chance.
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Although the inter-rater reliability on some adjectives is quite low,
column 2 of Table 6 shows that the average ratings received by each speaker
are quite stable.. With the'excepﬁion of religieux, which has an average
received rating reliability of .55, the lowest reliability is .67.' This
indicates that if another sample of 85 raters were used, the obtainéd
adjective ratings and factor analysis pattern would.be generally the same.

Conclusions. The strongest impression high school boys get of men
the age of their fathers from their speech is that of their rﬁlative compete
ence. Although the ratings speakers receive vary widely, the gradation is
not continuous, but fits into a clear dichotomy which has been found to

' correspond perféctly to the division of speakers into upper and lower cla§s
according to their occupations corrected fbr educational level discrepancies.
| The secondary impression is centered around the benevolence dimension.
Although SES is not a good predictor of the benevolence impression, the
two SES groupings do diffef with respect to this dimension in that the low
SES group has much more extreme (both negative and positive) examples of
this dimension than does the high SES group.

Not only.is the competence impression the strongest, but it is also |
the one on which raters f£ind the most agreement. Benevolence seems to be
much more an idiosyncfatic kind of judgment. French Canadian boys use
both of these dimensions in theif ratings of adult French Canadian men.

From a psychologist®s point of view,; the spciai status index that is
most useful is the one that will predict the way people perceive one
another and interact with one another. It seems likely that in the eérly

stages of acquaintance, speech characteristics are very important in

Nt
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determining the impression one person has of another. If this is true,
perhaps one of the most_useful criteria for evaluating a social status
index is its ability t§ predict the evaluations people make of one another
from speech.

The speech index was used in this study t§ evaluate the uSefulner of
Blishen;s scale.of SES from-oécupation, and the scale was found tohpredict'
impressions from speech quite well, but only on the basis of two gross SES
groupings. Whenevef this occupational SES dichotomy failed to account for
speakers' received ratings, the discreéancy was explainable by an exame
ination of the speakef's educational background. Even though Blishen's
occupational scores were derived by ranking and grouping occﬁ;ations
according to the income and education characteristic of each, the results
from the sample of Montrealeré used in this study suggest that in French
Canada there are notable eﬁceptions to the correspondence between education
and occupation, and perhaps it is better to take both into account. }
Hollingshead (1959) has proposed this kind of two factor‘index. One big
problem is that of deciding how much each factor should be weighted in
obtaining a satisfactory social'sfatus score. The results of this study
suggest that by using speech impressions as a criterion, the most useful

- combination of education and occupation in a social status index could be
empirically determined.
| The question also arises as to the sighificance of the different steps

in SES scales such as Blishen's or Warner®s. Are these six or seven steps

psychologically meaningful separations or may there be a general tendency
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@ -~ with other age groups of judges. (as has been found here for teen-age boy

judges) to make only a differentiation between competent and incompetent
people or nice and not nice people, suggesting that a crude dichotonwfé;é
. Tt

all that can be used by most judges. If other criteria of social class'?_ﬁ‘,‘.\?‘,'
: 3¢,

28

perception are found to give the same results as the speech criterion,

perhaps the whole notion of a progressive SES scale should be re-examined.
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Ratings Given Continental -French Speakers as Compared to Ratings Given

French Canadian Speakers.

It seems to be rather w1dely held by both Engllsh and French Canadians

.as well as by Frenchmen that the French spoken by French Canadlans genw
' erally is inferior in certaln respects to that spoken by people from

‘; France. Is there anythlng inherently inferior about French as it has

evolved in Canada, or are there other ‘reasons that a hlgher prestige has

- been attached to Contlnental French?- If upper class French Canadlans feel

that their 1anguage is 1nfer10r to that spoken in France, this could be
symptomatic of a more general feellng of cultural inferiority. They may
feel that members-of thelr own culture-are 1nferlor in many other ways to

members of the contlnental culture. The 1nformatlon of Table 7 suggests

. -that such is the case. The speakers from France are rated hlgher than

French Canadian speakers from the two upper categories (A and B)
every adgectlve except rellgle and fort, on which they are rated lower,

and tolérant, courageux, and almable, on'which there is no significant

difference between groups;_ The comparison between only aristocratic (cat-

"egory A) French Canadian speakers and speakers from France gives the same

results, but with’ dlfferences on ‘three more adaectlves, sincére, juste,

and religieux, not belng significant. Thus the Contlnental French are seen

as being more intelligent, beau, ambitieux, siir de soi, grand, sinclre,

fiable, poli, actif, juste, sociable, comigue, gentil, content, and as

7 since the speakers from France are all from the upper SES level, they
are compared only to upper-class French Canadians.
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Table 7.

. Ratings of French Fathers Compared to Upper Class
" French Canadian Fathers - Total Group of Raters

Statistics for Personality and Occupational

Judged
Occupational
SES

Intelligent
Beau

Ambitieux
Siir de soi
Actif
Tolérant

Sociable
Comigue
Gentil
Religioux

Fort
Content

Speakers fram France

Compared to AlLl French
Canadians from the Upper

Speakers from France
Compared to Aristocratic
French Canadians Only

Categories (A and B)

French . A4B | %v | X2
3,0#**3,8 ,78 Kk
2.5%+43.3 |.37
30 1***30‘8 039 .
2.5%%%3,3 | 66 | %%k
2.8%%%3,7 1.56
2.7%%%3,3 .35
b.s L.6 {.00
S hpnnly 0 |39
2.8 * 3,0 {.23
2.9 *%3,3 1.50
3-0***3.6 -81
3.9 3.9 {.00
3.2 * 3.5 {.54
2.9 3.1 1{.00
3.0%%%3,5 |.88
3.9%%kxl,6 1,75
3.0%%%3, 4 | 81 { Hokx
4,3 *%3,9r 40
3.8 **3052‘ 036 .
2.9%#%3,5 | .79 | #wx

French A v | X2
3.0%%%3,7 |44 | *
2.5%%*%3,2 1.20
3. 15%%3,8 {.26
2.5%%%3,2 (.31} =
2.8%x%3,6 1.29
2.7 * 3.0 |.06
b,5 4.6 {.00
3.4%%%3,9 1,22
2.8 2.9 {.00
2.9 #%3,3 .42
3.0%%%3,7 1,74
3.9 3.8 {.00
3.2 3.4 1,11
2.9 . 3.0 {.05
3.0%%%3,6 §.69
3.9%%%4.6 .61
300 **304 o86 *
4.3 4.1 §.06
3.8 * 3.5r}.26
2.9%%x3 4 | 44| x

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Table 4.
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being of higher. occupational SES. than French Canadian adult males from the
A and B SES ca.té_gories. -

With such 2 small number of speakers in the comparisons of category
F (Continental French) with categéries A and B, the only contingency table
that exceeds the chance level of significance is the one for the perfect
split (shown in Table A of Figure 10). Received ratings of occupational

SESs and the ambitieux, gentil, and content adjectives fit this pattern.

Intelligent, actif, beau, aimable, and fiable fit the pattern-of Contin-

gency Table B in Figure 10.

Figure 10. Contingency Tables for the Relative Ratings Received
by Continental French and French Canadian Father Speakers

Category of Category of

PN Average Received Ratings Average Received Ratings
s Highest 3 Lowest 9 », Highest 3 Lowest 9
o ' '3 ~C
8 9 = o
O & O s < 2 /

0y O
£ 3
s | g O
Q. * R+
Up TR “w <<
(exact test, probability <<.005) (exact test, not significant)
Contingency Table A Contingency Table B
for adjectives: ‘ for adjectives:
ambitieux - : intelligent
gentil ) , actif
content beau
aimable
fiable
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It is of special interest that the French are rated higher than
French Canadians, not only on adjecti&es corresponding to thg competence
factor, but also on most of those corresponding to the benevoleﬁdé"facto;.
Lambert's work (eited in the previous ssetisn) hes peointed to a -‘féél.i_n‘é
among French Canadians of being less competent than English.Canadians;
and it is not surprizing to see this feéling'of relative incompetence ex-
tend.to comparisons with people from France. Lambert also found that
French Canadians rate English as less benevolent th;ﬁ themselves, but it
has been found here that they r;te French Continentals higher than them-
selves on bgnevolence as well as competence.

Figure 11 illustrates how the speakers f;om'France are rated generallf
higher than the French Cagadians on bofh dimensions.‘ Although some upper
class French Canadian speakers are rated as favorably as the speakers from
France on competence, and some French Canadians from the lower classes are
rated even higher on benevolence, the speakers from France are the unique
examples of the combination of highly favorable ratings on both of these
dimensions. Also, the Continental French speakers as a group are rated
markedly higher on both of these dimensions than the ﬁpper class French
Canadians as a group, in spite of the fact that the Continentals are com-
pared to a group of spéakers of generally higher Blishen SES level than
their own. (The average _lishen level for upper class French Canadians
in this study is 1.67, and that for the Continentals is 2.00, with small-
er nnmbeés denoting higher SES.) However, due to an ovérsight in the

selection of speakers for this experiment, two of the three Continental
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Figure 11.

<

Plotting of Each Father Speaker According to His

Received Score on the Competence Factor and on the Benevolence
Factor - Father Speakers from France Included

Factor T

N\

i Com Ee‘(‘en‘(‘

AN

\,

@\

®
@

+ ¥
@ \
g e
Un- Benevoloif N :Bemeyofen'['
: co— — :
@ @ \ Factor IL-
@ AN
+ - -+
@ &9
@ :
. ®

T Momge?"eﬁf

- Note.- This figure is read in the

same way as Figure 9.
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French speakers are teachers, and only one of the 9 upper class French

Canadians is. It is quite possible that teachers might sound more compet-
ent to students than someone else of equal or higher SES level. TFigure 11
shows that the French Canadian'ieacher (B6) is rated higher on benevolence
than other category A and category B French Canedians, but lower on compet-

' ence.than all but two of them. Also, he fits into the general area of the
diagram occupied by Frencthanadiane, while the three speakers from France
cluster together in the upper right part of the diagram, quite separate
and distinct. Thus the fact that two of the speakers from France (Fl and
F3) are teachers is apparently not the determiner of the differences in
ratings received.

One other important issue must be covered here before it can be cone
cluded that French Canadian young men see upper class French Continentals
as being more competent and more benevolent than their own upper class.

- There is the possibility that the raﬁeps couldn't detect that the category
F speakers were from France, but thought they were upper class French -
Canadians. If this were the case, fhe‘reeults might actually mean that
speakers from France sound like extremely competent and benevolent members
of the French Canadian upper class, and the high ratings given these speak-
ers would be better interpreted as a high regard among French Canadian boys
fer some men from their own upper class. An examination of the estimations
raters make of the speakers' countries of origin (Table 8) reveals clearly
that such is not the case. Hven 10th and 1llth grade boys have little trouble

discriminating between the two groups. We conclude therefore that these
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Table 8. Percentages of Raters Who Estimated Each
Father Speaker to be from France Rather Than Canada

French Continentals Aristocrats Other Blishen Level 1 & 2
(category F) (category A) - French Canadians (category B)
Fl ... 8% Al ... 8% - "~ . Bl ... 6%
F2 ... 744 a2 ... 17% - ‘ B2 ... U%
F3 ... 90% A3 «.. 11% - B3 ... 4%
BA ... 13%.
B5 veo 4
B6 «oo 12%

| young men see Continental French upfer-class men as being more benevolent

| 'as well as more competent than men from upper-class French Carada. It

‘ would now be of interest to see how raters' evaluations of these Con'bin-;
ental French speakers would change if they were misled to believe they
were actually French Canadians (if raters could be misled in this way).
Perhaps they would then downgrade the speakers, thinking it rather
presumptious or pretentious for their own people to speak that way.

As was observed in the preceeding section there is very little vari-
ance among upper-class French Canadians on the benevolence dimension, most
of them being quite close ‘l;d the average for all speakers in their received
ratings. It looks as though the extremes of benevolence for those of high
competence are reserved for two other groups: high benevolence for the

Continental French (as shown in this study) and low benevolence for the
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Figure 12. Diagram of the Implicit Personality Theory of
French Canadian Young Men with Reference to Adult Males

Competent

Co()'ffnen'('éi
. Freh c}—\

Benevolent '

Un-
Benevolent

English Canadians (as shown by the earlier work of Lambert et al.). A
diagram of the implicit personality theory French Canadian young men hold
with reference to adult male speakers is given in Figure 12. Upper class.
Con’ﬁinental Frenchmen seem to be the hex;oes of French Canadian culture

rather than French Canadian upper class males being the herces, pointing
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again to a feeling of cultural inferiority among French Canadians. An
:i:mporﬁant next step in this line of research would be to find out how
French Canadians evaluate lower class speakers from France compared with
lower class speakers from their owm culture.

English Canadians seem to be the villains in this picture. Aijthough
the French Caﬁadians see some of their own group from the lower classes
as also being low on benevolence (as the English Canadians are), they would
probably not be considered 2 major. threat to anyone since they are low on
competence, success, and therefore power. On t}aé other hand, the English
Canadians, being seen as intelligent, successful and probably very power-
ful (especié.].ly econamically ), and also being un-benevolent, could pose a
considerable threat. | |
On the competence dimension it seems that the scriptural principle
that ¥Ya prophet is not without honor except in his own country" applies to.
the view French Canadians have of the economically successful members of
their own culture, since they see both English and Continental French as
being more competent. The finding that Continental French are seen by
French Canadian boys as é‘lso being more benevolent than their own group
seems to contradict the hypothesis that members of one's own group will
be seen as being more benevolent than members of other groups. However,
in predicting the relative evaluations of groups on benevolence it may not
be a question of which group a peréon belongs to, but a quéstion of which
group he identifies with most. If it could be demonstrated that French

Canadians identify strongly with the Continental French culture, that France
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is for French Canada a cultural counterpart of what sociologisté call a
mreference group," the hypothesis could be tentatively put forth in a new
form. It could be hypothesized that people see their reference group as
being even more benevolent than‘their own group of membership, and that
both of these groups are considered to be more benevolent than “out
groups.™ It may be that a *hero group” or reference group is chosen from
outside one's oun culture, as is the case in French Canada, when one's
own culture is considered to be lower in competence than other cultures.
In the next section, the 1inguistic evidence for the proposal that France
serves as the “reference cuiture" or Yhero culture" for French Canédians

will be considered.
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Linguistic Differences Among Father Speakers.

Up to this point, an analysis has been made of the influence of tw§
important speaker characteristics, SES level and country of origin (Canada
or France), upon pqrsonality imﬁressions. Since raters constructed the

- personality descriptions solely on the basis 6f speech differences, it
should be poséible to discovér which speech parameters are expressive of
SES differences and which are ekpressivé of country of origin, and then
show how these speech characteristics evoke the personality judgments and
stefeotypes. In the discussion which follows, the relationship bgtween
speakers!' backgrqund characteristics and the relative impressions which
they evoke will be broken into two links: that between background char-
acteristics and speech patterns, and that between speech patterns and

personality impressions.

Background and speech patterns. Table 9_displqys the average ratings

and scores received by each group of speakers of various SES levels and
cguntries of origin (France and Canada) on 15 speech variables. The major
SES split on thé;elspeech variables is between the upper class group of
speakers (category A and category B) and the lower class group (category C
and category D), just as it was with the personality ratings. According to
the linguistic raters, the pronunciation of speakers in the AB group is more
articulate'and more accurate, they have a more continental accent, they
have more intonation in their speech and the intonation is more accurate

(appropriate), their voices aren't as hoarse or as breathy, they don't

sound as nervous and hesitant nor do theoy stumble over words as much. In
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Table 9. Linguistic Ratings of Father Speakers Analyzed
According to Speakers' SES Levels and Countries of Origin

Upper-class French
vs. Upper=class

Groupings According to Speakers' Occupational SES Levels

French Canadians total AB vs. CD A vs. B C vse D

A. Linguistic Ratings. jrench AtB vl x21| dv |AB CeD| &v| X2 | A B $v| x2| C D | &v] X2
Prononeiation: ' -

1) Articulée, marguée Lo2%#x3, 1 [ .86 %k I (70 | 3.0%%:L.81.67 [¥+x | 2,7  3.2].01 4.5 5.1[.02

2) Juste 16wkl 2 B fwsox [| .93 |4, 1%#%5,9],85 jxxx | 3,5 »xb 4!, 08| * {5.9 6.0/.00
Accent: , _ i

3) Continental 1.8%%%5,91,991 %% || .95 [5,8%%x6,71.95 =xx | 5.7 5,9],00 6.6 6.7/.00
Vitesse du monologue? ' , _

) Rapide 4.2 4.11.00 .00 {3.8 4.0!.00 3.6  3.9{.00 4.0 4.1(.00
Intonation: . ' .

5) Beaucoup Lo2werl, 31,68 %% || .38 [W.3%+%5,8:.291 % 13,8 4.5/.02 6.2 *%5,21.07
6) Juste Lopwele 6 71 bork H 076 T4 livrx6,31,75 b [ 44 4.4].00 6.5 6.1].01
Particularités de la voixs ,

7) Aigue (Basse) 2.9%%x4,91.61 .39 |4.8 4.81.00 L.  5.0{.03 5.lrnkl, 06, 36

8) Douce (Reque) 3.5 3.71.00 36 3.7 **4.5 .32 3.5 3.8/.00 4.8 4.2[.04

9) Peu haletante 2.0 * 2.91.31 A9 [2.8%xx4,11.49 1 * 3,1 2.7{.00 2 4.0/.00
Particularités de N

1findividus :

10) Assuré et détendu 2.0 * 3.1 .22 052 |3.0%%5.0 [ 48| * |3.4 2.9/.01 5.3 * 4.61.03
11) Mots _coulent sans 1.8 *%3,5 .28 60 [3.3%%%5,5 491 * [3.7 3.1{.00 64 #5481, 10

acgeroes : X

B. Linguistic Tallies. - , -
12) Canadianisms 0.,0%%%7,6 1,92 {wkx || 4ly [7.7 * 9.3 .40 7.9  7.6!.00 9.8 8.7 |0k
13) Mispronunciations 0.8 0.6 }.22 .56 10.5 * 1.2 .50 0.3 0.6}.00 0.9 1.h}.06
14) Hesitations 0.0 #%0.5 {10 {+#% || .26 [0.4 #x1.4{.25] % [0.8 .0.2{.01 1.3 1.31].00
15) Time for passage 160%#* 14811 05 J19 |lgeex171 (.18 140 142{.00 167%*%175 |01




'Explanation of Table 9:

l. This table is read in the same way as Table 4. The lower the average
the more the group was rated to have the trait listed. Since only the
positive half of the trait scale is listed, low averages indicate positive
ratings. When necessary, the negative opposite is given in parentheses.
For some traits of speech, such as piteh, it is difficult to determine
which extreme is more positive.

2. The average speaker ratings in the A4B column will often be slightly
different in the camparison with the mean of speakers from France than
they are when compared to the mean of the C+D speakers. This is because
one rater didn®t rate all of the French voices and had to be dropped in
that comparison.
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Table Qa.

Reliabilities of the Linguistic Ratings Given to Upper-
and Lower-class French iCanadians and Also of Those Given Continental

‘French in Comparison with Upper~class French Canadians

Reliabilities for Continentals Compared
to Upper-class French Canadians

Reliabilities for Upper-class Compared
to Lower-class French Canadians

: Estimate of Estimate of Confidence | Estimate of Estimate of Confidence
' Inter-rater Reliability Levels for | Inter-rater Reliability Levels for
Reliability of Average: Average Reliability of Average Average
! : Received Received Received Received
A. Linguisﬁic Ratingsa Rating Scores Ratings Rating Scores Ratings
Pronunciations _
r lCﬁT:% j.'l‘*E marquée ° 36 . 69 .01 . 43 . . 75 . 005
2) Juste \ <59 .86 . 005 .58 «85 .005
Accent: - :
3) Continehtal 67 .89 ©,005 .37 .70 .01
itesse du monologues : B .
Ll’) !!agide 049 - -79 .01 067 X » 089 0005
Intonations
5) Beaucoug 068 '90 0005 066 -89 0005 .
6) .Juste 0614‘ .88 0005 059 085 0005
Particularit8s de la
' 7) Aigud voixs 48 .79 .01 .37 .70 .01
8) Qouce (Egélgue) .00 .02 Ne Se 029 062 .01
9) Peu haletante 020 .51 .05 .38 .71 .01
Particularités de 4
Ltindividu: o
10) Assuré et détendu .38 .72 .05 .62 .87 .005
11) Mots coulent sans U5 77 .01 .62 .87 .005
aceroc
'B. Linguistic Tallies
12) Canadianisms .68 .87 .005 .15 o34 - n.s.
13) Mispronunciations .12 .50 NeS. .13 31 n.s.
14) Hesitations SN .90 .005 .36 .63 .01
15 ) Time for passagoe . 95 . 97 . 005 . 98 ° 99 . 005

Refer to Table 6

for furthér explanation of these'reliability statistics.
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addition,; when each speaker!s reading of the passage is scored and the
number of Canadian pronunciations, mispronunciations'and hesitations are
tallied; the AB speakers have significantly fewer of each of them than do
CD speakers. ' '

Eight of the fifteen speech variables used are highly related (49%
common variance or more) to SES and five more are moderately related (26%
to 39% common variance). Also, from the matrix of intercorrelations be«

 tween speech variables (Table 10), it is clear that most éf the variabiés
are quite related to one another for the speakers in this study. A factor
analysis does an help to clariﬂylthem since most of the variance is due
to oﬁe large faqtor (consisting of the variables thgt are closely related
to speaker SES) and there is no conceptually clear second factor orthogonal
to it. . Although some speech vériables are more related to one another
than others, they are all quite related to each other and the s&hematic
diagram of Figure 13 is used to show the major clusterings of the linguistic
variables and the relationships of the clusters to one another.

Although one might expect ratings of accuracy of pronunciation (#2)
to give about the samelinformation as a tally of mispronunciations.(#IB),
Figure 13 and Table IO'show‘that they are only slightly correlated. This
is probably because deviétion from what is considered accurate pronun-
ciation® is a matter of degree, and a speaker caﬁ deviate enough from that
standard to give'an impression of unorthodoxy but seldom be extreme enough
to have one of his verbalizations scored as a “mispronunciation." The

same is probably true of “Canadianisms" (#12) as compared to accent (#3).
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1) Articulate
pronunciation
2) Accurate
pronunciation
3) Continental
French accent
L) Rapid
speech

5) Much

“intonation
6) Appropriate
“intonation

-7) High

pitch
8) Not
hoarse

. 9) Not

breathy
10) Assured,
not nervous

'11) Smooth, fluent

speech

t12) Few

Canadianisms

fLB) Few mis-

Eﬂ+) Few

!

i

|

pronunciations

Table 10. Matrix of Inter-correlations Among
" Father Speakers' Scores on 15 Linguistic Variables

> 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1z 13 W 15
.90 .78 -.16 .80 .89 .29 .52 .74 .79 .72 62 .27 .56 24
.87 =05 .81 .93 .38 .59 .84 .80 .80 .75 .43 .49 ;33'
-.13 .78 .87 .48 .48 .71 .66 .67 .87 -.17 .36 .10

2010 =10 .09 .06 .14 .07 .08 -.08 .19 .33 .80

| .90 b6 .36 .73 .78 .72 .74 .0k 46 .18

40 48 .84 .84 LBl W4 .26 .50 .2b

| 17 44 43 .50 .29 .09 W4k .12

A2 .38 W46 .48 .29 .07 .25

W94 W91 .63 L0 7L W54

.95 .55 .37 .80 .48

57 bk .76 .50

.00 .17 .07

L6 .56

.68

hesitations
15) Short time
for passage

Note.-~ The variable

equivalents.

names in this table have been changed to their

approximate English



Q Figure 13. Major Groupings of ‘the 15 Speech Variables: - Father Speakers

Box
I

Accent Variables:

3) Continental French
accent

8 1) Articulate pronunciation
/ 2) Accurate pronunciation «80+

12) Few . 5) Much intonation '
Canadianisms 222 6) Appropriate intonation ) :

L] .“ .
50 3 ~
| %0 13) Few mis-
) Nﬁ:arse , pronunciations
» —1.45_~
.L?o\ Confidence Variables BIOIX 5/
9) Not breathy
7) High 10) Assured, not nervous
piteh 45 . 90+
11) Speaks smoothly,
no stumbling

75
14) Few | L) Speaks/ :
hesitations rapidly
.68

.80

15) Short time
for passage
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Explanation of Figure 13:

‘1. An arrow going inside a box and pointing to one variable (like the one
from variable #13 to variable #2) indicates that the correlation indicated
is only with that variable to which the arrow points.

'2. The correlation coefficients within boxes indicate roughly the correla-
tions that exist among variables in that box.

3. A double line between boxes is used to indicate strong relationships.

L. Those variables with in the box are completaly unrelated to speaker
SES level.

5. To conserve space, only the positive adaective for each paired dimension
is listed in this flgure. ‘
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| /A«rﬁﬁkl_‘factor may be that ‘che linguistic judges, two being i‘rom

Canada, one from France, and one from Algeria, don't agree with respsct

to what constitutes a "mispronunciation" (#13) or even a "Canadianism% (#12).
That such is the case is shown in Table 9a which gives the reliabilities .f.'ér
each speech variable. The reliabilities for Canadiani#mé and mispronuncia-
tions in the ratings given French Canadian speakers (right hand part of the
table) are much lower than those of the other speech variables, and they
are the only variables on which the inter-rater agreement doesn* t exceed
chance level. Notice however, that in the léf‘h hand part of Table 9a, which
gives reliabilities for thé ratings given to Continentals as compared to
Canadians, the inter-rater reliability for Canadianisms is high, suggesting

_ that raters can agree in differentiating éontinentals from Canadians on
this variable, although they don't agree as to relative ratings ivithin a
group of Canadians. Because of the clarity of the difference between
Continentals and Canadians, the tally of Canadianisms correlates very highly
(r = .87) with ratings of French Canadian accent (#3). The tally of misproe
nunciations, on the other ha.nd, is hard for raters to agree upon, even when
comparing Contmentals to Canadians. ‘

Figure 13 and Table 10 show clearly that the length of time a speaker
takes to recite a passage is made up of two only very slightly related com-
ponents, number of hesitations (#14) and subjectively-ratgd speaking speed
(). |

The largest clustering among the speech variables is that of Box I,

Figure 13, which includes accura.cy and articulateness of pronunclation (#2

and #1), amount and appropriateness of intonation (#5 and #6), and accent
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(Continental French vs. French Canadian, #3). Thése va.riables’ are the oneé
that £it ihe AB - Cb o§cupat:l.ona1 SES cleavage best. The ordering of
speakers is perfectly predictable ‘from the AB - CD split on two ofvthese
variables, agouraagy of prongnéiut'ion and accent, without a correction for
educational level discrepancies, as shown in Figure 14, Cohtingghcy Table A.
Also, ‘the AB - CD split accounts for 85% and 95% of the variance in thesé
variables. (If the linguistic judges.' considered "accurate pronunciation®

to be that which fits the "standard form" used in France, then #2, accuracy

Figure 4. Contingency Tables for Speech Variables with a
Perfect AB - CD Split and for Those with a Perfect A - B Split

Category of Average

Category of Average
Received Ratings

Received Ratings
Highest 9 Lowest 11

Highest 3 Lowest 6
XN o ,
3 N : S
ey Q10 < 3 1O
% < 3
Q O ‘
Q vy |
2 s O 1] g O | 6
@ O - 0 ~
Contingency Table A Contingency Table B
AB - CD Comparison A - B Camparison
(exact test, probability <C.005) : (exact test, probability < .05)

For speech variables: For speech variables:

#2 accuracy of pronunciation

#2 accuracy of pronunciation
#3 accent ' .
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of pronunciation may only be another wajr pf' rat:'mg regional a.ccent,. #3.)
This amazingiy strong ;;redictive .relation;ship suggests that ﬁhe speech
characteristic that is reflected in these ratings is almost entirely
determined by the SES levo.'; of a speaker with education playing a role only
~ because of its rough cofrespondence to SES. In a.ddition to the AB - CD
split, accuracy of pronunciation also clearly differentiates aristoéra.ts
from category B speakers (Contingency Table B of Figure l4), which indicagxs
that a linguistiec différgnce exists between category B speakers and aristo-
'crats, although tl?e two groups are generallir not differentiated in personal-
ify ratings. | |
Articulateness of pronunciation {and appropriatenessv of intonation have
only one exception for each predicted category, thus fitting Contingency
Table A of Figure 15; and amount of intonation has only two exceptions for ‘
each, fitting Contingency Table B of Figure 15. It is not surprisj.ng that
the two intonation variables and articulateness and accuracy of pronunciation
cluster closély with accenf. Note that almost all the linguistic variables
on which the ﬁpper class ‘C;anadians are rated higher than the lower class
also differentiate upper class Canadians from the Continental French, which
sugge sts that perhaps all of these linguistic variables contribute to what
are called differences in "accent! between French Canadians and Continental
French. Thé upper class French Canadians fall between lower class French
Canadians and the Continental French speakers in their received ratings on
most speech variables. This might be an indication that ’upper class French
Canadians are .imi‘bating the French, although it may just be that the extremes

of any dialect are only found in the lower classes, and thus the upper .
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.Figure 15. 'Other Cont:‘mgenc& Tables for"'-Speech Variables

Category of Average Category of Average
Received Ratings - Received Ratings
' Highest 9 Lowest 11 s Highest 9 Lowest 11
~ _ 5 4
Ty ST g 72
AR ' s < |
Q 8
. ‘ a _ .
a2+ 1|0 ns 219
L : Ly o
>Contingency Table A - Contingency Table B
AB = CD Comparison o " AB - CD Comparison
(exact test, probability' <{.005)  (exact test, probability <.05)
For speech variables: ~ For speech variables:

#1 articulateness of pronunciation = #5 amount of intonation
#6 appropriateness of intonation =  #9 breathiness
o o #10 nervousness
~ #11 fluency
#14 hesitations (tally)

-classes of any two regions would tend to be more alike. Gendron (1966)
maintains that upper class French Canadians do try to imitate Continental
speech, but adds théth they rarely sﬁcceed.

Linguists, of course, have exémined these speech variations from their
perspective. For example, Lote (1919) found that intonations were greater
in the reciting of aiexandrines than in érdinary speech and concluded that
intonation was the result of the speakers being more expressive. Similarly,

Boudreault (1967) has found that the French use much more intonation than
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|  do French Canadians and he suggests that this greater expressivity is a _
much more sophisticated kind of communication. In Table 9, the upper class
French Canadians are rated between French and lower class French Canadians
‘on ‘this variable alfhough they are much closer to the lower cl#Ss French
Canadiansf ‘Table 9 also shows the Ffenc@ to have higher pitched voices (#7)‘
than Canadians, but this is probably due to the}intenation, which is much
greater for the French than for Canadians,lgiﬂce Boudreault ﬂas found that
greater intonation maées the volice sound highef. ‘ |

Gendron (1960) argues that Frénéh Canadian ;peech is more "monotonous" .
than Continental French speech and that the rhythm ‘of Canadian "sp'eeoh is :
heavier and the sentences of lower class Canadians are often indistinet and’
blurred. He maintains that this is due mostly to laziness, and that it
seems to disappear in the speech of educated French Canadians. In # later
report (Gendron, 1966) he asserts that Canadians tend to put less energy into
articulation and more into breathing: This notion is supported by the re-
sults of Table 9 which show the Continental Frehch to be much higher on

_articulation and lower on breathiness than upper class French Canadians, with
the upper class French Canadians béing in turn higher than the lower class
French Canadians on articulation and lcwer on breathiness.

In addition to these dlfferences, Gendron (1966) flnds that many
phonemes are pronounced differently by French Canadians and French Contin-
entals. This is also supported by the results given in Table 9, with the
French being higher than upper class French Canadians on accuracy of pronune-

ciation (#2), who are in turn higher than lower class French Canadians.
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'(Note here tha.t the Continentals are not only difi‘erent i‘rom French Canade
ians in their pronunciation, but the llnguistie ;]udges consider- the Contin-
.ental pronunciation to be more "accurate."). One of the most prom:ment of

- the pronunciation differences, according to Gendron, is the open (a) of
popular Canad:.an speech which was used in France at the time of the Canad:.an
emmigration but has long since disappeared in European speech. Upper class |
f‘rench Cenadians heve attempted to adopt the F"rehch (e), but they are not

' comp].._etelyb successful; Gendron (1966) has photographed the acfhual_articu-

' llatez;y movements of French Canadians as compared with Continentals, ‘and he
finds that upper class Frehch Canadians replace the open (a) of the lower

, class with another (a) that is more similar to the French one, hut still /

slightly different. Also, in the pronunciation of other phonemes, f.he

~ produced sound.of upper class French Canadians seems similar to that of

the Continental French, ‘but the articulatory movements are- stﬂi Canadian.
The ev:_ldence is compelling that upper class French Canadians do imitate
Continental French speech, suggesting a strongv identification of French
Canadlans with France.

Since the differences between French Canadian speech and Continental
French speech center around the variables listed in Box I (Figure 13),
these will be broadly labelled "accent variables." The spsech variables of
Box II seeﬁx to be expressive cf speaker confidence and will be labelled
"confidence variahles.'" These variables would proba.hly be good differen-’
tiators of SES in any culture, since those of higher SES in any region are

likely to.be more confident. It is interesting that the Continental French
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| are also rated higher than upper class F&'en;:h (.:anédians. on fhese variables
that are expressive of confidence (although the differences are not nearly
as large aé tﬁose for the a;ccent variables.) A profitable study could be
- carried out using French Continentals (as well as French Canadians) from
sach SES level in order to determine which differences in speech are due to b.
_ national or regional dialect and which are dus to SES differences. It may
be that iower class French Continentals are like lower class French Canaw
dians in that they are. also breathy and monotonic in their speech, use
less energy in articulation, etc.; and it may be that the only purely
regional differences are those that center around pronunciation of phonemes.
However, it is interesting that even on variables such as the confidence
ones that would be gxpected to primarily be SES level differences, the
Continentals are rated higher even than French Canadi;ns of higher SES
levels than their own. : |
The variables of Box II are highly predictable from the AB ~ CD occu-
i:ational SES classification and they all fit the pattern qf Contingency
.Table B, Figure 15; Just as was the case in personality ratings, exceptions
to the SES prediction on the linguistic variables are usually due to the |
speakers D1 and Bl (and sometimes D2), whose educational levels differ from
those of the rest of their reépective SES groups.
Although the ordering of speakers on the speech variables of Boxes I
and II of Figure 13 align very well with the AB = CD occupational SES
division (in two cases even without educational level correction), the

differences between spealkers‘ are almost completely continuous (see Figure 16)
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. Figure 16. Matrix of Chance Probabilities of Differences
Between Each Father Speaker and Every Other Father Speaker
on Average Received Accuracy of Intonation (#6) Ratings

" Speakers

B6 B3 A2 A3 B2 B5 B4 AL D1 D2 D6 C4 C6 Bl D5 C2 C3 C5 CL D

B6 ok ook ok Dok Rk ok Kok Kk Kk ok Kok ok ok
B3 * ok ok ok kk ok dok Kk ok
8 A2 Lok ok ok Kk Kk
_ A3 * kK kK kk
P - B2 : : Tk %
B5 _ : . ) ) : * %
e B4 : \ : , ,
Al : N :
a Dl : : RNy
k - " <
ok ‘ ' g
‘e cé . ' . S
"~ Bl ' RN
r D5 R
c2 .
s C3 X !
C5 ’ ‘
C1 ;
D4 . :

Note.- This figure is read in the same way as Figure 4. For a detailed
explanation refer to Figures 4 and 5 and the accampanying text (pp. 24-27).
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fathe; than displaying the dichptomous cleavage that was found between
these two groups in personaiity rétings received (Figure 4). This
suggests that ei;her there are some very important speech characteristics

~ left out of the 15‘speech variables of thls study, which differentiate
speakers into two discrete groups, or else.the dichotomization takés place
in the personalit& inference processes of the individual raters. That is,
the dichotomous ratings of personality given to .speakers may be due to

a tendency for raters to dichotamize rather than beihg due to any sharp
discontinuity between the AB group and the_CD gréup in their speech patterns.
Perhaps the processes of assimilation and contrast (Hovland, 23,5;3. 1957)
wherein the person sees ideas similar to his own as being more similar to-
his than they really are, aﬁd ideas that are different fram hiS'bwn as
beiﬁg more different than they really are, also operate in the peréeption
of people. It looks, fhen, as though speech patterns do nqt fit into two
dichotamous groups, but are continuous from the "worst" speakers of
Canadian French to the "best". However, the social reality of such a
dichotomy in people's perceptions of one another is attested by the dichét-u'
~omous classification which is imposed upﬁn father speakers by the raters.
The fact that raters imfose}a dichotomy on the personality-rating level
even though it doesn't exist on the linguistic level demonstrates even
more conclusively the importance of what Falardeau calls the "most univer-

sally felt social ‘cleavage."

" Comparison by education. Up to this point, the analyses of differ-
ences among French Canadians.in speech and in personality ratings have

focused on SES differences, élthougb it has been necessary to correct
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‘ the SES éategorization for educational level descrepanéies in order io
account for réceived ratings. When the ratings of speakers on the speech
variables are analyzed according to speakers' educational levels (Table 11),‘“
~the split between those who have'completed high school and those who
haven't is thé'major éne. This is not too surprising since this split "‘A

- | corresponds closely to the AB - CD social cléss split. All As and Bs
have at least finished high schoo}‘(and.most haﬁe at least some university),'
.and all the Cs and Ds except four_(Dl,'Dz, Cl, and C3) have had less than
il years of education;8 .More of the father speakers fit into the two upper
categories of.education than fit into the two upper SES categories.

There are some differences between the‘SES analysis and the educational
analysis. SES seems to be a slightly better predictor of accent variables
(Box I of Figure 13), particularly those that have to do with accuracy and .
articulateness. AOn pronunciation accuracy (#2) and accent (#3), SES accounts
for almost 25% more varisnce than education k93% and 95% as compared to 69%

~and 73%). SES and education are just about equally related to amount of
intonation (#5).

The categorization by education differs from that by SES also in that
the accent variables.(B;x I) and the confidence variables (Box II) are
distinguishable on a secondary split (Camparison 2, Table l1), as well as
on the gross upper - lower split. All of these accent and confidence
variables (except breathiness, #9) differentiate those with some university

education from all other high school graduates. The predictive usefulness

8 In some schools, high school graduation is 11 years and in others it
is 12. g : .
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Table I11.

Linguistic Ratings of Father Speakers

Analyzed According to Speakers' Educational Levels

Groupings According to Speakers'! Educational Levels

totall

A. Linguistic Ratings. Iy
Prononciation:

1) Articulee, marqude | .46
2) Juste .69
Accent: ,

3) Continental 73
Vitesse du monolqgg_-

%) Rapide .18
Intonations

5) Beaucoup A1
6) Juste .62
Particularités de la

7) Aigue. voix: | ,10
8) Douce (Rague)™ .70
9) Peu haletante .53
Particularités de
L'individus

10) Assurb ot détendu | .47
11) Mots coulent sans |{,59

aceroes

B. Linguistic Tallies.

. 12) Canadianisms .32
13) Mispronunciations | 47
14) Hesitations <39
15) Time for passage b

Comparison 1 Comparison 2 Comparison 3
UnéHS HJ&E1| #v)| X2 | Un  _HS| %v| X2/ JH _E1| %v| X2
3 4H%%5,0 | 51| * 3.0 **4.1].15 4.8 5.2{.00{
L.5kxxb,1 | .55 * | G.2%*x5,21, 14 6.1 6.2{.00
6.0%%%6,7 | 63] * 5.9 * 6.2.09 6.7 6.8}{.01
3.7 **4.b4 .05 3.8 3.5/.01 3.4 5.11.12)
4-?***508 -1)4' * 4-0***5.8 02? Aok 600 5 6 .00
5.0%%%6,4 | .38 L Lpknxs 81,24 6.4 6.41.00
4.6 5.1 |05 4.5 4.9].02 5.5 4.81.03]
F7%l,9 1,661 * | 3.5 4.0[.04 4.9 4.9{.00
Fo 1wkl by {45] * | 2.9  3.5(.06 4.3  L.4§.02
3.5***502 036 : 30.0***“’02 011 502 502 .00
F7*¥%6,0 | 50 *. | 3.2 **4,4 (.08 6.5 5.7i.01
8.4 8.8 {.00 7.8 9.51.26 9.7 8.2{.06
0.6 * 1.3 | .61 0.6 0.7].00 1.0 1.6}.06
0.5%%%1.8 |.37] * | 0.5 0.5(.00 1.3 2.1}.02
142%%x 186 § .38 {**x | 143  1411.00 17 .o***19,9 .06

Explanation of Table 1

1:

l.

a detailed explanation of symbolse.

2.

Key for comparlson labels:

This table is read in the same way as Tables 4 and 9.

See Table 4 for

Un = All speakers with any education beyond high school.
HS = All speakers who have completed high school only.

JH = Speakers who have gone to the 9th grade or further,
but haven't completed high school.
El = Speakers with 8 years of education or less.
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of the split is much less ﬁhan that of thé gross split of vhigh school or
morat vs. "less than grade 117 (Ccmparison ‘ 1, Table 1l). The accent vari-
ables (1, 2, 3, 5, and 6) are more related to this secondary split (univer-
sity vs. high school) than are the confidence speech variebles (9, 10, and _
-11). Two factors could be operating: (a_ ) a university education mighi make
mone's accent more continentaLi; or ‘(‘p_) it might just be an artifact of the
close link between SES and accent, and the fact that more upper class people
attend university. One way of checking this is by examining how Dl and D2,
the two speakers of low SES level with some university education, are rated
on the accent speech varisbles. (Dl is a better example than DZ, since D2's

. father came from an upper SES level, as shown in Table 1.) Tdole 14 gi{res
the ordering of each speaker on each of the linguistic variables. In
genéral, D1 and Dz are rafed more toward the end of the scale corresponding.
to Continental French accent than are other members of the lower SES cate=

I

gories (C and D) but they are also rated lower than other speakers who have

' some university education (the three aristocrats plus B3, B5, and B6)
- suggesting that both university training and SES determine accent.
This secondary split by education also shows up on the personality

ratings (see Table 1 in Appendix B). The university men are rated more

intelligent, actif, juste, sineSre, beau, stir de soi, fiable, sociable,

ambitieux, religieux, poli, content and higher on occupational level ratings
than those who are only high school graduates. In general these are the
adjectives that correspond to the competence factor. The comparable split

by speakers' SES (aristocrats vs. category B) had only three adjectives
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that discriminated between the two groups: actif and sincdre (on which the
aristocré.ts weré ‘higher) and religieux (on which .t.he aristocrats were
lower) | |

The third oduut:.oml 1wo.1 comparison, that of speakers w.th Omll
years of education compared to those with less than 9, is differentiated in

‘personality ratings, but generally not in ratings of speech. Those with

9-11 years of education differ significantly fram those of less than 9
years of education (Comparison 3, Table 1 of Appendix B) on intelligent,

Wactif, comigue, coura, , fort, poli and content, with the 9=11's being
“higher on all of them, even though the only speech difference en this

comparison (Comparison 3, Table 11) is total time for the passage. It seens

that either the raters are utilizing cues Beyond tl;e speecﬁ dimensions anal=
yzed here, or else the. largé number of raters of personality has made it
statistica.lly easier to detect differences in personality ratings than it
is to detect differences on the speech dimensions. |

The educational categorization predicts total speaking time (#15) in

~ this study much better than does SES (accounting for over twice the vari-

ance)_,' probably because education is related to the speed (#4) element of
total time (which SES isn't) as well as to the hesitations (#14) element.
The hoarseness of speakers is very related to education, accounting
for 70% of the variance in ratihgs; _(Only half tﬁis much variance was
accounted for by SES.) This particul#r result is particularly important
theoretically. Rousey and Moriarty (1965) give some evidence that "persis-

tent hoarseness.....tends to occur in individuals manifesting socially
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| distc;rted. sexual ident;ification and functioning." According to them, v
hoarseness in males is a sign of stniving to be 6verly masculine. Since
we have found speakers of low education to be more hoarse, it suggests
that ma.sculinity might be an important virtue among those males who drop
 out of school early, while.education may seem to them to be a iéomewhva‘l“.
Yunmanly" activity, particularly in their earlier years. Notice tha\’; thex;e
is no significant difference here between the upper class French Canadians
.and the Eontinen’bﬁl French (also of upper class), suggesting further that
the hoarsenesé dimenslon is expressive of major value differences that exist
between educated and ungdueated groups within & culture. The Continental
Frencﬁ do not differ from 'upper class French Canadians on hoarseness; al-
though upper class French Canadians differ from lower class French Canae
dians : suggesting that those from different cultures who have the same

educational level share the values expressed here. It is hypothesized as

a general cross-cultural principle that uneducated members of a society

will have more hoarseness in their speech than will the educated.

It is important ‘to find the age at which these presmn;ad value differ
ences are first expressed and to identify the relative importance of parents
and peer group in de‘t;emining these value oi‘ientations as well as in deter=
mining speech patterns. If value orientations and motf;.vations manifest
thexﬁselves in the person's speech, é.s Rousey and Moriarty propose, then"
the age at which hoaz;seness differences manifest themselves in children

should be the agé at which the corresponding value systems begin to be
adopted.

&
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.Frender's study. In an undergraduate honors thesis carried out in

conjunction with this thesis, Frender (1968) has begun to search for
answers to these quéstions. He began with Bernstein's (1962) notion
that the impoverished linguistie background of lower class ;':hildren, and
thé way they speak in contrast to the way middle class teachers speak,
put them at a gross diéadvantage in school. Frender was interested in
~ determining whether, among children of lower class, differences in school

| performance could be attributed to differences in speqch .patterns and
language ability. After careful selection a'nd control, ‘he worked with a
sample of 32 th:.rd grade French Canadian boys. The sucvcessful group oone
sisted of 16 boys with grade averages of B or higher, and the unsuccessful
group consisted of 16 boys with grade averages of C or lower. The two
groufas'were selected to be equai in non-verbal I.Q. (Multimental, non=
language) and in Blishen SES. The boys were chosen fram schools in very

. low socioeconomic areas of Greater Montreal and all of them came from
homes of Blishen levels 5, 6, or 7.

Frender found that even though the two groups were the same with
respect to non-v.erbal I.Q. their verbal I.Q. scores 'differed significantly
(Table 12), support:ing the éontention that their handicap is primarily |
a language difficulty rather than one of intellectua.l‘ capaci‘l%*{. Frender,
using the same speech rating categories as used in this study, found that
the successful third-graderg differed signii"igantly from the unsuccessful
onés on intonation'variables, but not on accent, articulation, or accuracy

of pronunciation. These same variables, it will be recalled (see Table 10

e
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Table 12. Verbal and Non-verbal I.Q., and Speech Performance of Successful
and Unsuccessful Low SES French Canadian 3rd Grade Boys (from Frender, .1968)

Group With Group With
Grade Average | Grade Average | Significance
of wB" or of "Cv" or Level of the
: Above Below Difference
Non-verbal I.Q. ‘ ,
(Multimental) 109 107 NeSe
Verbal I.Q. Raw Score
(Pintner-Durost) 80 69 -001
Speech Performance
" Variables.
| 3
Pronunciation: :
1) Articulate 5.9 5.9 NeSe
2) Accurate 5.5 5.6 NeSe
“Accent:
3) Continental 0 6.1 NeSe
Speed of speech: :
.4) Rapid 3.0 4.3 .01
Intonation: _
5) Much 2.2 . 5.1 .01
6) Appropriate 3.2 545 .01
Characteristics of voice:
7) High pitch 4.0 5.5 .05
8) Not hoarse ) L b2 5.2 NeSe
Characteristics of speaker
expressed in voice:
10) Confident 2.5 L2 .05
(opposite is nervous)
11) Fluent 4.0 4.3 NeSe

Note.- The figures given for speech variables are group medians, while

those for the two I.Q. tests are means.

The smaller the median on the -

spesch performance variables, the more the positive trait listed was

attributed to that group.

The medians were tested for significance with

the Mann-Whitney U Test (Ferguson, 1966, pp. 358-362.) Those differences
that do not reach the required level of significance (.05) are labelled

n.s. "
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| -and Figure 13), were found_to be very highlj correlated with each other .
‘when applied to the voices of adult males, while Frender found that his
successful and unsuccessful students differ on intonation only. It is
very likely that accent, pronunciation and articulation are determined
very much by the way a child learns language (and from whom he learns it),
whereas intonation, which Lote (1919) regards as expressivity, is determined
much more by the 'child'e own personality and values. Since ali of the
children in Frender's study came from the same SES level, they were alike
on those speech variables (accent, pronunciation, etc.) that depend most
upon their milieu of speech acquisition. Their differences of motivation
showed up in the expressivity speech va.r:.ables.9 It would be interesting
now to study brothers who differ in school performance to see if they would
fit the same pattern. This would be an important step toward finding what
it is that makes a person upwardly mobile. |

Members of the successful group were also found to be more confident

(as opposed to hesitant and nervous), to speak faster and to speak with
higher-‘pif.ched voices. Confidence is clearly expressive of personali‘by,'

- but pitech is thought of as be:'mg a | genetic or physiological characteristic.
But why should a high success-in-school group have consistently higher-

pitched voices than a low success-in-school group? One possible answer

2 It is still not clear whether a boy does better in school because he
intonates more and is more expressive, or whether he dares 1o be more ex-
pressive and is more confident in his speech because he is successful in
school. At least Frender has ruled out to some extent the possibility
that both success and intonation are caused by greater intelligence, since
the two groups were equal on non-verbal I.Q.
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' ié vBoudIV-ealt's finding fhat gz;eater intonation (expressivity.') makes the
voice sound" higherfpitched.' Another possibility is that the low success
group is unconsciously striving .to be overly-masculirle, but this would
g.lso mean that the low group should be hoarser. Actually the low group is
somewhat hoarser and the differénce between the two group medians is quite
sizable. (Frender used only one linguistic rater, which made it necessary
" to use a less powerful statistic to test 't.he difference, but even at that,

the U test result is very close to that required for the .05 level.) Since

there is probably much more variance in voice pitch among adult males than

among third grade boys, and since hoarseness would 'p‘robably becgme more
extreme .a,fter years of."misuse" of the voice, it is very possible that
striwiing for masculinity would express itself more as lowered pitch in the
early years, and as hoarseness in later years. Rousey and Moriarty (1965)
point o;x't; 'Ehat often "physiological" hoarseness is actually due to vocal
nodules (éfowths on the vocal cords) which laryngologists c<‘>ns‘_1der to be
the result of voszal misuse. It may be that a boy who strives to ‘be overly
masculine lowers his voice more in earlier years, but then lets his voice
return to normal later in life, but the hoarseness remai.ﬁs, thus making
piteh more important as an index in earlier years and hoarseness in later
years. . |

It could be quite confidently predicted thaf the children in the
high success-in-school group wiil go to school longer and end up in higher
SES levels thaﬁ will the low school-success group. In sociological terms
it could be said that although the high success students of Frender's

study come from a lower class '{mem‘bership group", their "reference group"
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(wh:.ch is probably their future "membersh:.p group") is at the nmiddle or
upper social class levels.
The first step in their upward mobility is that of adopting scme of
the values of the upper ‘group (Like the value of educational success).
These values are expressed in such speech characteristics s8s greater inton-
ation. Their greater agreement (as compared to other students who lack this
. value orientation) with the_ tea.cher and the educational system in general,
both in values and in mode:of expression, make for success in school,.as
doee t;heir heightened motivation for schoolwork, which is 1n turn fef.‘lected
. in more confident ahd fluent speech, i.e., a lack of hesitation and nervous-
ness. If a yoﬁng man of lower class is sﬁccessful enough in school to
fine;l.ly atiend university, it is very likely that he will have much contact
with upper class French Canadian accent, pronunciation, and erticulation, e.nd
will strive to adopt j.t. Just howb successful .the upward mobiles are at
changing their acce};t; pronunciation, and articulation is an important -
problem for researeh, but the hypothesized events of the foregoir;g passage
would explain why these pronunciation and accent variables are sti'ongly
related to the intonation ones and also to high SES, education and success
in adult males, while successful young boys of low SES background have
only intonation, piteh and confidence. Intonation, pitch and confidence.
are the first steps in upward mobility because they are easier to change,
whereas modifications ofaaccent, i:r,onunciation, and articulation may. take
years (and perhaps they can't be completely changed).

Frender also compared the two groups on need for achievement by means
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of‘McClelland's_(1958) ring-toss test and féund the successful-in-school
group to be higher in need for achievement.than the unsuccessful groﬁp,'
which points out that the upper class values which express theﬁselves in |
the speech of the sucgessful groupiof third grade students ape probably
closely linked tq, if not the same as, the value system which McClelland
calls "need for achievement." McClelland calls it "need" for achieve-
ment rather.than “value of achievemént," suggesting that it impelsAthe
person to. action. Just as hungex; is the motivating force for food-seeking
behavior, McClelland posits that this need is the very powerful motivating
force for #ohievement behavior.

From‘McCIelland's work it is not clear what motivates the other kind
of behavior, the kind that typifies the third grade boys who think tho
ngrade A kids" are sissies and "teacher's pets", the boys who quif school
after three or four years and take whatever work théy can. The finding
of deeper-éitched voices among the unsuccessful-in-school group guggests

~that masculinitj is an important value for them. A "need for masculinity"
should motivate them to do scme rather grown up and masculine things, such
as dropping out of school (where.they don't do well in any case) and getting
a job at an early age. Rousey and.Moriart& (1965) have further suggested
that this subconscious lowering of the voice "may result from prematuré
attempts at expressions of sexuality," suggesting that there may be some
truth in the common idea that promiscuity is earlier among a self-selected
subgroup of the lower classes. |

It has been established that speech differences parallel motivational
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or value differences, but the question remaihs as to which antecedentsv
bring about b@th the value‘diiferences and the speech differences. :
Winterbottom (1953) has found that children with a high need for achieve-
" ment were trained by their motheré to be independent at an early age,
-ahd perhaps similar differences in child training are the basis of speech
differences. Peer group influences also need to be»exylored.

SES levels of speakers' fathers. In the preceeding paragraphs

evidence has been giVen that upwardly mobile French Canadian males undergo
a'éhange ih speech patterns which.paréllels their change in SES level.
Table 13 shows that there is also evideneé that the upwérdly'mobile pefson
partially retains some of his former speech characteristics. Between 25%
and 30% of the variance (comparable to correlation coefficients of .50 to
.55) in the accent variables (nﬁmbers 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6) and even more
variance in pitch and hoarseness are accounted for when the speakers are

: categofized according to their fathers' occupational SES levels. Lest
someone argue that these results are due to the correspondence between the
SES levels.of the speakers and their fathers, it must be emphasized that
the SES levels of the adult male speakers of this study and that of their
fathers correlate only .42 (about 16% commén variance), the relationship
being much weaker than the relatiénship between their speech and their.
fathers' SES levels. These results suggest that accent and the pitch and
hoarseness characteristics are at least partly passed on from f#ther to son.

Although it has now been suggested that the speech of adult male French

Canadians_is detefmined to some extent by the SES level of their fathers{
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Table 13. Linéuistic Ratings of Father Speakers Analyzed
According to Their Fathers' Occupational SES levels

Groupings According to Speakers!
Fathers*' Occupational SES Levels
total B vs. CD Cvs. D

A. Linguistic Ratings. %v | B CD| %v|X2| C D | %v| X2
Prononciation:

1) Articulde, marqufe 26 [2.9%kxl,2 | (251 % 14,3 4.6 .01
2) Juste , «27 {3.8%x%5.5 | .26] % |44 6.01}.01
Accent: ,

3) Continental : ] W24 15.8%¥xb.h | J2U4 6.4 6.5} .00

" Vitesse du monologue: :
Raeide : .00 3.8 3.9 .00 v LI'-O 309 -OO

Intonations C ‘

55ABeaucouB 229 13.7%x%5. 4 | 24 5.6 **4.7ri .05
6) Juste : 20 jl4bwnng 7 | 24 5.8 5.7 1.00

- Particularités de la voix: ‘ :

7) Aigus . 36 4.4 4.9 .04 5o 1k#%x3,8r] .32
8) Douce (Ratyue) 31 i3.7 " 4.31.08 Lol *%x5,1 .23
9) Peu haletante 04 §3.1 3.7 | .04 3.6 3.91.00
Particularités de

1'individus A

10) Assure et ditendu OB 3.5 * 4.3 .04 4.2 4.4 1.00
11) Mots coulent sans .01 4.2 4.6 ].01 L.,6 4.7 §.00

acerocs -

B. Linguistic Tallies.

12) Canadianisms .30 i7.2 * 8.9 { .30 8.8 9.31.00
13) Mispronunciations .00 10,9 0.9 }.00 0.8 1.2 .00
14) Hesitations .00 10.9 0.91.00 1.0 0.7 1.00
15) Time for passage .03 j150%*%160 | .01 157%%%169 | .02

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Tables &4, 9, and 1l. See
Table 4 for a detailed explanation of symbols.
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it must be reinembere_d that their speech is éveh more si;'.rongly rélated to
their own SES level, especially on the accént vafiables on which between
70% and 95% éf the variance is accounted for by the speakers' SES levels.
On the basis of this evidende, it could be concluded that a person's accent: |
(ihcluding articulatioh, pronunciation and intohation) is much more a |

| function of the SES level he himself attains, with the SES level he was

born into maintaining only a slight influence.

It is i:articularly interesting-:that the major difference in the accent
that.a father ﬁaéses on to his son is between the speakers whose fathers
were of SES category B as opposed to those whose fathers were of categories
C and D. No difference shows ‘up between those whose i‘a:thei's were category
C as compared to. those whose fathers were of category D in the accent they
pass on to their sons. It will be remembered that the major:difference in
accent according to Speakers' own SES.is also at the AB - CD split. On the
other hand, pitch and hoarsene;s’s seem to be speech variables ozi.which speake
ers whose fathers were of SES categbry D differ from speakérs irhose i‘a"chers
were of category C. The sx;eakers whose fathers are from category D are

hoarser but have higher-pitched voices than those whose fathers are from

category C. If it were not for this reversal on pitch, it would be a clear‘
case of masculine striving being 'passed on by category D fathers. As it
.t.urns out, it is very difficult to explgin.

When speakers' own SES levels are considered, this same reversal on
pitch is found, with category D speakers having higher-bitched voices and

also more intonation (#5), less nervous (#10) and more fluent (#11) speech
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than category C speakers (Table 9). In the next section.we will discuss
the relationship between speech patterns and personality judgmeﬁts and it
will be demonstrated that these C - D reversals according to speakers!'
own SES cetegories are due mainly to the overeducated speakers D1l and D2,
and it may be that the complication inlpitch iﬁheritance also centers
around thése speakers. Perhaps iﬁ future work; many of the answers to
‘the question of what causes speech differences-will be foﬁnd in detailed
study of people like Dl and D2 who are exceptions to the usual rule of

correspondence between.education and SES.
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Speech Patterns and Personality.

Figure 17 shows graphically how speakers' received ratings on the
speech variables aré correlated with their received ratings on benevolence
and competence, the two factors of personality judgment. It is not sur-

prising that most of the 15 speech variables are highly correlated with

the competence dimension, since théy were chosen to be important differ-

entiators of high and low SES. It is also not surprising that none of them

" correspond closely to the benevolence factor, since, in the analysis of
the 15 speech variables, it was found that most of the variables correlate

' quite highly with one another, and those few that were scmewhat independent

of the others didn't form 2 clear second factor..

The varia.bles in general that are highly related to competence are
those that involv.e accuracy of speech (pronunciation and intonation),
Continental-style accent, fluéncy, and total reading time. Fr‘ur variables
are moderately related to benevolence. In general the speakers that are
judged to be benevolent are more expressive (intonate more, #5), hafre
fewer hesitations (#14), sound less nervous. (#10), and‘pronounce more
a_rticulatelf (#1).

Ré.te of speaking (#4), and pitch (#7), tally of Canadianisms (#12)
and hoarseness (#85 have much variance which is not common with the 'bw6
factors (that is, they have much unique variance), suggesting that these
speech dimensions are either not \fery related to the personality judgments
made or else they are related in a complex way.— (Notice how short the

vectors for these speech variables are in Figure 17.)
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Gz;aph of the Correlations Between Speech Variables

“and the Two Factors of Personality Judgement for Father Speakers

- Figure 1?.'

4o
-3
- 'm .LnO,.,.,E..:
e 1 5
- . -~ BN
SERS
\.k \l 4 o , - a
(e (T - e
.\N\Q\ K ‘
", @ ‘
by, 2. .
2%y Pl
Dvm. w
Ao . u?
i o
ﬂ ; ¢d/ .
W\CQ\ m... 9.4 v
- VN°¢WN¢\ 3 vﬁ\thm\s\ Qd.n/p u\w-ﬂw§ﬁw.mx“
Y 4N, <4 T e prov¥
@\\«%wmx ) v ars® ay P 4
o Y 4oy, w o M@ <
A h\ .“
(2 ﬁn\x&&& \Nc...:.f Jda o T g
o, A .-.‘*SO.U S Y
.\%%,\.ESEOLQ “.%ﬁxwubur\.ulﬂ..ﬂ!n — I~ M
~4 N . : I a
<
& Uoey b, -
Tl s
vay 2
A
\VNQ\\WWLQ
- &ox.s\
MO 5y Fat,
VS&*&! &OQ:N.
%,
. 2,
%% X
J*Inu \&.«\ ’ .ﬁnwv VN?O \\\b\v\
w A
. e T m\.@v N
- W l\y w
- <
) N
- of ™
. Ol 1 = _
e, -~ < e a -
e ader <

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Most of the speech differences as well as differences in received
rgting on the personality variables occur at the AB - CD split. Some
speech variables we?é foun& (Table 9) tc.differentiate between the two
léwer SES categories, category C and category D, bufithe pradioted direc-
tion of the difference betwsen these two groups on ‘these variables was
reversed. That is, category‘D, the lowest SES group was actually higher

~ than category C on'améunt of intonation (#5), they were not as hesitant
and nervous- (#10), they were more fluent (#11), and théir voies were
judged to be higher in pitch (#7). This same reversal wgé also fou.d in
those few personality adjectives (Table 4) that differed for these groups.
The Ds were rated more sir de ;oi than Cs andmore fiable, although they . |
were xjated less fort. These differences on both the speech i'ating level v

and the personality rating level might be due to Dl and D2, the woveredu-

cated" category D speakers, since education is quite highly and positively

related to all of the speech variables except pitch (see Table 11), and

to the personality adjectives gﬁﬁrde soi, fiable, and fort (see Table l of
Appendix B). (Note that fort goes against the present argument since,

though it corresponds positively to education, the Ds are not higher on it

than are the Cs.)

~ The ofdering of speakers on each speech variable (Table 14) supports
the idea that D1 and D2 account for these differences. Dl and D2 are
rated as less hesitant and nervous (#10), more'f%uent (#11), and their
voices are higher-pitched (#7) than all of the Cs. Also they have more

intonation (#5) than all but one of the Cs. If Dl and D2 were dropped

T~
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Table 14. Ordering of Speakers on Each of the 1) Speech Variables

1) Articulate
pronunciation

2) Accurate
pronunciation

3) Continental
French accent

4) Rapid
speech

5) Much
intonation

6) Appropriate
intonation

7) High pitch

8) Soft voice

9) Not breatﬁy'
10) Assured

11) Smooth, fluent

speech. .

. 12) Few

Canadianisms
13) Few mise~

pronunciations

14) Few .
hesitations

15) Short time
for passage

Speaker Order
1234 5.6 7.8 910111213 1415 16 17 18 19 20

B6 A3 A2 Al B5 B3 B2 B4 C1 D1 Ck C6 Bl C5 D2 D5 C3 D6 C2 Db
A3 Al A2 B6 B2 B3 B5 B4 Bl D1 C6 D2 C4 C3 C2 D5 C1 D6 C5 Db

B6 A2 A3 B4 B3 BS B2 Al Bl C6 c4 D2 D1 C3 C2 C1 DS D6 D4 C5

Bl C2 A2 C3 D2 D1 C5 B¥ D6 A3 B2 B6 Al B5 D5 C6 B3 C1 C4 Db .

B6 A3 D6 B3 A2 D1 BS5 Al B2 B C4 D2 BL C1 €2 C6 C3 D5 C5 D
B6 B3 A2 A3 B2 B5 BY AL D1 D2 B6 CA C6 BL D5 €2 C3 C5 CL D¥
Al D6 D2 B4 D1 A2 D5 Cl C3 Bl B6 C4 B3 B5 D¥ C2 C5 B2 A3 o6
BL DI A3 AZ BS D2 CL Dk B6 B3 BY B2 G2 AL Ok D5 C6 C3 C5 D6

B6 B2 A2 B5 D1 B3 AL B4 D2 C3 C¥ Bl D6 C6 A3 C2 D5 C5 D& Cl

B2 B3 B6 A2 D1 B5 Al D6 Bl BY D2 C4 C6 A3 C3 C5 D5 C2 C1 Db

B3 B2 B5 D1 A2 Al D6 B6 B4 D2 Bl C3 C6 A3 C4 D5 C5 C2 C1 Db

A3 BS B6 Bl C6 D& C2 D2 B2 D6 A2 D5 Al B3 C4 €3 D1 BY C5 C1
Al A2 B3 B B2 C2 C3 DL B5 Cb C6 A3 B1 D2 D5 CL B C5 Db D6
Al A2 B2 B3 D1 BY B D6 BL €3 D2 B6 Ok G5 G6 C1 G2 D5 A3 Db
¢3 Bl A2 DI B2 Bl D2 C2 BS A3 AL B6 B3 D6 C5 C6 C& C1 D5 D4

Inarticulate
pronunciation
Inaccurate
pronunciation

Canadian French
accent

Slow speech

Little :
intonation
Inappropriate
intonation

Bass pitch

Hoarse voice
Breathy
Hesitant and

nervous
Stumbles over

" words -

Many |
Canadianisms
Many mis-
pronunciations
Many
hesitations
Long time
for passage
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from the analysis; the differences between Cs and Ds would probably not
be significant and if anything the Cs wowld be higher.

B However, notice 'bhat‘one other category D speaker, D6, is also rated
higher than all of the Cs on each of ‘these intonation and confidence
speech vgri#bles,‘ yet he has ofxly had seven years of education. D6
differs from Dl-and‘DZ in his received speech ratings in that helis lower
on articulateness and aﬁcuracy of pronunciation (#1 and #2), and he has
a more f&'ench Canadian- accent (#3). Pronunciation: accuracy _and accent,
accordihg to Figure 7 are purely competence, while amount of intonatién
(#5) aﬁd the hesit#nt-nervous variable (#10) reflect benevolence as well
as campetence (with the nervous person being,un-ﬁenevolent), so it should
be expected from these speech variaﬁle orderings that D6 would'ﬁe lower
on the factor of competenée in his personality ratings (Figure 9) than Dl .
and D2, and equal on the benevolence factor. He is lower on competence,
and actually somewhat higher on benevolence. '

We now have the tentative hypoﬁhesis that judgmenté of competence are
made from accent and pronunciation accuracy and articulation, whiie Judg-
ments of benevolence are made from intonation, fluency, and nervousness.
Dl ié theAlowest of all speakers on all of the speech variables‘excebt a
few like pitch and hoarseness,_and he is also the extreme lowest on bofh
competence and benevolence personality factors, giving further support to
~the hypothesis. However, as shown iﬁ Figure 1?, variables\like amount of
intonation and nervousness only correspond roughly to bbnevolencé,.aﬁd h

many of the speaker orderings violate the tentative hypothesis. For

-
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example, C5 is one of the lowest on amount of intonation (#5), and flﬁency
(#11), and he is one of the most nervous (#10); and yet he is higher -than
any speaker én the benevolence factor. At this point it is not obvious |
what aspects of épeech raters use for their judgments on the benevolence
dimension; but it seems that the rules they do use are rather complex.

Certain hypotheses can be suggested by making comparisons of spea_kers ‘
of 6f>posite positi‘ons. on the benevolence pe_rsonality dimension. C5 and D&
‘are éxfreme'oppositéé on the bene#oiénce dimension, and yet in terms of :
speaker orderings on the #peech variables.they'are.almost fhe same. They
are both very inaccurate and inarticulate in their pronunciation, neither is
fluent, both are nervous and intonate very little, but ihey do differ in
that C5, the "bene.volent" speaker, gives the impressibn of speaking much
~ faster (#4), has a hoarser voiée (#8), and uses more Canadianisms (#12).
It may'be that when two speakérs are equally inaccurate in inarticulate
in their pronunciation, and equaily low in améunt of intonation and fluency
of.speech, the one who uses more of the local pronunciations will be
judged to be more benevolent. (Perhaps the other will sound like he is
"putting on"‘thé more Continental pronunciation.)
The judgments of competence are quite‘clearly‘and linearly related to
- a number of speech indices, and show up with simple correlation, but such
a gross technique is of very little help in understanding judgménts of
benevolence. The information of Table 6 (in an earlier'section of this
ch;pter) further suggests that judgments of benevolence are relatively

idiosyncratic, since raters show little agreement in their ratings on
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Béhevolencevadjgctives. From £his finding it looks as if judgmeﬁts of
" benevoience are not only derived frqm complex combinations of speech
dimensions, but are also very much affected by differences among those
who are making -the judgments.
Ohe genqpal princip}e doesAemerge with respect to the benevolence
dimension, but iiiqoﬁcerns lafge.gréups rather than individuals. As was

hypothesized in a previous section, raters see members of their own

~ eultural group as being more benevolent than members of other cultﬁral .o

groups. In Lambert's (19605'work referred to earlier, he found that'both
- French and‘Eﬂglish Canadians rated French Canadian;llowér than English
lCanadians on competence adjectives, but each rated their own grdup higher
on benevolence adjeetives. Similar findings.were obtained with a compari-
" son of Jewish and gentile éol}.ege students (Anis.feld,z 1962). It will be
-noted‘that an exception to this principle was found in a previous section.
French Continentais were rated higher by French Canadians on benevolence
than were'other French Canadians and the principle was restated to the.

effect that the cultural group with which the rater identifies most strongly

(his own culture or another) will be rated highest on benevolence.

It seems that not only do French Canadian raters have high agreement
among themselves concerning the relative campetence of various French
‘ Canadién speakers but even between two ethnic groups there is agreement as
to the relative competence of the groups; éven to the extent that members
of oﬁe'group will state that representatives of their own group are less

competeht than representatives of gnother groups The basis of bomparing
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| ethnic groups on benevolence seems to be more ethnocentrie with each
favoring his o (or one that he identifies highly with). Pérhaps the
same principle will be found to operate in the perception of benevolence
for different members:within a group. Maybe those speakers whose speech
' is most similar to that of the rater are judged to be more benevolent.

. Conclusions from linguistic and personality-rating analyses. _The

differences bstween upper and lower . class Frepch Canadian speeéh generally
seem to center arouﬂd the'same dimensions that differentiate French Cénadie

: aﬁs from Continental French, with upper class French Canadians being higher
than loﬁer class Freﬁch Canadians but considerably lower than the Continental
French on these dimensions. | o

This French Canadian - Continental French speech dimension is also very

closely linked td the ?ating a speaker will receive on.the competence dimen-
sion. That is, the more. continental a person sounds the more competent he
is judged to.be. Two alterﬁative hypotheses coﬁld be put forth to‘account‘
for this: | |

Hypothesis I. French Canadian is an inherently inferior dialect because

it has evolved from a rural population and by a *melting together" of many

other patois or dialects, whereas the standard French of France-was develop-

ed as 2 language of royalty and of the educated elite, much more indepen-

dent of other dialects, and was later adopted by the genefal populace. If
the French Canadian breathiness, heaviness of rhythm and relative lack of
articulation is really expressive of a "laziness" in speech as Gendron (1966)

says it is, then this might be evidence that French Canadian is a dialect -
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of the lower classes and is inférior to Continental French. This could
be tested by having French speakeré from Canada and France of equal SES
levels rated on persénality and lingqistic dimensions by rateré who are
entirely unacquainted with the French language. ;f French Canadian is a
lazier form of speech, it éhould be rated so by these "naive® raters (as

" it was found to be by the French-speakihg raters of this study).

Hypothesis IT. The second possibility and the one that Seems more likely,

is that the higher ratings by French Canadians.of Continental French speech

are reflections of the relative prestige of the two cultures, France and

French Canada, in the eyes of French Canadians.

In line with the éecond hypothesisa Gendron's contention (1966) that
upper class French Canadiaps try to make their spéech like Continental
French speech suggests that the Continéntai French_culturg is given much
deference by Frezch Canadians. | ‘

I% could be argued that just showing that the speech‘of upper-class
members of French Canadian society is more similar to the.prestige of
standard dialect of France than it is to the speech of lower-p;ass French
Canadians doesn’t show tha£ they are imitating the speech of France. It
is probaBly the case in>moét languages that upper class members of various

dialectal regions are more similar in their speech than lower class members

of the same regions. But then, upper class Americans in different regions’
such as New England and the South don't seem to share the same “standard®
form of English, nor do they seem to have much linguistic similarity with the

upper class of England. Tt may be thaf the extent to which one dialect is
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uwniversal as the "standard form® of the language is expressive of imbalance

o

in the relative prestige or status of the dialect rggiéﬁs in the minds of
the speakers of the language. For examplé, the U. S. is probably much
more equai in status.tO'Grégt Britain (in the eyes of both groups involved)

than is French Canada to France. It is hypothesized that a dialect region

will develop a unigue “prestige dialect! of its own onlyvto the extent that

the members of that region feel équal to other dialect regions (in particu-

lar to the older regions from which the "standard formt derives). It is |

‘ important to note that Labov (1966) has found that the older generations of
.New York's elite modelled their speech upon that of upper~class New England-

ers, but the younger generation of ellte model thelr speech upon that of

the upper class groups of the midwest. ~In both cases the speech is modelled

upon féllow;countrymen.

The patois of Ile deFrance became the standard form of French because

of the 1mportance of Parls as a center of trade first and 1ater of culture
and education (Barbeau, 1939). "Standard French,® or the patois of Ile .
déFrance became the langﬁage of royaltyvin other countiies (Prués@a and
‘Russia, for example) and was fgr many -years the 1anguége of the learned in
Europe. It only became adopted bj-thevgeperal populace in France és late
2s the 1800'5.‘ That may make it even more difficult for new “prestige
dialects" of French to emefge. -

. There are érobably othe£ réasoﬁs for the acceptance of France's
“standard form" as the standard form in French Canada. There are some

very obvious differences between the histories of the French and English
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speaking péoples on this continent, which could explain why American and
maybe even English Canadians have developed their own "prestigé dialects"

(if it is true that they have) while French Canade has kept the French of

" the mother as its "standard form.®

The Frénch have grown up in Americé as a minority gréup dependenﬁ‘upoé
Ehglish Canéda, first as political subjugates and later as.economic depen-
dents. One of the majép differences is that of industrialization. More
than énything else, . it is”probably the economic prosperity from industri-
. #lization that has made English America feel ;fesumptuoﬁs enough‘to assert
itself as equal with the established countries of Burope. Perhaps because
of this the United States declaréd linguistic indepéndégce fron the mother’
' - country és'well asApolitical. It is likely that the new country with its
expanding economy and increaéing world eminence had'enough self esteem to
emphasize her own culture apart from the total English speéking culfure and
to develop hef own “standard forms® éf English. Industrialization has been
a very recent development in.Quebec, and. "has been financed,:directed, and
" controlled from the ocutside® (Lamontagne'and,Fauchef, 1953), and French
Canada has probably not felt quite as justified in asserting'herself lin-
guistically. | . _

Wéber'é hypothesis holds that Protestantism is the major cause of
- industrialization and economic grbwth; McClelland (1961) has amassed im-
pressive amounts of data in support of Weber and has demonstrated how
Protestant child training practices'create the entreprgneurs who bring

about this industrialization. This, along with the example of other
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Catholic countries in America $uggests that even if French Canada had
grown as an independent country on this continent; she would have been
very slow and very 1;te in industrializing. (Perhaps even slowér than.she
has been since most of her industry has been backed by U. S. and English
Canadian capital.) |

it is hypothesized that since industrial and economic growth in newer
countries lead to a-feeiing of.culturél equality with the mother countries,

and since as McClelland has shown, Catﬁolic countries are slow to indus-

trialize, Catholic countries or ethnic groups within a country will tend

to feel nore culturally'subordinate to the mother country'than Protestant

countries will, and this feeling will be expressed in their tendency to

retain the prestige‘dialect of the mother countryv as their "standard form.w

Other factors of conservatism, such as the emphasis upon tradition and
classical education and the older professions (doctor, lawyer, etc.) rather
than industrial professions would tend to strengthen this linguistic depen-

dence. It is further hypdthesized that Catholic countries or ethnic groups

within 2 country will use members of the mother coﬁntry as their reference

group (in sociological terms) more than will Protestant countries. An addi-

- tional general‘hypothesis suggests itself from our findings: that newer

Catholic countries or ethnic groups within a country will consider them-

selves to be less competent but more benevolent than their Protestant

neighbors but lower on both the competence and the benevolence dimensions

than members of their "mother culture.®

A
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Differences Among Rater Groups.

Comparisons Among Schools. The emphasis in personality judgments up

io now has been primarily upon the general tyends that run tﬁrough French
Canadian eleventh grade boys as & whoie.A N&w that somo of the 1inguiatic
bases of these Judgments (at least those of the competence d;men51on) have
been established, the total group of - French Canadlan boys will be broken
down into sub-groups in order to compare the different ways each group
interp?ets the linguistic cues. |

‘As discussed ih the methodvchapkér, the raters were taken from thfee
schools located in three different éreas of Moﬁtreal. ,(Refer back to
Table 3, Chapter II for a description of the differences among the schools. )
Figure 18 shows'the'factor.analyéis pattern (relationships between the
ad jectives ﬁnd the two factors, competence and benevolence) for the ratings
of father spsakers given by boys from School 1 (high SES private échool
with a Continental French orientation.) Figure 19 and Figgre 20 display
the factor patterns for School 2 (high SES public school) and School 3
<1ow SES public school) respectivély.

It might be expected that School 1 and School 2 Wouldgbe most alike
in thei? rating patterns gince they are at least of the same general SES

level. However, the factor patterns show that it is the Continental French

oriented private school (School 1) and the low SES school (School 3) that

are most similar in their rating patterns. They both consider benevolence
to be relatively independent of competence as shown by the position of

P

such adjectives as gentil and aimable. This is the same pattern that is
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Figure 18. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Father Speakers By Raters from School 1
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Figure 19, Graph -oi‘v the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Father Speskers by Raters from School 2
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Figure 20. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Father Speakers by Raters from School 3
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found when all of the raters in all three schools are pooled together
(Figure 8). The raters from School 2 are different in thét for'thém
competence and benevolence afe highly correlated.
When the rating® received by each SES group of speakers are compared

for each of these schools (Tables 2, 3, and 4 of Appendix B), raters
from 21l three schools agree in rating the upper SES level speakers
higher than those of lower SES on competence adjectives, and for each .
school the competence factor positions of speakers correspond very well

. with their relative SES levels (see Figures 21, 22, and 23). For School 1
and School 3 the benevolence édjectives are independent of SES categories
on thé whéle'(as would be expected'sipcg the benevolence factor is indepen-
dent of the competence factor), but not for School 2. On geﬁtii, the most
distinctive adjedtive of the benevolence factor, School 2 rates the upper
SES speakers significantly higher than the low SES speakers. School 1
actual}y reverseé the ratinés-on this adjective with the lower SES speakers
being rated significéntly more gentil than the upper SES speakers. For
_School 3 the diéference between the two major SES groups on gentil is not
significant. |

The raters from School 3 are saying in effect that one's competence.

has nothing to do with one's benevolence, that there are benevolent and

| un-benevolent people from each éES level. Those from School ifare saying
about the same thing although they Suggest ihat incampetent people might
even be a little more gggzil than cqmpeteﬁt ocnes. In contrast, the ratérs

from the high SES public school, School 2, seem to be saying that those who
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| are more competent are also more benevolent, implying that benevolehce is
spread‘ a bii thin among those’ of loﬁ SES. Since raters frbm gchbol ‘2
generally come from the upper end of the SES scals, this is a rathef";
' egocentric; and uncharitable view for them to take. .
‘ Actua.lly, .t}'xe ‘School 2 boys are the ones whose ratings deviate least -
from what would be expected. When dealir;g with _inter-ethnic-group percep=-
'tions. it hé,s be'en' foﬁnd that raters from each group are in agreement as
to tﬁe z;elati_\re evaluations >o.f gréups on the campetence dimenéion, but
they disagree on ben'evoléhce, in that each thinks his own group is more
benevolent. If SES iwcls can be considered as "gi'oupa" in this same way,
the ratings of School 2 fit .this pattern very well.‘ They copsider their own
SES groué to be more benevolent than the working class. All three raier
groups agree that the "white céllar workers" are more competeni'; than the
working class (which is good evidence, incidently, that the SES scale is a
vertical one in everyone's eyes, even those from the lower levels). The
boys from the low SES Sehoél, School 3, are somewhat more charitable than
those from School 2, in that they consider benevolence to be independent
of SES, rather than maintaining that their own SES'gr'oup is more benevolent.
But School 1 boys, the ones fram the high SES private school, are the ones
whose behavior is'most intriguing; they reverse the pattern by considéring
the low SES speakers to be more gentil than speakers of their own SES group.
School 1 is a very high s'l;.atus private school with very stringent
academic requirements and with teachefs’ from Fr#hce; | (The high status of

French Continentals among French Canadians has already been established.)

| .
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Lo ‘01.1e might expect all.of this *.o make.for ~same rather snobby students, Sut
- the evidence here sugges"cs ‘that.perhaps it makes students who have more
of a regard if not a concern;for.the less'~e1.1¢cessﬁ:l and less fortunate.
of eouree’ there could be many alternative explanations. For example,
many of the students in this scho.ol' come from France, and it may be that
' because of not being members of the French Canadian culture they a'z*e more
: deteched and impartial in their judgments of French Canadian grouﬁs. Even
- the French Canadian students in the sehool may come to view th:mgs in a
- similar ways both because of the continental at.mosphere of the school and
also because of the peer group influence. The bicultural a'bnosphere of the‘
school (to the extent that French Canada and France are considered separate
cultures) may give students more of a *world view" as contrasted with the:
egocentrism expressed by School 2 raters. ' |
Another possibility is that those families who send their sons to
Schoel 1 are more established in the upper SES levels, and they as well as
theii' sone have less need to eﬁpha.size ‘their differentiation from lower
le#els. This fits well with the finding that the upwardly-striving middle-
class speakers ere most sensitive to iinguistic im;)ropriei:ies and often
overcompensate (I..abov,' 1966). These ideae" nee& further testing.
Figure 21 shows the relative scores of each father speaker on the
: cdnipetence and benevolence facters,*cemputed fram his average received ad-
jective ratingvs'givenl by bo&s from School 1. Figure 22 shows the sa.ﬁxe i‘ozj
ratings that .speakers received fram School 3. Raters from the two schools

agree with each other amazingly well in their evaluations of speakers on
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= Figure 21. Plotting of Each Father Spesker According to Eis
. Factor Position Received from School 1 Raters
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. Qj o | ' Figure 22. Plotting of Each Father Speaker Aoéording to His
o _ " Factor Position Received from School 3 Raters
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"~ these two factgrs. The major difference is that School 3 has less of
a tendency 'than’{;‘does School 1,. tﬁe Frenck_z-oriented private. school, to
give the Coni;ineptal French spéakers extremely high ratings.

This same diagram could not be made fbr Scixool 2 ratings, since
benevolence adjectives are highly correlated with pompetence for them |
and the .s_ec'ond ;factor doeé not therefore reflect benevolence. The second
factor is defir;ed by tﬁe two adjectives comique and _i:gr_g and seems ‘to make
little sense. H‘rable 15 ‘shows tha£ this second factor for School 2 only

© ageounts for 16.73% of the total variance in adjectives. (Since there are
20 adjeotives, this is about the same as the amount of variance in three
adjectives, which would be 15%.') In contrast,;.thé benevolence factor accounts ,

for 29.66% in the ratings from School 1 and 25.34% in the ratings from School

3e
Table 15. Percentages of Total Variance in Adjectives
Accounted for by Each Factor for Each Group of Raters
{ Total of Linguistic|
3 Schools | School 1 |School 2 {School 3 | Judges
Factor I 48.21% 48.81% 60.93% 45.12% 37.97%
Factor II 35.76% | 29.66% 16.73% 25.34% 23.71%
(Factor III) . - 14.38%
Total of Factors | 83:97% 78.47% | 77.664 | 7o.u6% | 76.06%
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| In ordé: to Show how speakers were ordered on competence ahd benevo-

lence by School 2, a graph similar to th? one uséd for the factor scores
of the ratings.of Schools 1 and 3 was m#de'using intelligent énd gentil
.(the dominant adjectives of the competence and behevolence factors).gs
axes. This graph for School 2 is given in'Figure 23. This same grgph'was
constructed for School 1 raﬁers (Figure 24) in order to shdw how well the
plottings on thesé two adjectives correspond to the plotiings on the

, cpmpetence and benevolence faétérs for that school (Figure 21). The two
.plottings for School 1 (Figures 21 and 24) give similar, althoﬁgh of course
not exactly the same, patterns; suggesting £hat Figure 23 giVeé a close
appréximation to School 2 boys!' ratihgs of speakers on competence énd
benevolence.

The most obvious feature of the plottings on intelligent and gentil

for School 2_is the high'correlation between the two dimensions: - almost
all high SES speakers are rated higﬁ on both intelligent and gentil, and
almost all low SES speakers Are'rated low on both. The correlation between
gentil aﬂd intelligent for Schooi 2 is .8}, whereas for School 1 it -is

" =e02. Aimable and‘sociible (also benevolence adjecti&es) correlate .76 and
«77 with intelligent for Schéol 2, but only .30 and .37 for School 1.

From Figure 23, it appears that School 2 raters give extremely high
ratings tolContinental French speakers on both of the two dimensions, much .
more than do School 3 raters, but still less thaﬁ raters from School 1 do.
However, in conside;ing speakers scores on the cémpetence dimension only,'

it appears that Schqol 2 raters pay even greater deference to the Continental
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Figure .23. . Plotting of Each Father Speaker According to His
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Figure 2%, Plotting of Each Father Speaker According to His

Ratings Received from School 1 on Intelligent and Gentil
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| French épeakers thén do School 1 rateré. ..The ordering of speakers on the
conipetenceﬂ' fa.ctor, from mést favo;'able 'to 1-““ i‘avora‘ble; ‘according to |
: School 2 raters is as follows. | |
EDEEDsw Az B2 B3 AL A3 86 DI BS €3 D2 B1 G2 06 Ch D6 DS C1 Db 05
~ with the three Continentals being the three highest. On the other hand
the ordering for School 1 is: | |
@D B+ §2)a3 A2 AL B3 B2(F))C3 DL B6 B5 D2 BL C6 C2 DS D6 Ck CL C5 D
and that for School 3 is: | ‘
@BLI-@M@AB B3 A2 B2 D1 Al €3 D2 C6 B5 Bl C2 D5 C! D6 C4 C5 D4
The final picture v:\.s that oh the competence dimension it 1s School 2 raters
who give the 'Con'biﬁenta]; French the higheét relative position as far as
rankings are concerned. Hcﬁever, ‘on benevolence it is School 1 that favors
the Continental French most, whiéh fits the“ hypothesis that raters consider,
their own group to be most benevolent (since some of the raters in School
1 are from France). However, the tendency to rate Continentals higher is
also present in School 2 ra;ters, and to a lesser extent in School 3 raters.
Iﬁ the ratings by School 2 and School 3 raters on the three main benevolence
adjeotives, gentil, sociable, and aimable, the difference between average
ratings of Continentals aﬁd those of upper class French Canadians favors
the Continentals in five out of the six cases (the six cases are the 3 adjec-
tives for each of the two schools'), w:.th four of the five cases being signi-
ficant. (See Tables 5, 6, and 7 of Appendix B.) In no' case is there a

reversal that is significant.

Perhaps the most important thing to'notice from the diagrams of speakers?
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: ' positn.ons on the :t‘actors for each school of raters (Figures 21,22, and .

23) is the agreement ‘between the schools not only as to. speakers' cotte
petence, but also beneévolence. Although the lingu:.st:.c detem:mants of
.the benevolence gudgment could not be clearly pointed out as they could
be for .competence, and although indiv;dual raters have low agreement :m.

~ their .ratings on beﬂevolence gdjectives, these diagrams‘ show that there
is an amézing]y high correspondenc; 'Bétween the general positions on the
two factors given speaker‘s'by one group of raters and t'hat' given them

-bjr another. Note particula:ély how: well speakers who are ‘extremely high
or 1ow‘on benevoience (1ike D4, D6, €5, C2, .Cll-, etc.) maintain their
positions on tha_t dimension. The major changes are dﬁe.to_ School 2's
tendency 4to regard low competence speakers as low on behevblence. Table

| 16 gives the intercorrelations between the factor scores received by
speakers in the judgments of each of th;e rater groups. Although the inter=-
correiations are higher for the campetence factor on the whole, they are
also moderately high for benevolence. Schoois 1 and 3 agree quite well in
their- judgments _of benevolence but School 2 has less agr‘eémen‘!_f-:_ with each
of them. It seems, . then, that there are some rather stable differer_x‘rf.'es
bétweeﬁ speé.kezrs in the benevolence impreséions they evoke, and although
individual rafc.ei's don't 'atgree highly in their assesments of benevolence, !
the same general 'pattern runs throug'h groups of raters. It will have to ~

. be theAtask of future research to discover the linguistic cues that" evoke |

the benevolence impressioh..

_Schools 1l and 3 still ‘seem to fit quite well the hypothetical implicit
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_Table 16. Intercorrelations Between Father Speakers!
Received Factor Scores from Each of the Rater Groups:

“Intercorrelations Among : . Tntercorrelations Among
Campetence Factor Scores ‘ Benevolence Factor Scores
| Rater Grdnps. © " Rater Groups
. Lin- | | . Lin-
" School Sechool guistic, , School School gu:‘x.si‘.i_ca
2 3 Judpes 2 3 Judges
R : ‘ IR o : '
a G| School 1 .95 . ,97 .80 a G|School 1 .33 75 .52b
tri . . o t r. ] . ) ) )
e o | School 2 : «93 .78 e o|School 2 - W55 «53
T . . - ru o .
- p|School 3 .78 p | School 3 ' 71

2 The ratings given voices by the linguistic Judges are d:.scussed in
the next subsect:.on.

Factor IT of the linguistic ;judges' ratings is used here as their
benevolence factor. Their Factor III is much less related to the benevolence

. factors for the three schools and seems to represent another d:unens:.on of
Judgment.

personality theory diagram of Figure 12. ﬁowever, the. diagrém will have
F:‘_to be modified somewhat for School 2 ratérs, since their personali‘ty‘_
theory doesn't seem to make allowar;ce for a group of low-;:ompeténce French
Canadians who are high on benevolence. (See Figure 25.) The English
Canadians prébablj still fit. the villian role (low benevolence and high
competence) fér this group of raters who seem to be high on ethnocentrism. |
According. tb the idea of Adorno, gt._Aa_l_. (1950) that prejudice is not
specific toward ohe gr§up, but is a general trait of the perceiver, the

boys fram School .2 would be expected to be higher than those of School 1l
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. ' Figure 25. }{vpothetic'al Implicit
Personality Theory of School 2 Boys

' Cwnfe.teni‘

C ontinentals

»‘ Benevo/en‘(’ |

Incom Fe'{‘e nt

and pérhaps even those of School 3 on-many'measnr.es’ of prejudice.
. A comparison‘ of Figures 1‘8, 19 and 20 shows tha."i:. raters fram School
2 consider religieux to be neéatively correlated with competence and -
independent of gentil, whereas the other two schools see it as being
" almost purely & benevolence diménsion; highly co;'related with g@_t_i];'and
independent of competence. This suggests that the raters from School 2

might also be more anticlerical in their attitudes.
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Table 17 shows the percentage of raters from each school who Judge '
each speaker to be from France. Surprisingly, School 1l raters don't seem
to be much better than e.\iren .those from the low SES school at detecting
. accent. Sinc§ ihgy_azfe more fami;iaf with the éontmental accent, and
| probably many of them even use it, it might be éxpécted that they could
differentiate it better. ‘However, the evidence here iﬁdicateé that the
Continental accent or style is quite familiar to those of all‘ SES levels

a.nd qu:Lte easﬂy dist:mguished by them. '
| ~ One question remains. Since low SES raters can recogm.ze the
differences ﬁetwéen Continental and Canadian speech and ‘since they seem
to bput more value on the Continental, why don't they imitate it as do
those fram the upper SES level.s? Probably many of them do or at least .
will. .Sijnce the raters ﬁsed in this study have already had more education .
than 64% of the lower SES level fathers in ~l;.he speaker sample of this

. study, it is likely that many of them will eventually became quite si'milar

‘Table 17. Percentage of Raters fram Each School
Who Judge Each Speaker to Be fram France

Speakers. .

. Bl F2 F3 AL 2 A3 BL B2 B3 B¢ B5 B
‘School 1 78% 834 87% 0%’26% W b 4 of _w% W% 178
Scool 2 84 506 0% 3 Uf M- 3% 0F oF 78 OF 1%
Schosl 3 9% 93% 93% 185 164 23% 106 7% 104 178 7% 10%
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to the upper SES group _bo’sh in occu'pational level and in speech. Probably
many of -these rater's are .the -\ipwardiy mobile French Canadians discussed
in the 1inguistic dii‘fefences sectioﬁ, since they have alfea&y progressed |
- further in sohoél than most of their fathers. It would be uaeful to know
-w'hAether men who have 'ende;i up in the lower SES ievels would be able to
récognize "t.he differance and would also favor the Csntinental accent (which
is similar to the upper-class accent in Canada) as the 4teen-age boys in
.  this study 516. | Even if they do favor it, the evidence from the linguistic
. differences‘ s_ect;i.on_suggesﬁs that many aspects of this accent, such as
‘,pronunciétion., are very difficult to master and require years vof contaoi
with those who speak it. To recognize a difference is probably a much
different matter than reproducing it, and also, as was expressed in the
previous ssct:.on, language style is expressive of value systems and will
| probablj' only change in conjunction with them. A construction worker who
starts talking like a French aristocrat would probably encounter st,i'o.x'lg |
pressure from his co-workers and family. Admiring c;r_ admitting the
superiority of a.no%;her group is not ths same as wanting to be like them,
or actually taking on their behavior. Shuy (1968) maintains_that manj
"ﬁon-standard" ‘usages are not deficiencies but rather a result of the speak=
er's "need to preserve noh-standsrd. for approi)riate sociai situations."

Personalify ratings by linguistic iudées.  The judges used i‘or the

l:mgulstn.c variable rat:mgs were all older and also further in their
educa.tion than the 10th and llth grade boys from the three schools (who

‘made the personahty ratings). Three of the group were graduate students
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" (a2 male from Algei'ia, a‘male from Quebec, and a i‘emale fram Quebec), a'.'nc-i'
the fourth wa.s an. actress from France in her m:x.d-'bwent:.es. Bei‘ore they
judged and scored the voices on the l:mguistic d:m-ens:Lons, they rated
the personality oi‘ each speaker on ‘the 20 ad;ject:wes in 'the same way as' :
the boys from the three schools had done. The factor pattern for. the .
ratmgs of father speakers by these 1ingun.stic Jjudges is given in Figure
26, ' | |

The'lihghistic judges consider gentil, poli and aimable to be highly

-related to one another but independentv'of adjeétives like sociable, sincere, '

and gontent, and a third factor is thus formed, The diagram of the first

two k‘factors‘ is very much _lilse .-t};ose,for the _competeﬁce and 'benevolénce '
factors found in the ratings by .French Canadian high school students, except
that the adjective - entil, which is most pure]z.y‘ expfeésive 'of beneﬁolence in -
the factor anaiysis diagrams for .high school students, now forms a separate
factor. (Gentil is for the linguistic judges, incidently, slightly nega-
tively corrélated with competenée.) Factor I still .reflec.ts c;ornpetence. ,
Notice in Table 16 t.hat Factor I fram the ratings._gf linguistic judges
correlates h:"Lghly with the competence factor for each of the three .schools, |
although not nearly as  highly as the cmripefence factors for the three schools |

correlate with one another._ If the factor line were made to pass right

through the center of the campetence adjecf.ives (:inteliigen‘t, sur de soi,
ambitieux, etc.) it wouldn't be independent of Factor II (which might be,
called social attractiveness) but samewhat positively corf_elé.ted with it.

Such adjectivgs a's sincdre, Jjuste ar;d courageux, which are expressive of
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Figure 26.

(Turn over ﬁage.)
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| Figure 26; Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personalit
-Adjective Ratings Given Father Speakers by Linguistic Judges - - Y

- S'ou;é/:c

o S.;;ICQ\re

P

~:-Fac'i'o-r's I an?f ]I

Note.~ See next page for second half of this figure.
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g personal intégri_ty’ are varying combinations of these two factors. Factor L
' IIT is expressive of benevolence 4n a much-narrav'rer ‘sense than in thé eaif.-
1ie§ patterns, since it consists mainly of entil, poli and aimable, ‘and
._ is quite independent of the three integrity adjectives mentioned. (The
intercorrelations of'lingﬂ;i.stic judges' Factor IT with the benevolence
factors for the three schools are quite high as shown in Table 16; The
intercorrela;tions‘ between linguistic judges Factor IIT and the benevolence -
| factors are not shown, but they ai-e quite low, between .05 and .29, showing
tha‘r; the ratings on Facfor_ II by Hnéuistio judges aije made on the same
basis that the raters from the three schools judge benevolence, but their
ratings on Factor III represent a neﬁ dimension of ;judgmen‘b.) Aima"ble din |
this vtl'aird factor seems to be more expressive of "admirable;' than "s’ociall.yj'
attractive," since it is almost entirely independent of the othér so;:ial
attractiveness adjectives. These raters who are older and more so;:histiéaﬁ'bed
seem to conceive of peopie in a more éomﬁlex‘way. mey cén imagine é pei'éon
being high on social attractiveness but not on kindness, or as being high on _ A
integrity but not kind.
The important }30:'1.111‘. here is not how many factors emerge, since the
number of factors is somewhat arbitrary. ;O The important point is how

much adjective variance is accounted for by each factor, and the relation-.'

- 10 e experimenter arbitrarily determines how many factors will emerge
in the factor analysis by specifying what percentage of the total variance
in adjectives he wants to have accounted fop by the factors. The specified

. percentage in this study was 70%. If it were set at 80%, probably one more
- factor would emerge in each factor analysis, corresponding to those adjec-

tives that have a lot of unique variance (like fort and religieux in the
factor pattern for School 3). .
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] ' ships between ad;]ectives (which ones are correlated with one another and
; with the factors a.nd which ones are not) Table 15 shows that the compet-
_ence factor accounts for more variance in the rat:mgs by boys from the three
schools than it does in the ~rat:mgs by vlinguivstic 4:judges, which means that -
theflﬁ.nguistic Jjudges are more complex in their Judgments, since competerxce
by itself doesn't explain as much for them as it does for the boys. It
takes three factors to account for the same percenfage of variance in
ratings by linguistic judges, as is accounted for in the retiifigs by
School 1 and School 2 bo'ys' with only two factors. But the most ifnportant
- evider'zce for a Vmore sophisticated rating style among the linguistic judges |
is the lack of correlation between some of the variables like gentil and .

o

'soc:.able that were correlated with one another (as the benevolence factor)
. in the boys ratings. | |
Future work. Observe fram l‘able 15 that the two factors from the -
factor analysis of the average of ratings by the total group of 85 r_aters
(31 raters each from Schools 1 and 2, and 23 raters fram School 3) account
for more variance in adjective r_atings than the factor analysis of any .
school separately. It may be that averaging the ratings of many people, |
as compared w:n.th the averaging of only a few people's ratn.ngs, will tend
. to make the average rat:mgs received on one adjective more like those
received on another. Hence, ‘the greeter diversity of adjective ratings ' ‘
(nore dimensions) in the case of the lingﬁistic, judges may be a result .
of having only four raters enter' into the avereging-of-ratings process.

Although same interesting differences among the ;‘ra.t:'mg styles of rating -
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B ” groups emerge i‘rom these analyses, it must be remembered that these |
o _.'factor analyses were performed on the. _average ratings given by a group L
- of people and may be an oversimplifn.cation of the :unpl:.c:.t per_sonal:.ty
_' theery_- of a.nar one person in that group. Hopei"ully.‘ such a procedire
'yielcls the commoh themes fha.t run tf;reugh' the rating styles of most
Am.e‘m‘bers of the group. The fbllow-uﬁ to this stpdj _muet include a care-
»ful Study of irdividual ra:t.i:ig styles and how they relate to these group
; results. ' ‘ | | |
| It must also be reﬁanbered that this analysis -represen'bs only one |
" of a multitude of ways of evaluating the data. There are many‘ofl,her fae-
- -,tor analytic me‘bhods bes:Ldes the Jacob:.-Kelly Principal Axis { olutlon
~ which was employed here,’ and other criter:.a of factor rotation that -':Jould
give sligh'b]y different 'resplts '.from. those that were obtained in thn.s 'st.udy,-
by the use of a varimax roferion. Hopefully, the major trénds would not -
be.altered. (Ir( some cases, such as the factor analys::.s of the ratings
~ ,oi‘ lzmgu:.st:.c ;judges, an oblique rotation might have been clearer.) The
converg;ng evidence from three sourcess’ the factor patterns, the differ-
ences between SES group avera.ge.s,' and speaker orderings (contingency |
tables) suggests that the ma;jor trends would not be altered by using- other
', means _ofv analysis. Perhaps the most important consn.derat:x.on in establ:.sh-
:';.z‘xg the universality of the competenee-benevolence d:.mens:.ons in the
berceptibns_of French Canadians by French Canadians is the choice of adjec="
tives. . In future work, it will have to be eetablished that these dimensions

were not built into the study by ‘the -adjectives chosen. The adjectives

-
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L ;%'wefe not chosen’arbit&arixy, but from the résults of an earlier4study
”.(Preston, 1963) in whlch teen-age French Canadlans were asked to llst
trazts that are 1mportant to look for in choosing friends and traits

‘-that make for success.-.
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" Chapter IV

Mother Speakers: Resulfs and Discussion

Speech Differences Among Mother Speakers. The speech samples of the

mother speakers.were rated and scored in terms of the same 15 speech

' variables as used for the father speakers. Table 18 shows the inter-

'

correlations among the speech variables for ratings of mothers, and the
graphic representation of the pattern of relationships is given in Figure
27. In general the pattern of relationships among the speech variables

is about the same for mother speakers as it was for father speakers and -

_ ‘conforms quite closely to the categorization of variables given in
‘Figure 13 for father speakers.' The accent variables (articulateness and

- accuracy of pronunciation, amount and appropriateness of intonation, and

continentalness of accent) are all highly correlated with one another as
they were for _fa.thef speakers. However, only lack of nervousness (#10)
and fluency (#11) of the :confidence variables are highly correlated with
one another fof mother speaker ratings; whereas for father speakers, lack
of breathiness (#9) was also a part of the confidence impression.

Breathiness (#9) seems to be a less important variable in differen-
tiating mother speakers than it was in differentiating father speakers
since it is not as related to fluency as it was for fathers (thus breathi-
ness really doesn't fit so well for mothers as a confidence speech variable,
in Box II). Although breathiness is related to the accent variables (Box I
of Figur_e 27) for mothers, the relationships are weaker fhan .in the case

of father speakers..

The major difference betwsen the patiern for father: speakers and that
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Table 18. Matrix of Inter-correlations Among

Mother Speakers' Scores on 15 Linguistic Variables

1) Articulate
pronunciation
2) Accurate.
~ pronunciation
3) Continental
. French accent
4) Rapid
speech
5) Much -
-intonation
6) Appropriate
intonation .
7) High
pitch

- 8) Not

hoarse
9) Not
~breathy
10) Assured,
" not nervous

11) Smooth, fluent

speech -
12) Few
-Canadianisms
13) Few mis-
pronunciations
14) Fow.
~ hesitations
15) Short time
for passage

12

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 S0 1 13 14

91 .73 .15 .83 .83 .57 49 .56 A78 .76 L6k .36 32 .38
..87. .05 .76 .84 .56 .55 .50 .76_';78 .76 33 .32 .3?[]
g8 .71 7k .67 .39 5 .59 .58 .87 .19 .0b b0

139 218 42 1l =08 .03 =.07 foé 07 =0k 64

.92 .8l b5 49 .72 W72 .52 .39 5 .38
.68 .58 .51 .8l .85 .53 49 .38 2
7 31 W0 b9 .53'-.23",18"';26,'

.17 W5 .63 .18 . 3 .2l
69 M6 .36 =10 .0k .17

87 329 .50 .39

37 .60 .65 .35

10 ;;11'_.13

.51 .33




vF:i.gure 27. Major Gro\ipings of the 15 Speech
Variables in the Ratings Given to Mother Speakers

! 087

12) Few

accent

" Canadianism

7) High
pitch

.53 .3/
P4

7

. 18) Not
hoarse

Accont Variables

} Continental French

(15) Much intonation

Box

I

»

1) Articulate pronunciation
2) Accurate pronunciation

« 80w

6) Appropriate intonatio\,

[ 50 '
Confidence Variables g:"g

10) Assured, not nervogs

. 11) Speaks smoothly, .~ ',.-8;7
«55. no stumbling .

\.64

15) Short time
for passage

~

13) Few mis-
ronunciations

+60

-51

14) Few
hesitation

!

9) Not
breathy

Note.- The explanatory notes to Figure 13 also fit this figure.
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| for mother Speakers is piteh (#7) which for mether speakers is much

more related to the accent vvariables (Box I of Figure é?) than it was for
.father speakers. For father speakers a high-pitched voice was slightly

| associatéed with Centirren‘sal accent as well as with the confidence speech .
variables. For mother speakers, however, p:.tch is st:Lll slightly asso- -
ciated with the confidence variables, but is much more related to the

' accent variables, espeeially amount of intonation (#5) with which it cor-
rela.tes 8l. (It w.lll be recalled. that Boudreault says much intonation
makes a voice sound higher.) ‘Pitch is also related to hoarseness (#8) for

mother speakers, with a correlation of 47 (a low pitch going with hoarse- ‘
ness), whereas the two were virtually unrelated for father speakers. A
-bass pitch accampanies a hoarse voice, as Moriarty a.nd‘. Rousey' (1965) suggest
when proposing their notion of masculine striving. ‘In general, then, pitch.
seems to be a more :'miportant variable in the differentiation of mother
speakers -than 'it.was with father speakers. |
‘ Total time for the passage (#15), wh:Lch for father speakers was a come
binatlon of ;judged speaking rate (#4) and hesitations (#14), for mothers

. seems to be mostly a matter of Judged speaking rate, since it is vn.rtually
uncorrelated with hesitations. ' '

' The two major groupings of variables, accent and confidence, remain
abeut the same as for father speakers except for breathiness being left out
of the confidence variables for mothers. Table 19 gives. ‘l';he average ratings
and scores received on the 15 speech variabies by each SES greuping of mother

speakers as well as the comparison with the mother speakers from France.
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' Table 19. Linguistic Ratings of Mother Speakers Analyzed According
to Speakers® SES Levels and Countries of Origin :
- o Groupings According to Speakers'’ Husbanda'
Upper-class Frene Occupational SES Levels .
vs. Upper-class — v
R . French Canadians fotal| . AB vs. CD Avs. B , gvs.D
A. Linguistic Ra French A+B) %v| X2l dv|ME OeD| Fv) X2| A ~ B dv]x2| € ~ Dy v
Prononciations - : N , - o b
6, maggu’e 108***300 023 018 .300***309 018 208 301 «00 309 3-8 .00 o
2) Juste . L.7#%xl, 0] 55| %*4ll .32 | 3.9%*%5,1[.32 3.8 4.0{.00 5.2 5.11.00})
Accents o - ’ . ‘ S A
5 Contineng; 1.2%%%5,71 85 ***[] .50 5.6%%%6,6[.36] * | 5.0%++6.0}.14 16.6 6.6].00
Vitesse du monologues 1 ' - ' ‘ : - '
§) Rapide = - 3.3 3.9/.00 .00|3.9 3.7].00 3.6 4.1|.00 3.7 3.7|.00} -
-Intonations - = ' - . : S : DEEEN EERN B B
55 Beanme l¢9***308 022 29 308***5.3 23 2.2 **ly, 2 «051. ‘ 505 " 5.0(.01 a8 B
6) Juste 2. el ] L 26 e32 | B hxxx5,71.19 3.3%*x5.0[.12 6.0 ¢ 5.5{.01] |
Particularit8s de la volx: N I ‘ R o g s B I
) Ai g ) 2.4 **3.8 A1 ] 005 307 4.1 05 307 307 000 4,0 ' 4.21.00]: -
8) 1_39___.uce 2.9  3.7|.47 «06|3.6 4.0{.03 4,0 3.4).03 3.9  4.1}.00}
9) Peu ha.le_‘l;.gnte 2.4 * 3.3 14| - 25| 3.1 * 3.61.07 3.0 3.1}.00 4.0 **3,0].18] ] -
Farticularités de a E 1 3 ' } B A B
1'individus . : o P - o o
10) Assur? et détendu detendu 2.3 #*3,5|.15] . o13 ] 3.5 **4,2].08 2.8 **3,8{.05] 4.2 4.1}.000 |-
11) ¥ots coulent sans 2. 1%%¥%3,5] .13 .10 | 3.4 *=4.2).07] ]2.8 * 3.7].03 b2 k2
CI . — -
B. I,:i.nglgE s%c Tallies . : : S _ ‘ .
12) Cenadianisms 0. 1%%%6,1] 651 **4| +23 | 6.3 **8.2].20 6.2 6.6}.00 7.6 8.8}.03
" 13) Mispronunciations 0.9 1.0}.00 «2110.9 1.0[.00| 0.1 * 1.2|.13 1.3 ¢ 0.5].08]
14) Hesitations 0.7 0.4).02 .06 0.3 0.5{.06 0.2 0.3}.00 0.6 0.5[.00}
15) Time for passage 130%**147] .23 .20 | 146 147].00 130%*%155 1.20 46 1491.00

Note.- This table is comparable to Table 9 whieh glives similar informas. : .
tion for father speakers. Consult the notes to Tables l& and 9 for

detailed explanation.
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Table 19a.

" Reliabilities of the Linguistiec Ratings Given to Upper- and
.Lower-class French Canadians and Also of Those Given Continental French

in Comparison with Upperaclass French Canadians -- Mother Speakers

A. Lingulstic Ratings:
Pronunciation:

1) Articul%e, marguée

2) Juste
Accent:

35Continental

Vitesse du monologue:

4) Rapide
Intonation:

55 Beaucoup

6) Juste
Particularités de la voix:

7) Aigue ue

8) Douoe (Ragye)

9) Peu haletante
Particularitds de 1'indivs:
10) Assuré et détendu
11) Mots coulent sans

acerocs
B. Linguistic Tallies:

12) Canadianisms
13) Mispronunciations
14) Hesitations
15) Time for passage

Relzabllltles for Continentals Compared
to Upper~class French Canadians

- |Estimate of Estimate of .Confidence
Inter-rater Reliability Levels for
Reliability . of Average = Average

_ Received- Received
Rating Scores Ratings
.69 .90 .005
.72 .91 .OQ5
.8k © .95 .005
002 008 Ne Se
.8? '96 .005
.78 el 005
«39 .72 . «01
.12 <37 Ne Se
""'3 '75 001
.58 85 .001
‘7? -93 0001
.78 .91 .001
'30 057 005
014'6 072 -Ol
.91 .96 .001

Reliabilities for Upper-class Compared
to Lower-class French Canddians :
Estimate of Estimate of  Confidence
Inter-rater Reliability Levels for
Reliability of Average Average
: Received- Received
Rating Scores Ratings
.53 .82 .005
60 .86 +005
.56 .84 .005
.35 .68 05
.67 .89 .005
.80 .9 005
.31 6l .01
.38 .71 .01
38 .71 01
.63 . .87 001
.65 .88 .001
<35 .62 .01
43 .69 .01
. 12 029 N. Se
.83 .91 - .001

'

Note.- Refer to Table 6 for further explanation of these reliability statisties.
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| Accent (#3) is the variable that is most related to SES for mother speak-

~ ers; and the other variables of the accent group, including intonation (#5
and #6) and pronunclatlon (#1 and #2), are the next most related. The.
largest difference on accent (#3) and on the two 'intonation variables ,
occurs at the spllt between aristocrats (category A speakers) and the other
speakers at the same Blishen level (category B speakers). In fact'the aris;ﬂ

" tocrats are as much higher than speakers of category ﬁ in their average
received ratings on the twelintonatiop variebles as the Continental French
are higher than the aristocrats.

In general, the gorrespondence Ar the mothers' speech to éES ie much
less fhan that for fathers. The highest amouni of variance in speech |
variables accounted for by SES.greupings is 50% for accent as compared
with 954 on the same comparison for fathers. Accent is also the only
variable on which mother:speake: orderings are related enough to SES to
yield a signifieant contingency table.

-The relatively lower correspondence between speech and SESlfor.mother
speakers iethisgrprising, if one considers that family SES is determined
by the occupatioﬁ of the husband and would therefore probably be more

* related to his abilities and values than te here. This fact is evident
in Table 20 which shows how the perceptlon of the mother speakers is re-

ldted to their own educational levels. - As would be expected, it is much
more related than it was to their husbands' SES levels.

The four educational categorles are the same as those used for father

speakers: those with some university,(Un),.those with high school gradu-

@
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Table 20. ILinguistic Ratings of Mother Speakers
Analyzed According to Speakers' Educational Levels

!
. Groupings According to Speaker's Educational Levels
_ %m ~ Comparison 1 Compardson 2 Comparison 3 4
A. Linguistic Ratings =~ '{_%v |UngHS HISE}| %v| X2| _Un _HS| %v| X2] JE . EL |%& |X2 {
Prononciations 5 2.5 ll-l N 2.8 2.3 : 4 5
1; Articulge’ mamuee «50 o SkNke( | o 9 *, ° . «01 ol 09 <00
2) Juste e58 | 3.5%%%5,2 | 58 ¥k | 3,5 3.6]|.00 5.1  5.41.00
Accent: : .
3) Continental 1 e53 | 5.ux*%6,6 | A7) * | 5.2 *%5.8].06 16.5 6.6}.00
- Vitesse du Mono Monologge° ' . o
-1];-5 RaRide .. 007 307 308 +00 l"o 1 302 007 4.0 356 «00
S e 55 | 3oveses |osu] + 3 2e7 5.6 5.3
5) Beaucou _ ' - S 1¥¥kk5, J * . 7101 . «00
6) Juste ' ‘ 070 305***600 065 *kk #.0***2.9 .0’-& 509 60 001
Particulatitss de la voix: . ' : :
7Y Aigug e13 | 346 * 4.1 ].13 3.6 3.6{.00 he2 4.1t.00
8) Douce . 029 30)"’ * ’-I-.O 008 4 307 301 «02 306 **’4’06 019
9) E_eg__llgg_._e__'bante ' e36 | 3.0 3.51}.07 3e7¥%k%2,21.29 3.6 3.4}.00
. Particularités de - _ _
1'individuz ' ' ) ' '
10) Assuﬁ et _détendy Ul | 3.0%¥xh,3 | .29 3.6%%x2,2].11 4.2 4.5(.01
11) Iﬁots cou19!;§ gans 051 205***4.5 043 ‘*** 3-0 **1.9 005 ""02 * 500 003
ace
B. Linguistic Talliea '
12) C&n&dﬂ,&mmu i 055 607’ 708 007 5-0***809 QL"I 803 609 007
13) Mispronunciations . 47 | Oeoldkkl,l §.43 0.2 0.0}.00 l.1  1.70.04
14) Hesitations «90 | 0.1 **0,6 |.88] * 0.2 0.0{.00 40e5  0.7%.02
15) Time for passage: 02"" 1%***150 008 150***126 015 114’9 153 .01

Notes.- 1) This table is comparable to Table 11, which gives the same
2 analysis by speakers' educational levels but for father speakers.
Llso see Tables 4 and 9 for detailed explanation of symbols.

2) Key for canparison labels: '
Un = All speakers with any education beyond h:.gh ‘school.
HS = All speakers who have completed high school only.
JH = Speakers who have gone to the 9th grade or further,
but haven't completed high school.
El = Speakers with 8 years of education or less.
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~ ation (HS), those with more than 9th gradé'but no graduation'(JH),.and : '
those with less fhan.Q yéars of education (El). In general; the most -;;
pfominenﬁ differences améng mother speaker groups are between those with -
wiversity oxr high-uohbpl éraduation (Un and HS) and those who have not
- graduated from high school (JH ard El). This was also foﬁnd to be the
major split by education for the.speech of father speakers.
In the previous chapter the distribution of fathers on this major

educational split was found to correspond closely to their distribution

on the AB - CD SESlsplit with only four éxceptions, all four of which were ..

over-educated for their SES level. Thus the educational classification
' placed more father speakers ih the gpper levels than did the SES classi-
fication. However, the general level of education for this sample of
mothers is lower than that of their husbands, -and the SES classification
therefore includes more of them in the upper levels than does the educa-
tional classification. Not only do all of the mothers in the C and D
groups, except speaker D1, have less education than high school graduation,
but also three of the nine speakeré in the A and B groups ‘have 1es§ than
high school graduatién (see Table 1;‘Chapter II).. (Notice that mother
speaker D1, like her husband, is much more educated fhan others of their
family ocdﬁpational SES position. )
The speech of mothers with high school graduation or more differs
from that of those with less (Un 4 HS vs. JH + El) primarily with re-
gard to pronunciation accuracy (#2), accuracy of intonation (#6), and

fluency (#11). The orderings of.speakers on each of these variables fit
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Contingency Table A of Figure 28, and the difference between educationa.i ,
group averages ‘accoun‘ts for 51% to 70% of the variance in received ratings.
The nexi largest differences between educational categories of mother
speakers center arouné, pfonunciation accuracy, 'acceht, amount of intonation,
" and hesitations, which fit Contingency Table B of Figure 28. Notice that N
accent differs fram the other speech variables in that it is just as related

to mothers' SES levels (Table 18) as it is to their levels of education.

 Figure 28. Contingency Tables for Mother Speakers' Speech
Ratings Analyzed According to Their Educational Level Groups

Category of Average Category of Avérage
' Received Ratings _ Received Ratings:
S Highest 7 Lowest 13 >N  Highest 7 Lowest 13
MU & % '
= T ' Q T
36|17 SERE
O < : O <
_ . -
S 0 A~
salo, |, | S w |
s 7 |12 HE =
I N
S bl S b | |
1A f : oW ‘
o Contingency Table A Contingency Table B
(exact test, probability <.005) © (exact test, probability <<.05)
For speech variables: For speech variables:
#2 accuracy of pronunéfgation , : . # articulat‘eriess of
#6 appropriateness of ’ pronunciation
intonation : #3 accent
#11 fluency o #5 amount of intonation

#8 hoarseness
. #1k hesitations
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The educated mothers have higher voices and are not as hoarse as

those who are less edueéted. The rela'bionéhip seems to be a small one,
but according to the theory of Rousey and Moriarty (1965), this indicates
that there is more '"mascul:fme striving” and "masculine role-taking” among

the less educated mothers than among those with high school or more.

The university-educated. mothers have the least Canadian ~sounding
speech, the h:i.ghest fating on pronunciation accuracy, and the fewest
Canadianisms. The high-‘-school-éduca'he,d‘ mothers use more Cénadianisrns
ﬁxap any-other group, even the least educated, but still they receive the
most favorable ratﬁngs (even higher than the ﬁniversii;y-educe.ted mothers) -
on most of the.speech variablés thaf.. are usually associated w;th contin-
éntai 'speech. The high-sqhg’ol-educated mo;thers have the most articulate
pronunpia‘i':ion; they intonate méét and their intona.tion is the most. appro-
priate; -they speak most .;capidly, théy hévé the least hoarseness, aré least
breathy, least nervous, stumble over words the least, and have the fewest
hesitations and mispr§nuncia£ions. The only variable, other than the two
_ the;.t deal directly with accent, on which they are rated less ifﬁvorab;y
than the university-educated mothers is accuracy of pronunéia‘cion (#g),
which may be an expression of bias in the linguistic judges who might
consider confinehtal pronunciéfion to be accurate and Canadian to be in-

accurate. C _ _ -

With father speakers, breathy, nervous and hoarse speech as well as
a 1ack of articulation and of expressivity were found to be almost invari-

ably linked with a French Canadian accent, but the speech of the high-
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school-educated mother spéakers is rated more favorably'th#n even those -
with university education qnvall of these fariabies even though they use
Canadian pronunciations more than any other mothef group in tﬁis study?
They are not rated as haviﬁg as much French anadian-accent as the two
less educatedvgrouﬁs, but thi$ is probably beéausékthis indication pf accent
is very much influéhced by artiéulateness, expressivity and confidence.
It seems that two very diff;rent factors enter into the judgment of
accent: 1) Canadian as opposed to continental prﬁnunciation, and 2) "lazi-
.ness," nervousness or inexpressiveness in spee;h. Thé work of Gendron .
(1960, 1966) and ihat of Boudreault (1967) have indicated, however, thaf -
even part Qf the diffqrence in pronunciation is due to inaftigulateness or
laziness in pronunciation, indicating that possibly French Canadian pronun-
ciation is not only less preferred But gctually inferior on this oquctivel
basis to thé'continental‘pronunciation. .Howeve:, the evidence here indi-
cates that at least one group §f French Canadians can speak "good" French
(arficulate, confident, and expressivé) that is still’defﬁnitely Canadian,
suggesting that the "best" speech of the French Cana&ians is npt:nécessar-
ily a copy of continental speech. Gendron's (1966) findings (diséusséd.on
pages 69 to 71) that upper cléss French Canadians try.toxadopt‘conﬁinental
proﬁﬁnciatidn were based on male subjects only. The s#me kind of study
should now.be carried out using female Ffench Canadian subjects, particu-
larly those with only a high‘school education.
Lambert (1967) maintains that the French Canadian women are the

guardians of the French Canadian culture. Garigue (1962) has made this
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o 'same point from his obsérvations, and vone\oi‘ the implications of the
e@uca.tional differences in speech reported‘here is that some French

. Canadian women, those with a high schoél edueatibn oply, are better guard-.

 ians than 6thers. It is particﬁlar]y interesting that the high-school- |
educated mothers are r#ted higher on the confidence variables than are °
those with ur*.ivezfsj.ty training, and even slightly higher than -the Contin-

- ental French mothers ( caﬁpare Tables 19 and 20). Perhaps the‘uniVersity.
educated mothers are unsuccessful in their attempts to adopt a continental
mode oi"speech."' It is alsof'p'ossible that the university milieu has made
.them‘ more sél:f.‘-éonscious of their Canadian accent than the high-school- '
educated mo‘@hers who n;a&"f.eel more secure and proud of their Qanadia.n lin.
guistic heritage. For father speakers, the largest number of Canadianisms
is also with men in the middle ranges of education (HS and JH, see Table |
11), but the father speakers who are highest on the confidenct_j.., articulate=
ness and expressiveness §ariables are tho‘se with university educatiom and
the more continental type of speech.

Frénch Canédian mothers ‘not only appear to be a: stabilizing element
in French Canada, because of their preference for I%Ye'n'ch Canadié.n men B

. and Frénch Canadian values: (Lamberi;, 1967), but also because they s.e'em to
'be the ones who carry on the values, habits and chafacteristics of each

' social stratum from one generation to the next. Support for £his notion is

- fowmd in the high correl#tion between the occupational SES ‘level of their

husbands and that of their fathers (see Table 21). The women's husbands!

SES levéls correlate .70 with the women's fathers' SES levels, but only
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_ , . Table :2'1. Intercorrelations Among SES and Edﬁcationai
N , Background Characteristics of the Speaker Families

| . 1) 2) 3) &) _5)
1) Speaker Family SES =~ . S :
(Fathers' Occupations) - .75 .62 L2 .70

2) Father Speakers' . .. -
Educavaonal Levels A - .80 - .54 .81

3) Mother Speakers' ’ . , '
Educational Levels . .’ - «52 77

L) Father Speakers® o a ' . -
Fathers' SES Levels | - W49

5) Mother Speakers! N
Fathers' SES Levels . ' -

.42 with the SES levels of the husband's own fé.thers, indicating that»-th'erg
is much more upward social mobility among French Canadian men.than‘ among =
| ﬁenéh ‘Canadiaxi‘ women. | | ' |

h Table 22 shows 'bhat SES level of the fathers of the mother speakers

is a very good predn.ctor of .the mother speakers' speech performance, account-
ing for almost twice as much variance as the comparable case for father
speakers (compare Table 2é to Table 13). It appears, then, that F‘rérz.ch
Canadian women aren't on]y less soc:.ally mobile than French Canad::.an men, bu'b
their speech pa'bterns (as well as their educational level, Table 21) are
.much more determined by the SES level of the family into which they are

born.

However, as shown in Table 23, the speech patterns of the husband in
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Table 22.. Iinguistic Ratings of Mother Speskers Analyzed .. .
According to Y,Thei.r Fathers' Occupational SES Levels

Groupings According to Speakers'
Fathers' Occupational: SES Levels
: . o total B vs. CD C vs. D -
A. Linguistic Retings | & | B CD || x2|C D | %v| X2
Prononciations )
1) Articulde, marqufe W40 | 2.8 **3.,6 | .10 2.6%%%l.0 { .30
2) Jus‘te 051 3.9***’4’.8 .11 305***503 40
. Aecent: .
: 3) Continental U2 | 5o7HaxB .l | 0251 | BTHe%6.6 | 17 |HNk
m}[itesse du Mgnologez
' L") E de ) .00 3.7 3.9 .oo 308 4-0 .00
“Intonationt’ - .
5) BeauCOU.E : 053 300***5.2 039 ] L, 1***5-7 - lll'
6) Qus‘be Co «40 308***506 027 405***600 013
zarticularit'és de la voixq '
7) Aigng . .09 {3.6 4.1 }.09] * 3.9 4.21.00
8) Douce . o .16 13.7 3.8 1.00 3e2 ¥x4,1 § .16
9) Peu haletante O 13.0 3.31.00 2.9 3.51.04
Partlcularit:es de. '
1'md1v1duo . )
10) Assuré et dbtendu = | 19 |3e0%%#le0 }.12]  |3.4 #*4.3 |.07
11) Mots coulent sens o28 3. 1%kkl, ] 1.08 2.8%¥%L,6 |.20
aeerocs : '
B. Linguistic Tellies .
12) Canadienisms . . 205 1605 7.6 }.05 7.2 7.8 }1.00
13) Mispronunciations «18 {07 1.1 .01f 1063 **1.b4 {.17
14) Hesitations 82 {03 0.5 {.06 0.1 *%0.7 | .76
15) Time for passage J11 1142 % 149 §.02]- 139+**153 | .09

Note.~This table is compaiable.to-Table: 13, which gives the same
analysis by speakers® fathers'! occupational SES levels but
for father speakers. Also see Tables 4 and 9 for detailed
explanation of symbols.
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Table 23. Linguistic Ratings of Father Speakers Analyzed
According to Their Father-in-laws' Occupational SES Levels

Groupingse Accoxrding to Speakers' Fathore
in-laws® Occupatiocnal SES Levels
+total B vs. CD Cvse D .
A. Linguistic Ratings Zv| B CDl&w|X2fCc D|%v)x2
Prononciations . .
1) Articulee, Euge 068 268***“'03 37| ¥k 302***’4’.8 31 *
2) Juste 087 308***5.5 055 L Lperk6, 0 o321 *
Accent. . 1 '
3) Continental 086 508***60‘4 039 5.9***6.? 0“7 *
Vitesse du Monolog;e' _
Ll') &Plde _ 01 j4.2 309 -00 3.6 4.0}.01
Intonations
5) Beaucoug ' 40 400***5.3 019 4.2***5.8 21 %
6) Jus‘l:e . .82 403***5.8 036 4."’***6.“’ 0.14'6 ook
Part’ cularitds de la _voixs .
7) Aigud .00 4.7 4.8{.00 L.,7 ' 4.,91.00
8) Qouce 22 . 3.2 * 4.3 013 3.8 Lol .09
9) Peu haletante ‘ 6l 13.0 ¥¥3,81.131 . [ 2.6%%%4,3 1,51 prx*k
Particularités de ‘ : :
1tindividus R
10) Assuré et dftendu 056 3. skl L), 16 2.7***5.1 40
11) Mots coulent sans e85 [3:1%%%5,0 {25 3o 1¥¥%5,7 [ L0 [k
___._aeerocs , -
B. Linguistic Tellies
12) Canadianisms .00 7.7 8.81.00 ) 8.6 8.8 }.00
13) Mispronunciations «89 0.3 * 1l.1}.55 0.6 " 1e31e34]| *
14) Hesitations 030 005 10-1 005 0.2 **1.5 .25
15) Time for passage e23 |14b%**165|.06 138*%%176 1. 17

Note:- This tabl¢ is comparable to Tables 13 and 23, which
- give similar analyges but dccordingcto speakers' own
fathers' occupational SES levels. Also see Tables 4

and 9 for detailed explanation of symbols. .
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"hhe i‘amly are even more related to the wife's fa.ther's SES than are - .
the wife's own speech patterns! It is obvious from Table 23 (compa.re
,w:.th Tables 9, 11, and 13) that in French Canada one of the bes’c predic-
tors of a men's apeech style is his fa.ther-in-la.w's SES level; or stated
more d:.rectly, one of the pr:x.mary deteminants of whether a young man |

can marry into an ‘upper SES level is his -'conipetence which will be exp:pesse@
in his speech style. |

Falardeau (1953, p. 118) maintains that "if French Canadians were,
in th'é_ pé.ét, reputedly less socially ambitious and mobiie than fhe rest
of North America, fheyj are now at the other ex‘breme,. in a state close to
social nervousness." The low correlation between a man's SES and that of
his father (Table 21) sugge'sts' that Fa}.ardeau's statement might be correct -
when applied to French Canadian men, but the evidence in this study indi-
"cates thaf. French Canadian women are much less socially mobile.

"I.‘h-e reasons for the apparent lack of social mobility of French
Canadian'women may well stem from the pgtriarchal nature of Frehch Canadian
family st;:'uéturé. Garigue (1962) hés found from his research that the
French Canadian family is very close and very authoritarian, and he maiﬁ-
tains that even today if a girl's paz"'en'bs don't approve of her. suitor she
probably won't marry him. This "'gating" function of the parehts probably -
only opera;tes, to keep a girl fz;om'marrying down, ‘since it's likely that
the parents wouldn't mind if she. married up. The zating® i‘uﬁction lis

~ probably much more important for thé wmﬁan's parents than for the'man' Sy

© since a married woman's SES level becomes that of her husband,' and there-
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| | - fore the ,mosf importa'.nt‘svtep her parents ._cén take to ‘ma.léef sure she gets |
ahead is to helpi hér choose the: right husband. “I‘he_kmor'e' tradi'ﬁional and
| | authoritarian the society, the more prevalent this "gatin_g". function is |
1ikely to be. | | ‘ ' o
| It seemé that thé most important conside_ratior; is not a young man's
father'é SES level, but his cwn apparent potential, since the correlation
between the SES levels of the father speakers in th:.s study and that of.
their i‘a’thers-ih-law is much greater than the correlation between their
fa.thers-ln-law's SES levels and that of their own fathers (Table 21) fhe
- "apparent potent:.al" of a young man would be ev:Lden'b 4n his educational
‘ background and his record of past suecess and accomplishment, all of which, .
 as this study has‘. shown (Chapter III), are reflected in his speech patterns._
. Thus a man's speech competenée is a ver&‘ good predictor of the SES level
he will be permitted by the potential father-in._-law to marry into. This
:'rs véry good evidence for the contention made early in Chapter IIT (pp. #5-47)
that. speech competence is a good index of SES since it predicts interaction
- and accepfance patterns.
There. are .probabiy also motives and attitudes of the suitor that keep
him from 'ma.rry,:'u;xg above his potential social level. For one thing he is
. more likelyito court where he .has,,_.a good pro‘bability of éuccess. Those men
whe are upwardly mobile might try to improve their lot by marrying up,‘ or
it may be that they‘simply marry those who share their values. Whichever is
the case, the outcome is the sames. they marry into their referenc;e. group. |

It may be, too, that after an upwardly mobile man marries a woman of higher
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| SES, rshe teachés him many of 'phe graces and customs and perhaps even

- encouragesf or pushes him to get ahead occupationally. The husband may
also ‘feel that he must compete or at least campare favorably with her
father in"oocupa;tional success.

It is also plausible that downwardly mobile young men would marry
'women' who share their. values,' i.e., members of their reference group.

After marriage he would pick up many of the working-class cust&ns, habits,
and even speech styles fram her.

Garigue (1962) also suggests that a French Canadian girl usually

 looks for somecne who is like her father and of equal SES. If this is
true, it may be more than an expression of admiration for her fathér, it B

- may be reéognition on her part that the p\?.rexits will only approve this
kind of boy-. ' '

In summary, four possible factors have been menfioned that could
accoﬁnﬁ for the greater social mobility among men in French Canadé, than _
among women: 1) the woman'' s “parents will only approve of suitors who have

~equal SES (or. potentially eciual SES) or higher, 2) the man makes his own

SES level, whereas the woman marries into hers, 3) the man tends to marry |
into his referenée gfoui:, and 4) the woman ma.:;r seek someone like her father.
Tne adequacy of eacﬁ of these explanaiions or same combination of them will

"have to be determined in future work.
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- Judegments of Personality Traits and Ability.

. The differences between'mother speakers on the 15 liﬁguistic variaﬁles
are almost cdmpletely continuous, juét as they were for father speakers, and |
: N'fthey correspond roughly to the matrix of differences between sﬁeakers given
.4in Figure 16 of Chapter IIi. In spite of.the continuous hature of the -
 .father speakers' speech chérgcteristics, the raters made a very clear, mgrk;
edly dichotomous distinction in their judgments of father speakers' person-
'ality charactefistics.v That is, father speakers fram the two upper éES
‘categories ﬁere rafed much higher bh the personality diménsions than those
‘frdm the two lower SES categories (with the exception of those who were
over-:or-un&er-educated for their SES 1evels),'but the differences within
either of these two major groups were negligible.
This dichotohigation doeslnot oceur in thé personality ratings of-
mother speakers assigned by tﬁe'young male raters of this study. Figure 29

shows that the differences between mother speakers in their received ratiﬁgs

on intelligente are quite continuous with no major split. Active, belle,

courageuse, . sire de soi, ambitieuse, and SES judgment (those that corres-

ponded most nearly to the competence factor in the analysis of fathef speak-
ers) have similar matriceé. rThe remaining”adjectives (which were bénévblence
adjectives ard a combination of competence and benevolénce in the perceptionsi
of father.speakers) have fewer significant différenées between speakers'but'
the. matrices are still ébvipusly continuous. (These matrices are not shoun.)
If the notion of assimilation and contrast which was put forth to explain'

the dichotomization in the ratings of father speakers (pp. 72-74) is applied
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Figure 29. Matrix of Chance Probabilities of Differences Between

~Each Mother Speaker and Every Other Mother Speaker on Average

Received Ratings on the Intelligente Adjective
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to the data on fnothez; speakers, one can understand why mothers® voi_ces
are not dichotomized, siﬁce 'young me.le raters would probably not see

._ any of the mother speakers as being very similar to themselves, and would
. therefors not aaeﬂ.milate 1n their ra'binga. (If the same study were carrie_d L

. out wn.th young lady ra.ters, it would be expected that they would dichoto-
mize the mother speakers but not th.e.v fathers. ) If the explanation given
here ‘is correct, the young mallie raters of this study should be found in
"_Chapter V to dichotamize the son speakers as they did the fa.thers, since
they should be able to identify some as being similar as well as n.dentz- :
fying scome as different from self,

Impl:Lc:Lt ;personal:.tv theory of raters for mother sp_eakers. Figure 30

is the factor analysis pattern for the average rat:mgs received by niother

" speakers from the to.tal group of 77 .ra.ters fram the three schools. (Compare
to the ene shown in Figure 8 for father speakers..) In judging mother speak-
ers' personalities and ebili‘bies, the main adjectives that comprised the
competence factor for father speakers and the main ones of the benevolence
factor are fused in a single factor. That is, those mo:bhers who are seen

as being intelligente, sire de soi, ambitieuse, belle, and high in SES (in

general, competent)' are also typically seen as being gentille, aimable, and

sociable (in general, benevolent). As one of the young boys from School 2
said after tl;ley ‘had finished rating the mother speakers, "they are either

all .good er they are all .bad." This is somewhat ‘reminiscent of the .pa.tt.ern
found in the preceeding chapter for.the ratings of father speakers by raters |

from School 2. Just as School 2 raters didn't seem %o admit the e:d.etence
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~Figure 30. . Gfaph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality

" Adjective Ratings Given Mother Speakers by Raters from All Three Schools  ' '
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| in their implicit personality theory of a group of low competence Fr.‘ench”- A-
~ Canadian men who a;'re.high on benevolencs, fhe geﬁera}. ti'énd for raters o

frdn the three schools é.s a whole in their peréonaii'ﬁy theory of French -
Cané.dian women seems to be abouf. the same. However, the factor pattern '
of Figure 30 differs fram that of School 2's ratings of father speake:é‘s
(Figure 19), in thatt thé second factor, which is independent of the compet- |
ence-benevolence factor, ma;kes much more sense. This second factoi' ‘is
defined by the forte-fiablé adjective pair and the severe-tolerante
adjectiie pair, and it seems to indicate that s very important dimension
for young Fr‘ehch Canadian boys ‘thev age of these raters in the judgment of
women the age of their mothers i.;, what kind of a é.iséii)linarian each woman
is likely to be - stern or lenient. Although, as showh in Table 2W, this

factor accounts for 'onlyr‘ 11% of the variance in adjective ratings by the

Table 24. Percentages of Total Variance in Adjective Ratings of Mother
Speakers Accounted for by Each Factor for Each Group of Raters

Total | ' : -
of all 3 Linguistic
Schools ) School 1 {School 2 ! School 3 - Judges

Factor I 68.79% | u3.48% | 63.46% | 57.664 | 51.08%
. Factor II 11.27% 32.80% | 12.31% | 14.55% 20.42%

" Total percent

£ Vari . :
choi:;iigci‘or 80.06% 76_ .28% 75 77% 72.21% 71.46%

' by Both Factors
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total group of raters (only slightly more. than the var:.a.nce of two of the |
| twenty adgect:wes), :Lt seems to be a clear factor conceptually, a.nd, of . .
course, the percent of var:.ance in adgec'b:.ve ra.t:.ngs that a factor can
: -account fc:_' is’ vgry muoh determined by the particular selection of adjec-
tives used in 'hhe rating farocess. ~ Although ,they are much more strongly

related to the‘ competencle-benevolenca. factor, gentille and polie are both

'also slightly related to the' lenient end of this "discipline" factor, which:
also makes sense. -

This second factor for thése raters is independent'of the competen«;:e;

| benevolenée one. Accord:.ng to the ratings given by these boys, then, a
woman c¢an be a stern d:Lsclpl:mar:.an and be e:.ther high or low on the
compgtence-bepevolence_ dimension, or she can be a 1enlent d:.sclpl:mar:.an
and still be either high or low on the competence-benevolence dj.rnen;.sion.
However, if she is competentn she will rﬁost likely be benevolent, and if
she is incompetent she will probably not be.high' in benevolencé.

It is be interest that this discipline dimension is an important one
for young men in the perception‘ ofvwomén the age of their mothers while it
doesn't emergé in tﬁeir ratings of 'men the age of their fa'i:hers. They seenm
to be much more aware of'" the ‘mother-sori role relationship in their percep-
tions of older ﬁofnen than they are the father-son relationship in pérceiving '

older men, since they bring the stern-lenient discipline dimension into the

i1 "Competence" is used here to refer to the cambination of intelligente,
ambitieuse, stire de soi, belle, ete. that has been identified earlier as a
major dimension of person perception, and "benevolence® refers specifically
to the secondary factor that was found to cons:.st of such adjectives as
gentille, soc:.able, aimable, etec. - :
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perception of older women. ' ‘

In an earlier study (Brown, 1966), it was found that young men are
much more accurate in their ﬁerceptions of older men than of older women,
and the older the stimulus persons were, the greater was this difference.
Thié finding sﬁgges‘ts that it is much easier for a young man to put himself
in the piace of (or empathize with, or identify with) an older man than an

" older woman. All of these findings together suggest that boys perceive
older women only bj comparison with their mothers or other ‘ol.der wamen,
where‘a"s, they percéive older men at least partly by comparison with self,
making it easier for them to perceive older men accurately. This further
suggests that they will have greater agreement among themselves in fheir
ratings of older men than those of older wamern, and, as was. found earlier
they will dichotomize the ratings of men more l;ecause of aésimii_l.ation and
c'ontra.st.

Another possible explanation for the use of the gtern-lenient dimen;
sion in the perception of mother speakers but not in the perception of
father speakei's may lie in the patriarchal, authoritarian nature of French

- Canadian families, spoken of by Garigue (1962). It may be that there is
very little variance among French Canadian fathers on the stern-lenient
dimension. That is, perhaps French Canadian young me‘n perceive all Frehch '
Canadian fathers as being stern and therefore the stern-lenient dimension

only has meaning in the perception of mothers.

Comparisons of personality judgments given by each rater groups Factor

_ analysis patterns for the ratings of mother speakers by Schools 1, 2, and 3
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| | and by linguistic judges are giveﬁ in Figures 31, 32, 33, and‘34 rospec-
tively. The pattern for'Schools 2 and 3 are most like the general pattern
that was founa when the data from all schools was combined (Figure 30) in
that Factor II in all three cases reflects the discipline diﬁension.' The
pattgrn for the.ljnguisticbjudges' ratings of mofher'speakers is very dif-
ferent fram that of School 2 or échool 3 or the general pattern for the
three schools, but very similar to the patterns that were found in the per-
ception of fatherAspeékers. It appears that the linguistic 5udges are
judging mothers on £he same two dimension;, competence and benevolence, that
were used in the perception'of fatﬁer speakers.s This ien't too surprising |
since two of the linguistic judges wére women, and also the two-haie 1inguié-l
tic judges are older than the young men from ﬁhe three schoois; thus the
discipline.(mother-son relationship) dimension.probably isn't as salient for
themAin.their éerception of mother speakers. The ratings of mother speakeré
by linguistic judges differ from their ratings of father speakers in that
benevolence in their perception of mother speakers is a unitary dimension,
whereas it was differentiated into two kinds in their perception'of father
speakers, as shown in Figure 26 and the accompanying explanation on pages .
121 to 125. (Further analyses of this same data could be useful. For
example, the differences in ratang style between the male linguistic judges
and the female ones could be very 1mportant in understanding the Salie-sex
or other-sex person perception as dlscussed here. ) '

The factor pattern for School 1 seems to be a comblnatlon’of the ones

for the other two schools and that for linguistic judges. TolBrante and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Figure .31:.. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality

Adjective Ratings Given Mother

Speakers by Raters from School 1
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Figure 32. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality

Wy

Adjective Ratings Given Mother Speakers by Raters from School 2
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I".‘Lgur'e_js. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattérn for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Mother Speakers by Raters from School 3
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Figure 33. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Mother Speakers by Raters from School 3
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Figure 359;; Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality
Adjective Ratings Given Mother Speakers by the Linguistic Judges
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~ faible (thg'opposite of forte) are associated with each other, and tolérante
corresponds closely to the vector for Factor II (although faible corres-
ponds more closely to the competehce factor than to Factor II, with the
competent mothers being seen as fofte and the incompétent ones as faible. )

- The benevolence adjectives (gentillé, éimable, sociable, polie, sincere, gtc.)

. are not combinéd into the first factor in School 1's r;tings as they are.in
the rating; by the other two schools. They are moré closely related to -
Factor II for School 1, just as they -are in the ratings of mothers by line.
guistic judges and also in the ratings of fathers. Factor II for Schooi 1
raters, then, could be called a "benevolence~discipline" factor. (Notice
from Table'24 that‘the inclusion of the benevolence adjectives as well as
thé discipline ones in Factor II for Schooi 1 éauses this factor to account
for much more vafiange in adjective ratings thaﬁ the second factor of the l
other groups.) | |

The patterh of ratingévfor School 1 seems to approach that of the more
mature linguistic judges iﬁ that there is felatively less emphasis placed
on the discipline dimension of relationships. When rating father speakers,
School 1 judges also seemed to show a highér‘deéree of maturity than did
those from the other schools in that they attributed high benevolence to
SES groups other than theierwn, whereas the others didn't. .

Although Schools 2 and 3 are similar in their rating pa%%efns iﬂ that
‘the second factor for both of them reflects primarily the disdipliﬁg dimen=
sion, they differ in the way they combine adjectives fér this dimension.

For School 3 the lenient mothers are tolérante, faible (weak), and religi-use,
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whereas: for School 2 they are tolérante and faible, but pas religieuse.

School 1.' raters consider the reilig‘:_i.euse’ adjective to be independentb of thé
benev.olence-discipli‘ne factor, but highly and hegativel& related to the
competence factor. - The complete disééreerﬁent between Schools 2 and 3 on
'thefreligieuse_adjective cause it to ‘be unrelated to the discipline fac;.‘bor
in the pattern for the total group of raters (Figure 30), and although‘
~ religieuse corresponds closely to the competence fag:tor in the total pate .
tern, it is not highly related to it. (In ':other words, religieuse has a
relatively ldw amount of common variance with this faétor pattern for the o
combined ratings of all groups of boy rafers.) |
ﬁeligieuse proves to be a very interesting personality ‘dimension, in
| that, more than any other, it seems to be an idiosyncratic jﬁdgmenﬁb with
each rater group using it in a different way. Putting the results of this .
section together with those from the final section of Chapter III, if seems
that for School 3, religious adult males are benevolent and may be either
high or low on c@petence, and religious adult females are lenient disci-
plinarians and may be either high or low on fhe cambined cdﬁpetence-benevo-
lence dimension. School 2 raters see religious adul.t males as being slighte
ly less competent than unreligious ones, and religieux is almost perfectly
indépendent of the benevolence adjectives for them. (The analysis is come
plicated by the high c;orrelation between competence and benevolence in the
ratings by School 2..) They consider religious adult females tc; be stern
disciplinarians and slightly less competent and benevolent than unreligious

ones. School 1 raters seem to agree with those from School 3 that refl.igious
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e adult males are benevolent and can be either high or low on competence.
For School 1 raters, religious adult females are markedly less competent
than unreligious cnes (with religieuse corresponding almost perfectly,
although in e.negativo relationship, with the cembetqnce';aoter>,.althaugh»

1Athey may be either high or low Qn.thé combined benevolence-disciplineA'

| dimension. For liﬁguieﬁie judges religiousness.is primarily a matter of
incompetence_for adult males as well as for adult females, and it is prec-w
tically unrelated to benevolence in both cases.

Although the competence factor in the ratings of mether speakers is
different for Schools ernd 3 than it is for School 1 and the 1inguistie
judges (in that Schools 2 and 3 include benevoience in it), Table 25 shows
that there is quite a high degree of agreemenf amohg'fater groups in their

ratings of speakers on this dimension. This suggests that perhaps the same.

Table 25. Intercorrelations Among Mother Speakers'
Factor Scores Received from Each of the Rater Groups

Intercorrelations Among Intercorrelations Among
Scores on Factor I Scores on Factor II
Rater Groups : Rater Groups
Lin- ' ~ ‘ Lin-
School School guistic - School School guistic
2 3 Judges o ' 2 3 Judges
R : ' R ‘ ' S
a G{School 1 .85 77 .88 a G} School 1 .05 4l 43
tr Jtr :
e o} School 2 .85 77 e o| School 2 21 - =.18
ru S ruj. _ ’ .
p | School 3 <73 p| School 3 . «27
s : s

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




C : . -162-

- linguistic cues that siénal' cémpetence for both »School .1‘ and the Linguistic :
Jjudges signal both competence and benev'o‘lénce for Schools 2 anci_ 3. On the"
other hand, there is very little inter-group aéreeme_nt :on the secoﬁd |
factor of personality judément, even between the raters fram Schools 2 and
3, who bo‘bh‘use the same dimension (discipline) for Factor II.. The intere
group agz;eemen‘t is consideréﬁly less for the second factor of mother speak-
ers than it was for father speakers (see Table 16), and it seems that it

will be very difficult to find the linguistic basis of judgments on this

dimensions.:
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Per'sonality Judgments as Related to Backgreund Variables.

| 0f the five“‘b.a.ckground veriables uses in this study, (_a_) family

" SBS leve;l., (b) educational level of the father in the i‘amiiy, (e) educa-
’cionai level of the mother, (d) father's father's SES, and (e) "’mother's

| father'e SES, the oniy ‘one that sheuld be expected to be directly related
to the competence level of mother spedkers is number two, their own educa-
tional level. As noted in the first section of this chapter, the educa-
tional level of the mother speakers was the background factor which was

. found to be most related to their speech patterns. It seems likely that
'educat:.onal level of the mother speakers. would also be the best pred:.ctor
‘of their received personality ratings. ‘

Table 26 shows the average personality ratings received by each

_ educational level group of mother sISeakers on each adjective, as well as
the s:.gnn.flcance levels of d:n.fi‘erences between avera.ges. Also included
in this table 1s the comparison of mother speakers from France with the
upper SES level mother speakers from Canada. On Comparison 1, the .com=
pa.rison of all speakers with high school or more .(Un +.HS) with all those
with lee.s than high 'schoo; (JH + E1), the differences befween group aver-’
ages exceed chance level on all of the adjectives except forte, one of
the main adjectives of the discipline dimension. (The differe;}ce don.
tol€rante, 'bhe other.main. disecipline adjective barely reaches ;ignifi-
cance with only 8% of the Variance accounted i'or by that ccmparn.son.) The A
only adjective (of those that reach significance) on wh:Lch the less~than-

' hlgh-school-educated group is rated higher is religieuse.. ' o
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| .Table 26. Personality Ratings of Mother 5peakers Analyzed Aecording
o ‘to Speakers' Educational Levels and Countries of Origin

: .Upper-class French

- | JFrench Canadian
French MB v X2

vs. Upper-class

" Husband's SES

j Intelligenté

- Active

) Juste

Courageuss
Sfire de soi
Aimable
Fiable
Socisble

1 242%%%3,5

| 3.1***3.9

B 402 l’.z
] 2.6%%x3,1
4 Lo3ex%3,.6r(.70
} 3.0%%+3.6

- 2.8%%*3.4

.38

%
31
31
18
H2
«33
13
48
27
.18
+00
«39
«00
«28

2.8%%%3,7

2.,2%%%3,3
—3.2%%%3 .6
20 6***30 0
o 202***3.8
4, 0%xxly, 5
o 30?***‘4’02

- 2.5***302

2. 7*%3,2
- 3e0%*3305
b2 4.3
- 2e3%%%3 .4

.02
24

Groupingé According to Speakers* Educatibhai Levels

total
4
il

«36
.21
26
49
«26
«20
.36
39
43
46
51
25
-38
12
39
46
«26
37

. arison 1 - Comparison 2
Un&iS JEEEL %v X211 Un _HS _dv _x2] JH

40
<31
«09
«10
.18
23
-0k
-05
27 *
33
22
321 *
«20

3o 5kxkl b Ak
3o 3krrl by
30 14%23,7
3.6 * 3.8
Fe Qw234
3e6%x*l, 5
bolp * 4.6
bo2 *xli }4
Fe7Hk¥Y 8
Se 1#%%5,5
3o 1¥2X3,5
3ebxex3.9
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a In general, mothers' educational levels account'for less #ariance
in the ratings of mother épeakers than fathers' SES levels did in the
ratings of father spoakers (compare‘Tables 4 and 26). 'Also, fewer of
the contingency tables are significant, indicating that the ordering of
| received ratingéliS'not predictéd-as well for the mothers by the best
predicior3 i.e., their educational levels. The contingenc&-tables for
twelve of the twenty adjectives were significant for father speakers on
‘the gross SES split, whereas only four are significant forlmother speake
ers on the gross educational split. 22%22 and'rating”of the mothers'
'SES levels are the two characterisfics with the most preaictable ordering,
and they fit Contingency Table A of Figure 28. Siire de soi and sociable
are the other two that have significant contingenqy tables, and they fit
the one shown in Part B of Figure 28.
The strongest impression for the comparison of mothers with high
school education or more in contrast to those of less than high school
-~ education is that they are more E2lig, of a higher SES level, more gﬁgg
de soi and more sociable than those with less than high school. The ;econd
impression, which is not éuite as'stpong, is that they are less religieuse
and they are in general more competeﬁt and benévolent than those of lesé‘
than high school educgtion. There seems to be litt19 differénce on.the
adjectives of.the discipline factor, although the more educated are some-
what less §§!§£g. It seems that the educational 16V91 of mother speakeré
is related more to the adjectives of the éompetence-benevolénce factor than .

to those of the discipline factor.
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o The second comparisdn.accérding to education, those with university
as compared to those with only high school, was found in the analysis of
speech patterns (the first section of this chapter) to favor those with
| only high school. Although thsy used.more typicélly Canadian speech as
far as pronunciations ;re concerned, they were judged more favorably than
the university-educated mothers on almost every other speech‘variable.'
Table 26 shows that they are also rated more favorably than the university-
: edncated.mothers‘on.ﬁbst of the personality adjectives. Although on ﬁost |
of the adjectivés qﬁly a small. amount of variance is acéounteg_fbr by this
" comparison, on some, like sincere, gigglg,,religieuée and forte, between
20 and 30 percent of ‘the variance is accounted for. Notice that the highe
school-educated mothers are not as forte as the university educated oneg,
but they are more religieuse. Religieuse is particularly interesting
since iﬁ was proposed in the first section of this chapter thét the highpb
scheol-educated mothers are more conscientious guardians of the French
Canadian culture than are those with university éréining, and Garigue (1962)
has pointed out that French Canadian women are the ones who take the respone-
‘ sibility for perpetuating their culture and religion.
It is interesting in the third comparison ﬁhat‘thbse with less than

9th grade education (El) are rated more fa#orébly‘than those with 9£h grade

(JH) on intelligente, active, camique, courageuse,'sﬁre de soi, sociable,
rande, ambitieuse and contente, even though they are not judged significante

ly more favorably on any speech variable (Table 20) and they actually re-

ceive a less favorable judgment on one speech variable, fluency (#11).

| . A
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The mother sbéakers from France are rated more favorably than those

from Canada on all personality adjectives except>four; On thréa of the

four, grande, tolérante and forte, there is no sifnificant difference, and
on the fburﬁh, religieuse, the Canadians are ¥a£ed significantly‘highér o
than the mothers from France. In generai, the Continental vs. Cangdian
comparison fof.father speakers accounted for more variance in the adjective
ratings (Table 7) tﬁan it does for mother spegkers; In order for the con-
tingency tables to be significant, the ordering of speakers according to )

| this'pomparison must be perfect, since there are only 3 spéékerg‘from'
France. Four of the contingency tables for the adjective ratings of father
speakers were significant for this comparison of spéakers from France with
speakers fram Canada whilé none are significant for mother speakers.
However, over half of the adjectives.(generally those that account for

- ‘the most vafiance) for the Continental-Canadian comparison'of mother speak-.
ers fit the contingency table of Figure 35, with only one spéakef mis=-
placed from each group. ' |

In most of these comparisons, F2 is the'continentai speaker who is

ordered lower than some Canadian speakers, altﬁough in some cases it is F3,
but it is never Fl. F; is consistently rated higher than all other speakers
on almostdéﬁéfy adjective. The popularity of Fl is.not just a characteristic
of the comﬁined ratings of the groups; but she is rated highest in competence
and among the highest in benevolencg and leniency of discipline by each of

. the ﬁhree schools. (See Fl's position in the factor score plottings for

each rater‘group given in Figures 36 to 40.) This is parﬁicularly inter-
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Figure 35. Contingency Table for Some of the Adjectives

in the Camparison of Continental French Mother Speakers
with Upper-class Canadian Mother Speakers

Category of Average
Received Ratings

Highest 3 Lowest.9

2117
|8

(exact test, not significant)

s

Canadian

S Fea/(er Ca‘k{yor)/
A+B  French

This table applies to the adgectives intelligent, active, juste, belle,
sincdre, comique, sire de soi, aimable, fiable, ambitieuse, religieuse, _
and forte for the comparison of Continental French mother speakers with
upper-class French Canadians.

esting since the raters seem to have a difficult time agreeiﬁg on the
ratings of most other speakers. The differences between speakers in the
degree to which people agree in ratings of them may turn out to be an

important personality variable.

Other background variables.. The personality ratings of mother speak-
ers, when analyzed according to the SES level of each mother speaker's |
father, give approximately the séme results as those for the analysis
by mother speakers"educational levels (Table 26). Some adjectives like

"gentille, belle, and intelligente seem to be slightly more related to the

mother speakers' fathers' SES,. while others, like sociable are slightly

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Figure 36. Plot‘b:mg of Each Mother Speaker According to
Her Factor Position Received from the Total Group of Raters
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Figure 37.
 Her Factor Position Received from Schocl 1 Raters

Plotting of Each Mother Speaker Accord:.ng to

!

 Competent

Factor L -
@ -
'@gﬁ ' i’ @:s @\HS
ey @ %
@6 Un . - : V. -
:)c @%ﬂ @ZS ,B.e.ng'v,;lent
. ; 1Da"” y e Jun g
o ?;Bene,volenf“ V@g - 3‘55 Factor K
ern ‘ £l |
@ 5[ @By -
El -
+9 . + +
Gz o
@ 5 8
h
€53
, | €95 -
I ncomp etent

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Figure 38. iPlotting of Each Mother Speaker.Acdording

to Her Factor Position Received from School 2 Raters
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Figure 39. Plotting of Each Mother Speaker According
to Her Factor Position Received from School 3 Raters
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Figure Plotting ot anh Hothor. SPea.ker According t.o A
Her Faotor Position Recoived from Linguistﬂ.c Judges IR ‘r )
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more related to mothers' educat:.on, but the two ba.ckground variables are
about equally good as predactors of personal:.ty rat:mgs. Actually these
two background variables are quite highly correlated with one another (.77’,'
see Table 21) and therefore they give somewhat redundant information a;boﬁ‘t';
the mother s'peakers. | \ Il |

Figure 41 shows how each of the background variables is related to
the | campetence and benevolence factors for father speakers and the com-
petence_-benevolence. factor and the discipline fé.étor for mothers. None
of f.he backgrouhd variables is even moaéra.tely correlated ﬁth either of
the second factors (benevolence for fathers or d:is'cipliné for méthers).
The competence ratings of fathers are more related to their SES level (#1)
~than are ‘the .c;ompetence ratings of mothers, which would be expecte@ since
the SES level of the family depends much more on the ab;ilitieg of the fathezjl
than those of the mother. However, fathers' competence ratings are also
much more related to their own educational levels (#2) ‘than are the compet-
ence-benevolence ratings of mother speakers to their own educational levels
_ (#3). Part of the reason. for this is that the high-school-educated mothers
were actually higher on almost all of the Mjecﬁves than wére those of
university education, and therefsre much of the predictive usefulness of
mothers* educé.fional levels wouldn't show up in linear correlation. This
also explains whj mothe.r speakers' fathers' SES (#5) is correlated more
highly with 'the competence-benevolence personality .i‘aetor for mothers than

is their education.

Mother épeakers' competence ratings are more related to their i‘a‘thei's‘
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Figure 41..

Graphs of tﬁe-cﬁr;eiétifonsl ‘Between’ Background Variables-

- ~ and Factor Scores for Father Speakers and for Mother Speakers
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| SES ‘leveis than father speékers‘ competence ratings are to their fathgrs,'
SES levels. This is i;rbbably another expréssion of the greater social
mobility among ﬁench Canadian men than .é.mon.g French Canadian women.
However, 't.hé cpmpetence ratings of father spea.}cers are very highly rel#ted
~ to their father-ix;x;-law's SES (#5)5‘ almost as h1gh1y correlated as they are '
to their oﬁn_SES or educational levels (#i and #2). This is still another
_ expfession of the lack of social mobility 'among French Canadian women,
since they seem to be marrying men who are vezfy' similar in social class
le§el and interpersongl competence (as indicated by ratings from voilce) ‘
to their fathers. An explané'bioﬂ of SQmé possible -mechani'sms by which
this could operate was also given in the first section of this chapter.
With the exception of "mother spéakers' relatedness to their fathers'
SES and father speak_ersi unrelatedness to their own fathers! S}':ZS, the
éomi)etence i'étings «f father speakers are much more related to background -
variables in general than are the competence ra'tinés of mother s;ieakers.
This also shotwé up in the plottings of speakers according to their re-
ceived factor scores (Figures 36 to 40). Although rater groups have
fairly good agreément as to‘their piacemént of spéakers on the vertical
dimension (Factor I),. and those mothers gf high school education or more
are usually above the midline on the‘ campetence facAtor, there are quite a
few exceptions. There are also quite a few e.x.cep‘tions to thé predictiéns
of competenée for mother speakers from their -fé.ther’s' SES leVels; although
~ there is a general {rend for those mdﬁmers whose fathers' SES categoxjr ‘was

B to be high on compe'bence and those wlose fathers' SES category was’D to.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



e @ am

| be. low 6n competence. In the case of the father speakez:s,’the onl& éx-

_. ceptions to the eorrespondenée of the:ir competence ratings to their SES
levels Awere explainable by educational discrepancies (Figure 9 of Cbapter
III). 1In general, the correspondence between background variable categories 4
and posi‘tion on the competence dimension is much less élear for mother
speakers than for fathér spéakers-. This ﬁc;ulci;suggest 'bha'l;. perhaps some

~ other .va.riab.le in the background of mother spe'akers might be more related
to the impressions they make than are SES or e&ucation. H'owever,' the lack
of agi-eement among rater groups as .'l'.o the positions of speakers on the
second‘ factor (discipline or 'benevolence),' which is obvious both from a

'. camparison of 'bhe factor score plottings for each rater group ..‘_(Figures.'
36 to 40) and from the correlations among these scores (Tabie 25).,‘ éjxggests
that part of the problem may be the lack of generality in the impressions
that adult womeh make upon young men. thhing clear emerges 'é‘rom cpmpafing
the factoi' score pa.tterhs of each rater group for mother speakers (Figures:; ‘

- 36 to 40) as it did when mak:’!.ng the same .c'omp‘alrison for father speakers

(Figures 21 to 24).
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Personality Judgments as Related to Speech Variables. -

Figure 42 shows graphically the intercorrelations between the line
guistic performance variables and the two personality”factors for mother
speakers (competenoe-benevolence and the d;sclpllne factor). based on the
impressions of the total group of raters. 1In general, the sare speech
variables that were found to be highly correlated with the competenca
judgment'for father speakers (see Figure 17) seem to be the basis on which
raters Judge the competence and benevolence of mother speakers. These' .
speech varlables are the ones that have been referred to earller as "accent
var;ables," 1nclud1ng accuracy and articulateness of pronunclatzon (#2 and
#1), amount and appropriateness.of intonation (#5 and #6),‘Contanen§al VS
Canadian accent (#3),'and nconfidence variables," including breathiness_(#9),
nervousness (#10), and fiuency (#11);

For father speakers, the‘second factor, benevolence, was not nighl&
related to amy of the‘linguisfic rariables, altnough hesitations (#14) and
amount of intonation (#5) correlated moderetely. For mother speakers the
conly linguistic variable to nhicn the second factor, discipline, is even
moderately related is hoarseness (#8): those mothers who are hoarse are
seen as being stern disciplinerians. Note that the vector for hoarseness
in Figure 42 corresponds even more closely to the gentille vector of Figure
30 than it does to the discipline factor, so that those mothers who are

hoarse are generally seen as being very pas gentille. This is partlcularly

- interesting since hoarseness in father speakers was positively correlated

with benevolence (see Figure 17), although very slightly. For fathers and -
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Graph of the Correlations Between Speech Variables

. and Mother. Speakers? ‘Factor Scores from the Total Group of Raters
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mothers, hoarseness is'indicative of low competence. The hoarse father,
then, is considered to be kind and incompetent, and the hoarse mother is
considered to be unkiﬂd.and incompetent. 4

Notice also that no speech variable corresponds closely to the

second factor nor to the adjectives sévere and forte of which the second

factor is comprised. The same was true of the-second factor (benevolehce)
for father speakers, ahd agaih it must be concluded as it was in the case
of father speakers that either there are 1ihguistic variables other than
the ones uged.in this study th#t are importaht in the pérceptioﬁ of the
second personality factor for mothers; ;r else this judgment is made from
a complex coﬁbination of speech dimensions. . The answer to this question

must also be left.to futﬁre work.

Comgarisons of rater groups in their personality judggents as related |,

~to speecﬁ variables. Table 27'gives the intercorrelations between the
linguistic variablés énd the two.factors for mother speakers that emerge
from the combined rétings Sf all threé schools (which were shown graphically
in Eigure'42), and also the same intercorrelations for the factors that
'emerge from ratings by each of the schools separately and from the ratings
by linguistic judges (none of which were shown graphically). In a previous
section it.was found fhat Factor II for Schools 2 and 3 is the discipline
factor,‘but for School 'l it is a cqmbination of benevolence énd this dis-
cipline dimension, and Factor II for linguistic judges is the benevolence
 dimension just as it was in the perception of father speakers. As was dise

cussed in preceeding sections, there is much less agreement among rater
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Table 27. Interéorrelations Between Speech Variables and

Mother Speakers® Factor Scores from Each Rater Group
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| groups on the second factor of personality gudgment for mother speakers
than there is for father speakers, and fram th:l.s fact it would be expected
that different l:.ngu:.stn.c cues are used. by each group to judge these secon-
dary dimensions. | 4 ‘ ' '
| - The first 'i‘aLetor for all of the rater'groups (wh_ich refleets compet--'
ence .only for School 1 and the linguis‘l';ic jud'ges, bﬁt competence and |
) ben-evolence. fer Schools 2 and 3) is quite highiy related to all of the '
speech variables except rate of speaking (#l&), mispronunc:.atn.ons (#13), and
hesitations (#14), jus'b as it was in the perception of the adult males
(i‘ather speakers).

Hesitations (#14), the speech rariable that was jxnporfant in the per-
ception of benevolence in father speakers, is quite related to the benevo-
ience factor (Factor II) in the ratings motherspeakers receive from both

'.the linguistic judges and School 1 raters. ‘ In every case ‘the benevolente
sounding persen 1s the one with few hesi‘catiens. It is not ifery highly
‘related to the second 'facto;r for Schoels 2 or .3, nor should/it be expected
to be, since the second factor for these two ‘rat'er groups does not reflect
benevolence. .

The discipline factor (Factor II) for School 2 raters is m'est 'rela‘bed‘
to pitch (#7), but it is also quite related to accent (#3), and amount and
appropriateness of intonation (#5 and #6)'. School 2 raters, then, consider
speakers with 1ow-p:|.tched voices and little :mtonatlon, :mapproprn.ate inton-

ation and a Canadian accent to be stern disciplinarians. On the other hand,

School 3 seems to be judging the disc:.pl:me d:Lmens:Lon primarily on the basis

-
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of hoarseness. Although hoarseness is only slightlj' related to 'bhe sec,;ond |
~ factor for School 2, it is related a bit mdre to the second factor (ibene’vo-‘
len.ce-discipiine) for School 1, and it is the only speech variable that 1s
universal enough in its relationship to the discipline dimension to be
" related to that dimension in the combined ratings of the three schools.

Even though Schools 2 and 3 use the same dimension, the discipline.
dimension, as their ‘seco.nd independent factor for judging the personalities
of mother speakers, it seems that they are judging that d.:unens:non on the
basis of d:.fferent l:mgtustlc cues, and it seems likely tha.’c. they will not
agree highly as to which spaakers are stern disc:l.plinarians and which are

" lenient. That such is the case is shown in Table 25. The second factor
for School 2 correlates only «21 with the second factor for School 3-_ .In4
fact, even though the secondff.‘ac'hor for School 1 is sliéhtly different from
that of School 3 in that it inéludes benevolence, the correlation Between

 the second factors for these two schools is higher than that between Schéols
2 an;i 3e Schoél 2; then, is the rater groﬁp with the most idiosyncratic
second factor; it correlates only .05 w:z.'bh that of School 1 and ‘-.. 18 with
that of the hngu:.s‘blc judges. (See Table 25.) -

There is one other obvious dlfference between Schools 2 and 3 in their
ratings on the discipline .i‘actor, which makes good sense conceptually. School
2 tends to rate those who are high -on‘ the ."acc;.en’c" and "confidence" speech
variables as being lenient (note fhe éosifivé correlations between these’

'. speech variables and Factor II for School 2 in Table 27), but School 3 tends

to rate them as being more stern (note the negative correlations between

1




same position on the discipline dimension in the ratings by School 2 and

=184

these speech variables and Factor II for School 3 in Table 27). Since
School 3.rater§ in general come from a lower SES ievel than do Schdol 2 .

raters, and since,low SES and less educated mothers were found to bel'

- . lower on the "accent" and "confidence" variables, it appears that Bothv-
" School 2 and School 3 raters have a tendeéncy to rate those mother speakers

who are most similar to their own mothers as being more lenient. This may

be a fruitful hypothesis for future research aimed at determining the
basisAof.these judgments.éf discipline style.

" The lack of agreement between Schools 2 and 3 in their attribution of
sferh or lenient to mother speakers-is shown in a comparison of the ploﬁ-

ting§ of factor scores for each school in Figures 38 and 39. Notice that

speakers F2 and A2 are considered to be lenient by School 2 raters, whereas

Schogl 3 raters sée them as stern; and speakers Cﬁ, A3 énd Bl are stern
for School 2 but lenient for School 3. As would be expected (:ihce the
lenient-stern discipline di&ension is judged mostly on the basis of pitch
by School 2 and mostly on the basis'of hoarseness by School 3) A2 is high
in pitch but relatively hoarse, in contrast to C5.who is low in‘pitch but
not vefy hoarse. (See Table 28 £or speaker orderings on the speech vari-

ables.) However, Bl énd A3 reverse this expected pattern and although it~

is School 2 raters who rate them stern, they are lower on the hoarseness

variable (more hoarse) thah they are on the pitch variable. Tﬁere are

'speakers such as €6, D2 and Al who are in about the same ordinal position

on pitch and hoarseness, and who are, as would be expected, in about . the

U
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Table 28. Ordering of Mother Speakers on Each of the 15 Speech Variables

1) Articulate

pronunciation

2) Accurate

pronunciation

3) Continental

- French accent

4) Rapid
speech
5) Much
~ intonation

- 6) Appropriate

intonation
7) High
pitch
8) Soft
voice

' 9) Not

breathy
- 10) Assured

11) Smooth, fluent

speech

- 12) Few
* Canadianisms

: 13) Few mis- '
pronunciations

14) Few
hesitations

for passage

SPEA K ER O RDER

123hj6189mum3gggggﬁg

B6 A2 A3 B2 D1 C2 BS B3 C5 D6 D5 CL B4 D2 C% C6 Al BI 3 D4
B6 A2 B2 D1 C2 A3 B3 B5 D2 B4 C5 C4 AL D6 Bl C6 CL D4 D5 C3

A2 B6 A3 B2 C2 B4 B3 BS D1 Al D2 D6 D& C6 C5 C4 C3 C1 B D5
D1 D5 C3 C1 C6 B5 A2 Bl C2 A3 A1 B2 D6 C4 B4 B3 B6 D2 D4 C5

A2 A3 B3 B2 D1 BS C2 B6 D6 C3 D5 €6 D2 AL B4 CI €4 BI €5 Db
A3 A2 B3 B2 DI C2 B6 D6 AL D2 B5 C3 C5 CL C¥ D5 BL DY B C6

A2 B3 C3 G2 A3 B2 D6 Bl D1 D5 C1 BY B6 C4 B5 C6 D4 €5 12 ALl

c2 D4 B2 B6 B3 D1 A3 D6 C5 B4 €3 BS B1 A2 C4 C1 A1 D2 C6 D5
A3 42 DI B2 B5 B4 D2 D6 C5 BI O D4 B3 D5.C1 B6 C2 Ck AL C3
A3 A2 B2 D1 C2 C6 B5 D2 C5 B3 D6 B6 B4 Bl AL C4 CL D4 C3 D5
A3 B2 A2 B3 C2 D1 B6 D2 C5 C3 D6 B4 C6 B5 D4 Al Ck C1 BL D5
A2 B6 C4 B5 B1 D6 C5 B3 C6 D5 BY Al B2 C1 A3 02 C3 D1 D2 D
A2'A3 B2 C2 €3 D1 D2 B6 A2 B3 D6 D4 CL B4 C5 D5 c6'B5 BL Ok

A2 A3 B2 B3 €2 c_3‘D1 D2 B6 B4 €6 Al Bl B5 C5 D6 C1 Dk D5 C4

15) Short time . . <Dl C2 AL A3 A2 C1 €3 B2 D2 B4 €6 Ci BS D BI D6 B6 D5 B3 C5

Tnarticubate.

- pronunciation

Inaccurate
pronunclation
Canadian French
accent :

Slow
speech
Little
intonathon
Inappropriate
intonation
Bass
pitch
Hoarse
voice

Breathy

Hesitant and
nervous
Stumbles over
words
Many
Canadianisms
Many mis-
pronunciations
Many
hesitations
Long time

- for passage

i
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v those'by Schdol 3.‘ But there are also speakers such as C3 and Cl whose
positiéns in the orderings of pitch are quite aifferent from their posi- J
iions in the orderings of hoarseness, yet they are also rated in aboﬁt
the same positicn on the discipline dimension by both schools.v

The only conclusion that can be made from this analysis of indi- "'
vidual cases is that, although the correlations between each speech var-
iable énd thé secondary factors (Table 27) give an idea of major trehds,
the correlations are not sfrong en;ugh to provide gﬁod.prediction of
speakers"personaiity'ratings from theirlspéech.- This is particularly

.true of the éecond factor of peréonality judgmént and particﬁlarly for
mother‘speakers.

Conclusions. For both’father speakers and mother speakers the first
per;énality factor (which in every case is primarily the dimension of
competence, although for mothers' ratings it often includes benevolence)

- is highly related to most of the speech variables (see Table 27 and Figurgs
42 and 17.) Aléd; different rater groups have a high degree of agreement
in their assignment of b§th mother and father speakers to positions on '
Factor I (agreeméntlié slightly higher for father speakers),'and inter-

rater relisbilities within a group of raters are higher for competence

" adjectives than for any of the others (Table.é). It can be concluded,
then, that the comﬁetence impression is quite prédiciable from speech
parameters and that there is a high degree of inter-rater reliability
and a high degree of agreement between groups'in the ratings given to

s
e

speakers on this dimension.

-
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As has been péintea out in the preceeding péragraphs,:the predic;
‘tion of mother sﬁeakers' positions on the diséipline or benevolence-
discipline diﬁension is a very complex hatter, and lies-beyond the scope
‘of a broad, general study such‘as thig one. For each gfdup‘of ratérs,
this secondary factor_is ét Best only moderately correlated with speech
- yariables, and'then'only'with Qné or two (Tabié 27). Not only is the
second factof in the perception of mother speakers much less pfedicﬁable
fram speéch variables than the first, there is als?‘EEEE less agreement
‘among rater groups in the relative positions oflépe#keré on this dimen-
sion (Table 25). The highest correlationé'betwegn second factors for
rater groups are only in the .40's and the lowéét'is ;.18. (Partlof the
reason for this is that thevsecond factor for some rater groups represents
a different dimension than it does for others. However, even those two
rater groupé,chhools 2 and 3, who are using the same diménsion correlate
only .21 in their assignmenf of sﬁeakers on that dimension.) In the case
of the father sbeakers theré is much more agreement among rater groups with
respect to the second factor (which is benevolence), with most of the inter-
cbrrelations between réter groups on that fdctor in-the .50 t64.70 range.
'But, even iﬁ the case‘of’fathers, the prediction-of this second factor is
'very poor from the speech variables used in tﬁis'study. in order to deter-
 mine the basis on which raters judge the benevolence or discipline (stern-
lenient) diménsionss studies_whidh are focused only upon thatiproblem will
be necessary. The finding that raters from School 2 and also raters from

School 3 atiribute greater leniency to mothers of SES level similar to
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their own is encouraging in that it shows that, although the judgments
on the discipline dimension are complex, the disagreements among raters
are quite logical and lawfully determined. It may be found in future

research that the extent to which a young man atiributes leniency to adult

women of similar SES level to his own is determined Sy how much he likes

“his own mother or how lenient or bene#olént he thinks she is. Perhaps
some of the answers to the problem 6f how the benevolence impression is
formed in person pérce_ption wif_l.l be found in’ studieé of paz;ent-child
identification. | ‘l |
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O ' o ' | Chapter V
. ' Son Speakérs: Results and Discussion

In its analysis of the reactions of'loth and 1llth grade young men
to the speech of soﬁ speakers, this study is‘somewhat’liﬁited in that
the son speakers were contacted through the schools which they attend.
Thus all of them have at leas‘t. reached the 10th grade, meaning that they
represent a select subgroup-bf the French Canadian population, at least
as far as school achievement is concerned. Of the ten father speakers
who fall into'the'group with the very clearly less favorable personality
ratings (shown in Figure 4 of Chaffer III), seven in their teen years
would not have been inéluded in a sampling of 10th and llth graders since
their schooling stopped at grade nine or before. Many of the 3rd grade
boys in Frender's study who were under-achievers in school and who wore
found to show signs of a pronounced "masculine" motivation and who were
less expressive .:'Ln their speech, would also be left out of a 10th and -
11th grade sample, since they are the ones who are likely to drép out of

. scigiool; . '

In some preliminary work for thi§ stﬁdy, the hypothesis was put forth
that sons who idéntify highly with their fathers, i.e., rate'fheir fathers
similarly to themselﬁes on personality adjectives, would sound more like

their fathers in their speech. The idea was that identification with the

12 1t seems likely that not only the son speakers of this study, but
also the mother and father speakers are a biased sample of the French
Canadian population, since those parents whose sons continue in school
probably value education much more than those who allow their sons to

drop out. Upward mobility may be very much a function of parental en-
couragement. , . :
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father would lead to or accompany modelllng and imitatlon of his speech.
In order to test thls idea, groups of raters listened to the speech of 5
_the fathers and their sons (reading the same passage used 1n this thesis),

‘ not knowing which son belonged to which father, and rated them on & number
of paired adjectives similar to the ones used in thls thesis, and the
patterns of received scores for father-son pairs were compared statisti-
cally for their similarity (using D-scores aé described in Osgood, 1957).

When the sons rated themselves similarly to their fathers, the
raters also rated them similarly, with.a correlation of .38‘betweenvthe
two similarity scores, significant beyond the .05 level., In this firét
analysis no differentiation.waé made between the boys who rated themselves
more favorably than thelr fathers and those who rated themselves less
favorably. Both were conszdered to be low 1dent1f1ers. When the low iden-‘
tifier group was broken into an "ascendant low" group (those who rate thems
selves more favorably than their fathers) and an "inferior low" group
(those who rate themselves less favorably), this evaluation of the father
relative to self was found to corrglate .451with the similarity of the
father aﬁd the son in their.personality ratings received from the listeners.

" That is, those who réted'fathers more favoiably than self were rated'more
similarly to their fathers (in the judgments by listeners) than those who
rated self more fa&orably than father. The relationéhip follows the curve
shown in Figure 43. It seems, then, that the more highly a young man re-
gards his father relative to himself, the moré he will sound like him. This

suggests thaﬁiperhaps those sons who evaluate their fathers more favorably
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O . N "~ Figure 43. The Relation‘ship Between the Identification of
- Sons with Their Fathers and Their Similarity to Their
Fathers as Rated by Others from Their Speech
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are modelling more ﬁpon their fathers®' speech. (It would be useful to
repeat this kind of study using linguistic measures of speecﬁ similarity
rather than personality ratings, which are one step removed.)

However, there are alternative explanations for the obtained results
other than the speech modelling one. Upon closer analysis it was found
that the sons as a gfoup were rated much more favorably than their fathers.
It was also found that the fathers who were rated highest were those of

the higher SES levels; in fact this finding led to the research reported
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in this thesis. Since the sons é.s a group were rated more favorably than
fathers, it follows that the higher SES fathers were therefore rated more

simila‘rly to their sons than were the low SES fathers who received less

favorable ratings. That'is, sons of the low SES fathers might be expected . .

to ‘agree with the rater groups that their fathers are less ini31lligent,
less ambitiéux, less sﬁ;' de soi, etec. Rather thah being an.expressi"on
of lack of admiration for the father, the disparity in their ratings of
self and father could be considered an indication of their objectivity in

/.

facing the i‘acts. (It would be interesting and useful to re-analyze this

" data to compare their ratings of thelr father on "competence" adjectives
with fheir ratings on behevolence” adjectives. ) .

As mentioned in Cheipter III, it is proﬁably 'br'uel that the 'low SEs: son
speakers in this thesis don't identify highly with their fathers, since
most of them have already passed their fathers in educatioh, and their
reference group seems to be a higher SES level. It would be interesting
nov'w, in light of the resﬂts of this thesis, to carry out; a more detailed

study of identification and speech similarities between French Canadian

boys and their fathers, using a more representative sample which would
include those boys who have dropped out of school and who will become 1ower'

SES fathers in ten years.
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Soeech Differences‘Among Son Speakers.

Table 29 showé the inter-correlations among the ratings received

-by -son speakers on the 15 linguistic variables. The pattern of the

relationships for sons is very much like the pattern found for fathers

(Table 10) which is displayed graphically in Figure 13. The sons'

. patiern is even more similar to that for fathers than was the mother

speakers' pattern (Table 18 and ‘accompanying discussion). The two

major groupings of variables for son speakers, the Maccent! variables

(Box I of Figure 13), and the "confidence" variables have high’inter-

correlations among the variables within each of these two groupings

. Just as they did in the case of father speakers (Figure 13). The two

groupings are also moderately related to each other for both father -
and son speakers. For mother speakérs, breathiness was nc;t closely
related to the other "confidence" variables as it was for fathers.
For sons it is almost as é;l.qsely related as it was for fathers. The
taliyj of hesitatioﬁs, whicﬁ was highly related to the "confidence®
variables for fathers, but not for mothers, is also highly related
for sons.: ‘

There are a few rather minor differences between the pattern
for fathers and that for sons. Judged speaking rate for fathers
was related only .to total time, but for sons it is also sllghtly
associated wi'th‘ piteh (high pitch accompanying rapid speech), as it
was for motheré. Also, total time for fathers was comprised of both
hesitations a.nd'judged speaking rate. For.sons it is still highly

related to hesitations, but only slightly to judged speaking rate.
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Table 29. Mairiz of Inter~corvelations Among

Son Speakers! Scores on 15 Linguistlic Varlables

1) Artievlate
. promuneiation
2) Accurate
pronunciztion
3) Contincatel

French accent

. 4) Rapid

spGech
5) Much
intenation
6) Appropriate
intonation
7) High
pitch

' 8) Not

b a-3 £h0 ANty S AL PO Sad ey S S0t B 3

hoarse
9) Not
breathy
10) Assured,
not nervous

LN G S L S TS 2 T A LRI TR AR RN T

11) Smooth, fluent

speech
12) Few
- Canadianisms
13) Few mis-
pronunciations
i) Few
hesitations
15) Short time
for passage
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Oddly enough thié was reversed in the case of mother speakers, with
total time being related to judgéd rate but not to hesitations.

For éons, pitch ha§ a somewhat different pattern of relationships
than it did for fathers. It is not related to the "confidenced
variables (excépt #11 very slightly) as it was for fathers, but it is
slightly more related to the "accent" variables ( eﬁccept for #3).

Pitch for mother speaker's was even more related to the "accent®
variables than it is fbr soné, but it was also somewhat related to

the "confidence" vafiabies in the case of mothers. Pitch a.nd hoarse-
ness were correlated .47 for mother speakers, with low pitch accompany-
ing hoarseness, as would be predicted by the Freudiaﬁ proposal put
forth by Rousey énd Moriarty (1965), which holds that both are express-
ions of "masculine motivation." The correlation between these two -
variables for father speakers was only .i?, and hoarseness was found

to be characteristic of lower SES and less educated fathers, whereas
deeper pitch was not. It was proposed that perhaps masculine motivation
and the accompanying subconscious lowering of the voice occur among

low achievers more at the younger age levels, and that the hoarseness
that pefsists at later ages is a result of the "wocal ncdules" spoke_n
of by Rousey and Moriarty, which are a result of such misuse of the
voice. Pitch and hoarseness are soméwhat more related to each other

in ‘the speech of the sons than they were in that of the father speakers,
but the relationship is still a modest one (r= -3l).

Frender found pitch to be a more important characteristic than
hoarseness in differentiating high and low achievers among ‘third grade

@ boys of low SES (Table 12, Chapter III), which fits the argument that
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pitch is a more important characteristic of masculine motivation at
earlier ages, whereas hoarseness is more important later (since "yocal
nodules” only come about after prolonged misuse of the voice). If

this line of reasoning is correct, those teen-age son speakers in this

study who are low achiévers in school should b9 hoarser and alsonhave o .  f
deeper voices than those who are high achievers. Unfortunately, this
proposal can't be &ifectly tested, since no information was obtained
for the son speakers concerning_their~schopl performance. AHowevér,
in the folipwing paragraéhs.the speech performance of the son speakérsJ
will be analyzed according to the SES level of their fathers and the

* hypothesis that masculine motivation is greater among those who come
from lower SES homes can‘be‘tested. Also, it should be kept in mind
that the.extremely low-achieving teen-age boys who would be expected
to show the most hoarseness and the deepest pitch are not included in
this study since they are not iﬁ school by grade 10 or 1l (as.discussed
in the first parag;aphé of this chapter).

Speech differences as related to background variables. Table 30

displays the average ratings and scores received on the 15 speech
variables by each SES gfouping of sons, as well as the comparisons of
upper class son speakers with those from France. The son épeakers from
France are rated more favorably than'the upper class French Canadian
son speakers on every speech variable except two, judged rate of speak-
ing and mispronunéiations. On four of the variables (accuracy of
pronunciation, accent, nervousness and hesitations) the ordering of-

son speakers is perfect with all of those from France being rated higher

than all of those from Canada (as shown b& the significant results of
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| Table 30.

Linguistic Ratings of Son Speakers Analyzed Accoz;ding -
to Speakers' Fathers' SES Levels and Countries of Origin
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information but for father and mother speakers. Consult the RS
. notes to Tables 4 and 9 for detailed explanation. B e

i - ~ Grouplings According to Speakers' Fathers!'
- | Upper-class French 3 .. Qoeupational SES Levels '
_ . » vs. Upper-class . ) : _
e T French Canadians |total| ABvs. CD = A vs. B C vs. D
 Ae Linguistic Ratings Tench A+B| vy 32| %v |A+B CiD|_Bv| X2 | A B | %v| X2|_C D | %v| X2
. --Prononciations : , ‘ _ ‘ - = - - -
o ls Artimllge’ ma-rqllGB 2.3*.**4-1 37 032 4,0 **4,61.10 300***“’.4 22 405 “'07 .OO ‘
._."Az) .J%::'g 2.0%%+4,8| .55 %+ | .33 |4.7 * 5.2[.06] | 3.7%*5.2|.27 5.1 5.3|.00
-~ 3) Continental : 1.5%4%6,0].95 %% | .33 |5.9 **6.4|.23 5.6 * 6.1{.10 6.5 6.3[.00
- Yitesse du Monologues. . - . o B
- k) Rapide . 2.8  3.50.16] o1l [3.5 3.6|.00 24 1%xx4, 0] . 14 3.6 3.7{.00
. 5) Beaucoup B} 3.1 **4.4).13 MO | Be24xx5,51.271 * | 3.2%%+4.7].13 5.6 544,00
" 6) Juste 3.3%%#L,81.26 25 |U7Hex5.4 . 10 4.0 *%5.0}.11 5.6 5.5{.00
- 7) Algué 3.7 * 4.6].06 <06 |42 *%4,9].06 3.9 b.}.00 5.0 4.8].00
' B)Ms—e . 305 * 4.4 019 003 403 406 003 1&.3 . 403 .00 406 407 «00
9) haletante 2.6 * 3.5].31 «05 |3.6 3.8|.01] }3.7 3.5]|.00 3.6 U.1].04
Particularités de . S 1. o . . 1 - 1 S
Atindividus : . N , . o . 1
10) AssurS ot dStendu 2.0%%%3,6 ). 3u]++* | .08 |3.7 **bolt].08 3.4 3.8].00] 4.2 4.5}.00
-11) Mots coulent sans 1.7++x3.8|.40 14 3.9 *4.5].06 Jolt * 4.1].03] |42 **4.31.05
%)Idngu_istic Tallies : : A o 8.2 B p 00
Canadianisms 1.0%*%%5,61.61 &7 |5.3%%7.9 |42 2 5.9[.05 2 Tl
- 13) Mispronunciatins 0.0 g.’o .00 .4;. g?» 0.2[.12] Jo.1*0.6{.30] }o.2 0.2}.00
- 14) Hesitations 0.0%#%0,7). 11}+++] .07 {0.7 **1.2]|.05] | 0.4 * 0.9].02 1.1 1.4}.00
15) Time for passage 12oxax133f.28) | <17 {135 138[.01 132 136{.01 13‘2***145 .15
" . Notes This table is camparable to Tables 9 and 19 which give similar
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the exact test, in ﬁhe.column labelled X2).

The accent vafiables seem to be the main speech characteristics
that are indicative of or related to son speakers' family SES levels.
The same was frue for father énd.h§théf speakers. Mother speakers'
performance on the "accent® vari#bles was slightly less related to
the SES level of their family (around 20% = 50% variance accounted
for, see Table 19) than it i§ here in the case of sons (30% -.40%),
Fafhér speakers! accent variable performance was much more predictable
fram SES (70% - 90%, see Table 9) than either that of mothers or that
of sons, whiéh isn't too surprising'since occupational SES is‘a diféét
result of the éompetence level of the father.v

The major difference between SES groups of father and mother
speakers. occured at the AB vs. CD split, but in the case;of son
speakers the major differenée is between the aristocratic¢ sons
(Category A) andvéll other sons. The afistocrats are more ar@icul#te
and accurate in their pronunciation, have a more continental accent,
intonate more, and their intonation is more appropriate. In fact,

: they are as much higher than the other Canadian speakers as the sons
from France are higher than the aristocrgtg'on all of the accent
variables except the continental-dénadian accent :ating. |

Other than the accent variables, the only other ones on which a
very'lafge amount of variance is accounted for by SES are Canadianisms,
which is closely related to accent and mispronunciations. It is rather
strange that it is sons from one of the high SES categories, Category B,
who have more misproﬁunciations than sons from either of the lower SES

@

categories (C or D). The Category A and B sons are significantly higher
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than. the Category C and D sons én two of the confidence variables, .

- and the aristocrats ha#e fewer hesitations and are judged to speak
faster than the other thfée groups, but on none of them does the SES
categorlzatlon account for much varlance.

Sons fram the two upper SES groups have higher-pitched voices
than those from the two lower ones, as the “masculinltyamotlvatlon
theoiy“'put forth in Chapter III would predict, but agaiﬁltﬁe relation-
ship is a small one. ' There is no significant difference on hoarseness,
although the group averages indicate that the two uppef gré%ps are .
slightly less hoarse. ~

When the sons' speech is analyzed according to their fathers!
educational 19#61 or thét of their mo‘hhers,'13 about the same péttern -
as has been described for the SES anaiysis (Table 30) emerges. However
there are a few small differences. The confidence variables for sons
are a bit more related to fathers' education (slightly over 20%
common variance) than‘they were to SES, and total time for the passage

_and hesitations are more related to fathers' education, although
judged speaking rate is not as related as it was to family SES. Those
with highly educated fathers sﬁeak faster, more confidently, and with
fewer hesitations. Also, boys whose fathers have high school or

university education have higher pitched voices, and the relationship

is a much stronger one (30% common variance) than it was in the SES

13 fables for these two analyses as well as the analysis of son
speakers according to the SES levels of their maternal grandfathers
are not included. The major results from these tables are glven in
this and the following paragraph.

®
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gnalysis, thus giving further support to the idea that .'.'masculinit;y‘~
motivation® i§~1ikely passed on from father to son. Although the
: differéﬁce inAhoarseness isn't significant in the analysis by fathers' ke

eduﬁation, those sons whose mothers have been to university are
significantly less hoarse (43% of the variance accounted for) than
all of the others, suggesting that perhaps hoarseness is at least
partly a funcfion of the mother-son relationship.

The analysis of sons according to their matefnal grandfathers*
SES levels doésn't seem to be an important\one.. Only on five speech
variables (articulateness of pronunéiatidn, am§unt and appropriate-
ness of intonation, accent, and Canadianisms) is the son speaker55
performance even slightly related to the SES of their maternal grande
father. On none of them is over 25% of the variance accounted for.
Aii of them are either accent variables or variables closely related
to accent; so it seems again that accent is the most related to
background. |

A rather surprising finding emerges in the analysis of son
speakers' speech performance according to their paternal grandfathers'
SES.levels (Table 31). Their speech is more predictéﬁle from their
ﬁaternal grandfathérs' SES levels than it is from any of the other
background variables, with almost twice as much variance being accounted
for on most of the variables. On all of the.five accent variables as
well as Canaéianisms, anqun two of the three confidence variables,
the ordering of son speakers in their received speech ratings is
sufficientiy predictable from their paternal grandfathers' SES cétegor-

®

ies to fit the contingency table of Figure 44, which is significant at
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‘ the .05 level. Not only are the sons with paternal grandfathers of

.....

SES Category B rated markedly ‘higher on .the accent ‘amd' confidence
variables than those whose paternal grandfathers are jof _1ower SES
level, bﬁt they also have higher-pitched voices‘ (31% variance .acco{mted

~ for) and they are not as l;xoarse (575 varian_;:a acéogmted fo.f), suggest-
ing that they are lower in “masculinity moti\}ation._" It seems from |
this evidence, théﬁ, that accent, confidence in spéeéh, and "masculinity
motivation" are passed on from paternal grandfather to grandson -
rather than from.father to son, at least in this sample of French
Canadian families. o | |

This evidence suggests the possibility thet perhaps the high

degree of social mobility among male French Canadians, mentioned by
Falardeau, is a rather temporary change, lasting for only a genergtion,
with the third bgenera"l'.ioin having a tendency to geéress to. the level

| of the first. Thére is something more operating hefe than a simple
principle of biological regression (Galton, 18854), because, as we have.
found, the sons' speech is highly i‘elated to the SES level of their:
paternal grandfather but hardly related at all to that of their
maternal grandfather, and also, sirﬁple regression toward the mean
would reduce varimce and would not increase the correlation of sons'
speech with their g’randfathe'rsY SES (over the correlation of their
speech With their fathers'SES). The finding therefore fem'ains, that
although the féther is only' slightly similar in speech to the grand-
father in the pafemal lineage, and although the son is only moderately

similar in speech to the father, there is a strong link betwéen the

son..and the:grandfather.
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| ‘,T‘bie. 31, -Linguistic Ratings of Son Speakers Anal cod
i According to Thelr Paternal Grand.tathers' .
" Occupational SES Levels

[

Groupings According to Speakers' Paternal
Grandfathers' Occupational SES Levels '
o . B vs. CD - o Cvse D .
_A. Linguistic Ratings | #v| B~ CD| %v) X2| ¢ D | 4] X2
L Prononeciationi » ' -
- © . "1) ArticulBe, ma muﬁe | 58 |2.9%*xl,7 | .58] * | 4.4 - 4.6 |.00]
: 2) Juste ' 060 3-6‘**5.“ 060 * 5.2 5.3 00}
Acgegt: L : '
3) ng_ . 076 5.“**60"’ 076 % 6.2 6."’ «00 ) )
'_ Intonation: . = - .
$ ’ 5) Beaucoup ' ' l8 3.2***5.3 A8 | * 5.6 5¢3 1.00
B 6) Juste . 050 [ 3.8%%%k5.4 | U491 * | 5.7 5.4 |01
P L_art;,ulws '
. 7)) Aigué 32 |3.1%x%x5,0 | .31 4e5 50 |01} =
1 : ) 8) quce ‘ ‘ !_ 057 306***“'07 057 4.8 1&.7 00|~ R ‘
. i ) ! 9) Eeu haletante . 039 3.0 **307 018 4.7 **3.9 21 : : l' S
BT ‘Particularités de = |- -
S Llindividus {1
; /, : 10) Aggg;!_'e e; ggbendg v 023 300***“03 023 * 405 ""03 «00
7 . 11) Mj__ggﬂgw -] 26 300***‘&.5 26 | * “‘07 ) ‘1'05 «00
B. Linguistic Tellles )
12) Camdiuniana ) ' «26 4.8 **7,2 025 *. 7.‘& 60"’ «01
. 13) Mispronunciations R «01 0.2 o .01 0.3 0.4 |.00
14) Hesitations ol.u 0.3***101 ell ) 07 * 1.2 003
I 15) Time for passage «06 {134 136 {.01 144 l"*1.3'? Ol
{

N'ote."; This table is comparable to Tables 13 and 22. Also see
: Tables 4 and 9 for detalled explanation of symbols.

®
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‘ Figuz;e 4y, Contingency Table for Scme of the Speech
- Variables in the Comparison of Son Speakers Aocording -
to Their Paternal Grandfathers' SES Levels '

L~ ‘Category of Average
2 Received Ratings
QW
Z§ Highest 4 Lowest 16
"
L0
= ¢ o )
O P
-— O
=3
3 | .
v o /
ww 9 / 5
Q9

(exact test, probability .05)
For speech variables:

#1 articulateness of pronunciation

#2 accuracy of pronunciation —

#3 acecent

#5 amount of intonation

#6 appropriateness of intonation
#10 nervousness : L
#11 fluency =
#12 Canadianisms '

It's very possible that the regression of the speech perfor-
mance of the son to fit the SES level of the patermal grandfather
isn't indicative of. g pai-allel regression of his future SES level
to coincide with that of his grandfather. Tt msy be that the
upwardly mobile father speakers use upper SES speech in their
occupational setting.s dnly, by conformity to 't;hose with whom they

@ work, and likewise the dbwnwardly mobiles may conform to th_e speech
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patterns of their co-workers, bu;‘E both groups may use the same kind
of spéech in their homes tﬁat was used in the homes of theif parents.v
In- 'this fashion the son, by médeling upon the "informal®" speech of

. his father (used at home with the family) comes to speak very much
like his grandfathér, In # "formal® é;i.tua‘tioh (such as having onefs |
speech recorded)' the upwardly mobile father may use  his upper SES |
speech which the son may never h:;we learned. At this stage, of course,
these ideas are pure speculation, and the task of i‘inding reliable
answers w:x.ll have to be left to future work. A closer éxam:ination of
“each of the father-son pairs used in this study, tracing through the
SES mobility and specific sineech patterns of each, would be a good
beginning, but a genealogical study of SES mobility, including at least
four or .five generations ( with speech samples from three of them)
will be needed in order to come up with more completé ea'cplanétions.

In the case of the father, mother, and son speakers, it has been
the accent variables that were generally the\’characteristics most
related to SES and educatiohal background variables, suggesting that
continental vs. Canadian accent and those speech variables associated
with it (aLrticula"ceness, pronunciation and intonation) are the primary
speech markers of SES and educational level in F;i'ench Canada (and
ﬁerhaps aléo in other cultures). |

' Table 32 gives the inter-correilations betwee;'x the' received: ratings
of fathers, mothers, and sons on the 15 speech variables. In general,
the largest correlations between family members are those for the five
accent variables, suggesting that accent and associated speech variables'

@ are not only the ones that are most related to SES and educational
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a I ~ Table 32. Intercorrelations Between the Received Ratifxgs
of Fathers, Mothers and Sons on the 15 Linguistic Variables

Correlations of Correlations of Correlations of .
- Fathers' Ratings Fathers' Ratings  Mothers' Ratings
*  with Mothers' . . : with Sonst* with Sons?
Ratings C Ratings - Ratings

1) Articulate 056 oLl’z 043
pronunciation ' ' o

2) Accurate 64 34 Wb
pronunciation

© 3) Continental .77 68 " .65

French accent

4) Rapid .03 - 10 ' U8
speech - ' R

5) Much 64 53 37
intonation o ‘

6) Appropriate .65 53 b7
intonation :

7) High ' | =18 31 .09
pitch : _ ‘

8) Not W12 .ll - O
hoarse o ‘

9) Not _ .14 .16 : .21
breathy

10) Assured, A7 20 U4l
not nervous .

11) Smooth, fluent <39 =02 26
speach : '

12) Few .17 ‘ «30 .32
Canadianisms

13) Few mis- .12 . =01 «17

~ pronunciations

14) Few _ 34 , .03 : .19
hesitations : - o

15) Short time 40 17 : 57

for passage

®
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background, but thgy are also the Speech characteristics wﬁich are
most likely to be passed on from fathex" to son, mother to son, or
picked up by one parent from the other. The son is also quite similar
to his mother (but not to his father) on judged speaking rate and
total time for the. passage, and to his father on pitch. |

. It appears that the father and mother are even more similar tor
one another in their speech (especially accent and confidence
variébles) than either of them is to the son. The son is about as
similar to the'mother as to the father on accent variaﬁles, although
his amount and aceuracy of intonation are very slightly more similar
to that of his i‘a'l;.her, as is his'&oice pi'i'.ch. His performance on the
éonfidence variable; and his rate of speaking, as mentioned, are
more similar to that of the mother. The fathef and mother are moder-

atély similar to each other on confidence vériables.
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. Judgments of Personality Traits and Ability.

The.differenceé‘among father speakers in terms of the sﬁeech
variables ﬁere found fo be quite continuous (Figure 16), but on
personality adjectives and rater judgments of tﬂéir probable SES
levels,.a §ery clear dichotomy was found,.with those from the upper.
SES levels being rated considerably higher than those from lower SES -
levels, and with very few significant differences among speakers
within either groﬁp'(Figures L and 7). Differences between mother
speakers in their received ratings on speech variables were also
'continugus, but so were their received personality ratings (Figure

29). It was proposed that perhaps the dichotomization of father

' speakers was a result of the tendency of the young male raters to

comp#re the speakers with themselves (since oldér men probably,

serve as role models for them) and to rate those who are similar 0

'self as being more similar than they really are, b& assimilation,

and those who are different from self as being more different than
they reglly are, through contrast. The lack of dichotomization in
the case of mother speakers would be pré&icted by this tﬁeory since
mothers probably do not serve as role modéls for normal young men.

However, the processes of assimilation and contrast should operate

- 3n the perception of son speakers since they are the same age and

sex as the raters.
Figure 45 shows the'significancé level of the differences
between pairs of son speakers in their received ratings on intelligent.

Although the pattern is not as clearly dichotomous as the received

v
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: Figure 45, Matrix of Chance Probabilities of Differences

Between Each Son Speaker and Every Other Son Speaker on

Average Received Ratings on the Intelligent Adjective

SPEAKERS

B6 A2 A3 C2 ALl B4 C1 C3

Dk BL D2 B3 D1 BS B2 D3 €6 €5 D5 Ck

B6 sk ok Rk ok ok ok ok ko Kok ok ok kK

A2 dok ok ok ok ook dkok ok okok dkok ko oksk ok

A3 %ok kR ok gk ol ok ek ook Kk kK ok

c2 Bk ok ok ook ok ok ok ook okok dkok ok koK

Al Bk ok okk ek sk ook ook skok okok okok sk koK
S B4 dek ook okok ok ook ok ok ok okosk ook KRk %ok
P Cl sk okk sk ook ok ok skok ook ok Kok %ok
E C3 % ok ok ok ok ok Aok ksk ok ok ok
A D4 , Wk KK K KK
K Bl Cowk kR kR ok
E D2 Aok ok Kk ok
R B3 ko kK FE ok
S DI gk kok ek Kok

B5 * ok ok kK

B2 %%

D3 e

cé

C5

D5

Ch

o
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personality ratings of father speakers, neither is it continuous
as in the case of métﬁer.speakefs., The split is between son speakers
03 and Db, with C3 being significantly higher than all of the speakers
listed~to the right of D4, and D4 being significantly lower than
all of the speakers to the left of Cl. Notice that the ordering of
son speakers is n;)‘b as systematically related to their family SES
levels as it was for Afa'bhers. There are three Category C son speakers
above the split a.nc:l four Category B son speakers below it. i Just as |
the son speakers speech’patterns are not as highly related to fam'ly
SES as are their fathers' speech patterns, neither are their received

ratings on :'mt‘elligeh‘b or other personality adjectives as related to

v

~ family SES as are their fathers'. The ratings on actif, sfir de soi

and sincere have similar patterns. (Not many of the other adjective
ratiings for sons have enough signifiéant differences to show & clear
pattern and those that do have an almost continuous pattern.)
Realizing that the son speakers are educationally a more select
group than their fathers, the contrast process in perception would
probably enter more into the pattern of differences between son
speakers if the raters were given more extreme examples, drawn from
among the school Aropout population. However, the predictions of the

assimilation - contrast proposal are at least partially supported by

these resultis.

Implicit personality theory of raters for son speakers. Figure 45
is the factor analysis pattern for the average ratings received by son

@ speakers from the 'to’oalb group of 87 raters from the three schools on

s
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the 20 personality adjectivés. Benevolence is cambined with
competence in the first faétor just as it was for mothers. However,
a very different $econd factor emerges, and one that makes as.much
sense for ratings of teen-age boys by other teen-age bojs as the
"discipline" factor did in the perception of a&ult women b§ teen-
'age'bojs. The strongest adjective in Factor II is g_g_r_t_ foilowed:'f'm

importance by grand, then sévere and then pas religieux. Those

speakers who are rated toward the left side of Factor II (as it is .
shoun in Figure 46) are seen as being big, tough, sévere and
unreligious whereas thovse,who are réted toward the righi side are
ségn as being small,vwéak, tolerant and religious. This very promin-
ent "tough kid - weak kid" dimenéion should strike most presént and

former teen-age boys as a very'importaht dimension along which other.

teen-aged boys are judged, even though the tolérant - sévire or the

. religieux eleménts may not always be part of it.

The general trends for the whole group i?dicate that, in the
personality theory held by.fhe group,.a "tougﬁ kid" can either be
competent and benevoient or incompetcnt}and un-benevAlént, and both
poésibilities afe also épen to a "weak kidv; in other words, the two
factors are independent. However, the group of rafers as a whole seem
to think that a boy who is competent is likely to be beﬁevolent and
one who is competent is likely to Be un-benevolent.

PerhapsAthere are differences among the three groups of French
Canadian teen-age boy raters (from the three schools) in the dimensions

‘@’ they use for judgment of son speakers and in the way they use them.
. ) 3
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Figure 46. Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Persona
6 Ad%ective Ratings Given Son Speakers by Raters from All Three Schools
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| Since we héve already found that raters from.Scho§l 1 seem to have a
more mature way of peréeiving both father aﬁd mother séeakers, we.
_are lead to fhe expectation that they will probably use a more mature
~basis than thev“tough kid - weak ki@" dimensionvfor judging éther
teen-age qus. |

~

Comparisons of rater groups in their personality judgmehts.

The factor analysis patterns for the ratings of son speakers by
Schools 1, 2 aﬂd 3 and by linguistic judges are given in Figures 47,
'#8, 49 and 50 respectively. The raters from the three schools seem
to be usng much the same dimensions for evaluating other £eén-age
. boys: all three combine competeﬂce ahd benevolence (as was found in
the analysis for the total group of raters) into the first factor,

and Table 33 shows that the rater groups from the three schools and

Table 33. Intercorrelations Among Son Speakers'
Factor Scores Received from Each of the Rater Groups

Intercorrelations Among- o Intercorrelations Among
Scores on Factor I ~_ Scores on Factor II
Rater Groups Rater Groups
- Line - A Lin-
School School guistic - School School guistic
2 "3 Judges A 2 .3 Judges
1R R - - )
2 G| School 1 .93 .86 .83 |a G} School 1 .85 A2 .30
t »r tr . N
e o/ School 2 .83 . .86 |e o] School 2 47 .29
r u ru v
p| School 3 . +89 p!| School 3 . - 36
s s . .

<
W]
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Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality

Adjective Ratings Given Son Speakers by Raters from School 1

Figure 2}7.
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Figure 48, Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality =
- Adjective Ratings Given Son Speakers by Raters from School 2
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Graph of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality -

Adjective Ratings Given Son Speakers by Raters from School 3
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' ﬁgue 56. Grai)h of the Rotated Factor Pattern for the Personality

Adjective Ratings Given Son Speakers by‘Linguisﬁip qudggs
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| | alsolthé linguistic judges have moﬁérately high agreement in thelratings'
fhéy assign speakefs_on this dimension. 'Schools 1 aﬁd 2 have espécia;ly
high agreement on this dimension. They also have very high agreement
on the "tough kid - weak kid"Adimension (Fa;tor II), in faet much
more agreement than any othér'two rater groups have had on the secon- .
dary factor throughout this study (compare to Tables 16 and 25). Schools
1l and 2 havé much leés agreement with School 3 on the second factor
and therefore are probably judging the speakers on a somawhat_differeﬁt
basis then is School 3. o

From the factor patterns for each school, they d§ seem to be

using the dimensions differehtly. Physical size (grand, court) is
mﬁch.more important to School 3 raters in this "tough kid - weak kid®
dimension than it is to Schoéls.l and 2. For School 1 it seems to be

more of a "tough-mindedness" than a physical toughness, since they

~ include s&vire - tolérant but not grand - court. Although sévire

doesn't enter into the dimension for School 2, fort - faible for them

~aiso seems to be more a quality of mind than a physical Qualify.

The comparison éf the patterns for the three gfoups suggests
that physical size is a more important dimension of judgment for the
lower SES raters from School 3 tﬁan it is for School 1 and 2 raters,
suggesting that masculinity is a rather importa;t value for School 3
Boys. This converges very well with the evidence put forth earlier
that "masculine motivation" is expressed more in the spee#h of lower
SES males (and also lower SES females to some extent) than it is in

~ the speech of those of high SES.

[
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- ' In Chapter III it was suggested that one weakness of this study
is that 1f adgectives other then the ones chosen for this study were
employed, perhaps the "mpl:Lc:.t personality theor:Les" of the raters
as expressed thr.ough. their ratings would turn out differently. That
’is, perhaps the factors obtained may be at leas't; i:artly a result of
the adjectives used. This may be true to some exteht, but a comparison
of the "implicit personaiity_ ﬁheories" expressed by the raters for
_i‘athex;s, mothers and. sons demonstrates that they are able to express
qﬁite different dimensions of Jjudgment with these adjectives, according
to the kind of persons being. judged. C'ompetence ‘seems to be a priméry
djmehsion .in each case (which xﬁay be a result of the adjectives used).
However the young boy raters use benevolence as the second dimension

.~ for father speakers But they judge mother speakers according to how

stern or lenient they are as disciplinarians, and their second factor
for judging other boys is expressive of how "tough" or ""'weak" those
other boys are. The | sensibleness of their aifferentiel choice of.
second factors for these three kinds of people is campelling. ‘The
factors mai{e sense in the perceptual situations in which they are used.
Even more compelling is the fact ﬁhat the more mature linguistic judges
(half of whom are female) do not use the "discipline factor for
mother speakers nor the “tough ld.d'; factor for son speakers, but they
use tﬁe same competence and benevolence factors for these speakers that
they and the young boy.s‘use in rating father speakers. = This is what
would be exp'ected, since the more mature linguistic judges wouidn"t

perceive mothers and sons in the "discipline" or "toughness" role

relationships in which teen-age boys would.

8
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| | In‘ a study of ‘hoﬁ graduéte busiﬁess students perceive one another, |

Smith, Pedersen, andl Lewis (1966) used a"inultidimeﬁsioné.l Scaling
procedure in which no adjectives were given, but the raters simply

' évalua.ted_pairs oi‘ stimulu; persq'ns as tol the degree of:“simila.rﬁ.ty or

d_:‘.i‘férence_and the dimensions were then named acéordiné 'l';o the objecti_.ve
differences between stimulus persons (grade po:ﬁ'a_t, personality test
scores,.ete.) with which theyA correlate. The major dimension that
emerged was one of "c\ompe-‘cency,'.' with 'l‘.ha secondary dimensions having
to d§ with ¥social interes‘b and seif understanding," "aggressive selfw
interest" and "group maintenance, " They identify their dimensions as
.being‘ simila.r to the two major djmensions found by Jackson, Messick,
and Solley (19;57), the ma.jof factor being related to "theoretical -
intellectualy interests _a'nd abilities, and I.Q. scores, and the second
one centering around "friendship" abilities. The competence and benevo-
lence factors of this thesis are also very similar to these two dimensions,
and it seems from these studies icvand others (Schutz, 19583 Burke and
Bennis, 1961; and Osgood, 1957) that the competence and benevolence
factors .of this thesis are not a2 result of the adjectives used, but are
rather the 't;wo bas:Lc dimensions of person perception in at least two

. cultures. It will be noted fram this thesis that although the second

dimension is altered when boys are perceiving other béys or adult women,
the first dimension is always primarily c&npetence.

Notice in Table 33 that this second factor (bene_volence) in the

judgment of son speakers by the linguistic judges is not very highly

@

“
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| - correlated with the second factors ('ft;ugh kid - weak kidv dimensior_z):»
for the three schools, and is even negativelj correlated witkf}“Factor
II of School 3's ratings. This means that they are not only using ~
different adjectives to describe speakers 'on their second factor of
judgment, but they are also judging on a different basis, especially
different from that of School 3. This is not the case on the first
factor. All of the inter-vcorrelations between rater groups are quit.e
high; indicating that fhe' rater groupé are using the sarhe"_ba's.{s of
Judgment on.‘lj.his factor. The linguistic _jﬁdges e@réss' this judgment
only in competence adjectives, ﬁhile those from the three schools
express it in benevolence adjectivés as well as competence ones, but
a.ll groups are perceiving the same fyd.ifi"er'ences among spéakers. On the

- second factor, Schools 1 and 2 are using the same basis of judgment
and are expressing it in much the same way (on about the same adjectives).
School.3 seems to be using a different basis that is more related to
physical size (as the:;r de‘béct it from spfaech). The linguistic judges
are using a still different basis that is only slightly related to ,that
used by Schools 1 and 2 and negatively related to the one used by School .
3. It appears that Schools 1 and 2 are using a basis that is halfway
between the "physical size" basis of School 3 and the basis used by the
linguistic judgés on Factor II. | |

The differences amohg rater groups in their ratings of religieux

also show up in the ratings of son speakers. The linguistic judges
consider religiousness to be highly fela‘l;ed to iﬁcompetence for son

speakers, just as they did for mother and father speakers. School 1

[
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also sees religiousness as beihg linked to incompetence in the é,on
speskers as it was in the ratings of their mothers, but they link it
“to benevolence for father speakers. (For i‘atherél, School 1 raters
consider religiousness fo be unrela.te.d. to the competence bdimension.) :
School 2 sees rel:.glon as being linked to weakness (Factor: II) in boys |
and :x.ncompetence (Factor I) in men. They consider relzgious mothers |
to be stern d:.sc:.pl:mar:.ans and somewhat less competent and less
al’cru:.st:.c. School 3 raters (the lowest in SES) seem to have the

» most favorablq attitudes toward rehg:.on, ~ They consider it to be
linked to competence in boys, benevolence in men, and leniency on

the discipline dimension for adult women.
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Personal:.ty Judgmen'bs as Related to Background Variables.

Table 34 gJ.Ves the statistical comparlsons of 'bhe average rat:mge v |
received by each SES Category of son speakers from all three groups v
of raters: Considering the to‘bal amoun‘bs of varience accounted for
' . by the family SES classification, i't. appears that SES does not pred:.ct
the received ratings of sons as well as it does those of fathers
(see Table 4), but it does predict the ratings of sons ‘somewhat better
than it does those of mothers. The speaker erderings in particular,- :
~are more pred:.ctable from SES for father speakers than for mothers or g
‘sons: contingency tables are signif:.cant for fourteen of the twenty
adjectives for father speakers, for only four in the case of mother - |
- speakers, and none in the case of son speakers. |
The major SES difference for father speakers was between the
two upper SES categories (A and B) and the two lower SES eategories.
( CI and D). For mother speakers the educational level comparison
between. those wi’ch'high school and those with university, and the
comparison of these two groups with rﬁother speakers of -1ee;§ education
‘were the best predictors of received ratings. On most adjectiv‘e.e the
}n’.gh-schoe], educated mothers were rated highest, even higher than
those with university. For son speakers the major difference is between
the aristocrats.and all other SES groups with the a2ristocrats being
rafed much higher. In 'fact"the arisf.ocratic son speakers are much -
more similar to ’ehe Continental Ffench son speakers in their received
ratings than they are to the French Canadian Category B sons (who are.

@ of similar Blishen SES level).
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Table 3//~ Personality Ratings of Son Speakers Analyzed According
to Their Family SES Levels and Countries of Origin

| 1) Futqre-?SEs S

- 2) Intelligent
© 3) Actif '

L) Juste
5) Sincére
6) Beau -
7) Comique

8) Courageux
9) Sfir de soi

10) Aimablo
11) Fiable
12) Sociable
13) Grand

1%4) Ambitieux
15) Tolérant
16) Gentil
17) Religieux
18) Fort

19) Poli

20) Content

Upper-class French

' Groupings According to Speakers?

Family SES Levels .

+32

3.5***1}.0 .19

3. 1***3.’(

vs. Upper-class .
French Canadians |, . .| - AB vs. CD A vs. B | Cvs. D
French A+B %v X2| 4v |A+B CiD| fiv A B| dv]X2| C D | v
2.9%+43.6 31 57 | 3.6%%+14.3] 437 3.1¥%%3.8{.18| 4.2 L4.4].02
2.6%%%3,6 .28 ¢35 | 3. 7xkxl, 5 23] 3.0%%x4,0[.12 LG 4.,6].00
'2'8***305 009 .44 305***’4.&’ 019 305***400 025 ""03 uol" 000
3.5 * 3.8 .15 27 |3.8 *4,11.12] 3 5%%%3,91. 15 .1 %4.0{.00
3'0 * 3'3 '05 oh‘? 30“***3.8 .20 2.9***3.6 .2’-} 307 * l"oo 093
3.5 #%3.8 .06 JU1 | 3.8%%xl, 5 .26 3.3%xkh, 1. 14 b L4,6].01
h"o***u‘j '16 034 L"o5***l|'08 013 400***’4’07 021 ’ 408 408 -00
3'8***1‘}"3 013 030 LPQB***"'.? 011 309***“‘.5 013 4.5**,*4.»9 006
3.0%xxlt. Yy 35 «31 | B lpexk5,0] .09 3.6%%kL.8].15 L gx¥*5,01.07
3'1 3‘2 «00 o% 3.2***3.7 u38 3.0 **3.3 008 3-7 307 .00
3.2 * 3.4 .07 51 | 3 5%xl4,0] .36 e rk3.61.15 Lo 3.9].00
303***308 0314' .2’-} 3.8***403 019 3'6 **L"QO ‘05 l;.3 u°3 .00
-2 4k .00 J11 4l bl 00 3.9%%x4.61,11 k.3  b.4}.00
2.6%+%3.4 439 o3 | 3elwnl Of J22 2.9+%%3.6 |, 10 3.9 * 4.11.02
4,2 4.2 .00 A2 12 4.0 JO4 4, 5exxl, 01,35 h.1  3.9(.03
2.9 3.1.11 2L 13.1 #x3.4 ,19] 3.0 3.2}.05 3.4 3.44.00
"’05 **Ll"l 'l,'S .01 u'ol ""ol 000 uiz u"i 001 u‘l 400 000
4.0 * 3.7 .06 .11 13.7 3.9 .02 3.5 * 3.8/.06 3.8 4.0l.03
3.3*#x3.8 .51 25 | 3.8%xl. 1 .25 3.7 3.8{.00 h.2 b.11.00
2.9%%%3,5 .20 13 3.9 k.0}.00
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The son speakers from france are rated‘higﬁer than the combination
of the SES groups of French Canadian sbns (A and B) on sixteen of the |
twenty adjectives,'but when the speakers from France are compared to

" aristocratic son speakers only (the tabls for this comparison is nét
included iﬂ the thesis) the differences are significant on only eight
adjectives and the amount of variance accounted for on each of these
is very small, showiﬁg that the aristocratic sons are perceived much
more like the Continental Frehch sons than are the Cafegogy-B French ;
Canadian sons. - |

Table 35 gives the statistical comparisons of son speakers
grouped according to their paternal grandfathers' SES levels. On the
speech variables, paternal grandfathers' SES accounted for more var-
iance in son speakers' received ratings than any other background
variable. It accdun%ed for about twice as much as son speakers'
family SES levels.. The c;ntiﬁgency tables for>prediction of speaker
orderings by paternal grandfathers' SES levels aée signifiéant for

five adjectiﬁes (2imable, fiable, gentil, poli) and for the estimate

of future_SES of the. speakers. The contingeﬁcy tables for each of
these fit the pattern shown in Figure 44. Figure 51 shows how each
of the five background variables correlate with the two factors for
the personality ratings of sons by the total group of raters. Son
speakers' family SES levels, their fathers' educational levels, their

mothers' educational levels and their paternal grandfathers® SES levels

all correlate about equally well with their factor scores for compe-

tence -.benevolenée. The correlation is somewhat less with their
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'.l‘able 35. Personality Ratings of Son Speakers
. Analyzed According to Their Patemal Grandfathera'

' SES Levels
~ | Groupings Aécozding to Speakers’ Paternal
. ’ ‘Grandfathers' SES Levels -
total| Bvse CD _ Cvse D v .
_ v | B | FixX|lc D |Ex
1) son's Piturd 53’5» SRR Y IR Y PR .oor X
- 2) Intelligent ] 23 |3.3ees | 23 4.3 a2 |.00
o 3) Aetif v a1 |Be2eentn2 | Atk | | be2##03.8 | .03
.‘*) duste o | 20 |3.6%wes,0].18] |4l 3.9].02
5; gﬁ;ﬁere SR ES 23 3,2*"2,2 231 3.,8, .‘3;7 00} ¢
,- R 027 305*** . 027 ) ¢ 03 05 «00
R DR 0 %gﬂi.gl‘%u‘ S t.u uﬁ.? o7] ﬁg hB{.00]
T o U&ﬁ— o o1l [Hel¥wnl,7 1,11 0 4.81.00
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| 15) TolSrant 07 |43 * 4:0] .07 40 4.0} .00
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Figure 51.. Graph of the Correlations ‘Between Background
- Variables and the Factor Scores for Ratings of Son Speakers

Ct)mpefeh'l‘ _ . '
Bene Yofanf'_ FQC*M’ I
o Speaker's .
g é"’ﬁj}“;,’,, D) 3
vardFulieds
. : : b IS aker! Speder's
a0 SES Hyh [P ;; s /%D”e;,? o
; s, 's}‘;f‘ler’; S .ES, o Education, . "
o Emﬁyﬂuh‘ High Much ‘ 4 “
Sepebere N/
Meterne) ‘ o |
GrandFatherls o
SEs, High / | ,
: | “weak Kid"
"Tvugzl l("dﬁ }k . o Fa ‘./.o'_z
S /| ;
*\ * Low '
‘a'{wﬁe
. Lo} .
it " 1, o
Incompefenll-—

Un- Benevolent

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission



| o e | -227-
| ' maternal grandfathers' SES levels. Son speakers' mothers' educa-
tional levels correlate very slightly with their received scores on
the second factor, with those whose mothers are less educated tend-
ing to sound like "tough kids." |

Within-family comparisons.’.Up to this point most of the

analyses that have been made of father speakers, mother speakers and
son speakers could have been carried out witﬂ separate samples of |
speakers of each type; without the speakers of each type necessarily
caming froﬁ the same family as they actually did in this study. |
Hoﬁever, the table of inter-corrélations between the performance of
the'soﬁs and that of each of their parents on each linguistic
variable (Table 32) made use ef the kinship ties of speakers and
demonstrated the extent of speech similarities of family members.
It was found that the speech variables on wﬁiéﬁ family members were
most relatéd were the accent variables (accent, articulatenessy pro-
nunciation, intonation, ete.) with intercorrelations between family
members on these variables ranging between .37 and .77. Although it
is interesting that between 15% and 60% of the variance in accent vare
iable performance is common among family members, it is also of
interest thét so much variance (40% - 85%) in accent variable per-

- formance is not~common among family members. It would be usefulAnow
to examine the diversity of family members, to find out what background
circumstances lead to a2 son héving a more continental accent than

either parent or being réted-higher or lower on competence than gither

parent. The diversities within families in personality ratings will
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0 ' ~ be considered in this section, and the speech perfémance diversities
. w:n.ll ‘be considered in the next: éectidn, | | |
| The factor score plottinge of the son sp'eak.ers'for their :
received rﬁtings by School 1 (Figuije 53), School 2 (Figure 54),. and
thool 3 (Figure 55) are quite oonaia’c.ezﬁt, ar;d areo v,ery. well 1epPTom
sented by the plottings for the combined ratings of the three schools -
(Figure 52). The factor score piottings from the ratings received by
~ speakers from hnguistiq judges (Figure 56) correspond reasonably
well to the _i-atings by each of the three schools on the first factor
(competenc;) but very poorly on the sécond factor. (In discussing
Ta‘ble 33 it was pointed oub that lack of correspondence between the
linguistic judges and the ‘other raf.erigroups on Factor II ratings :1.s |
vei'y reasonable since the linguistic judges use the benevolence
dimension for that factor whereas the other rater groups are using
a "tough kid* dimensicn.) |
For father speakers the received ratings on the competence
factor were very consistent from oné rater group to another and
were. also very predictable from SES level. Thé only exceptions
to the AB - CD split (Category A and B speakers in the two upper
quadrants of the factor pattern and Category C and D speakers in
the twb 1oﬁer quadrants) were speakers D1, D2 and Bl, 5nd these
were explainable by educational digcrepancies.' Interestingly
enough -the sons of speakers DL and D2.fall into. the proper category
(the lower competence quadrants) for the SES level of their families
'in the ratings of School 1 and School 2 and those of all three

schools combined. Son D1l is also in the'lower_ group for School
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Figure 52, Plotting of Each Son Speaker Aécoi'ding to
His Factor Position Received from the Total Group of Raters
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- Figure §3., Plotting of Each Son Speaker According to ¥
~ His Factor Position Received from School 1 Raters
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Figure 54. - Plotting of Each Son Speaker According
to His Factor Position Received from School 2 Raters
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Figure 55. Plotting of Each Son Speaker Accoxding
to His Factor Position Received from School 3 Ratfers
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Fignre 56. Plotting of anh Son Speaker Aocording T
to His Factor Position Received from mnguistic Jndges .
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' -3 raﬁers, but D2 is ih'the uéper group. Son Bl is in the SES A
_ predicted ﬁPﬁer category in his rating;-receiveé from School 1 éndv =
in.those received from the total of the three schools, but Schools
2 and 3 put him in thevléwar helf on compotence.

N In general the cérrespondence of father speaker;' éompetence
ratings to their SES level is much greater than that of sons or
mothers to their faéily SES level. From the factor score plottings
of sons it is clear ‘that it is mainly sons Cl,‘CZ and C3 (higher on
competence than SES predicts) and sons B2, B3 and B5 (;ower on |
competerice than SES predicts) who cause the lack of cérrespondeﬁce
for son speakers. It seems then from the pattern of reéeived ratings
that Cl, C2 and C3 are probably the most upwardly mobile of the son
speakers and B2, B3 ana B5 are probably the most downwardly mobile
(assuming that their speech competence is indicative of their future

.SES levels). |

The background feature that is common for Cl, C2 and C3 and

~ which differentidtes them from other son speakers is that their
fathers have:the lo&est combination of éES and education of any
fathers from Area 2 - (the area of Schooi 2, see Table 1 and Table
3 of Chapter 2). Fathers DL and D2 héve lower SES than these three
and Bl is just as low on education, but Cl, C2 and C3 are uniqué
in being the only-fathers from Area 2 who arevlow on both. The
average Blishen SES level for the sampled students from School 2

| (the sch691 attended by‘boys.in Area 2) is 2.80 (see Table 3). .The

@@3 other Category C parents, C4, C5 and C6 are from Area 3 and send their-

sons to School 3 which has a Blishen level of 5.25. It looks as
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though the school to which parents send their sons has a lot to do
with whether they will become upwardly mobile. It must yet be

determined whether. the school milieu makes them 'upwardly} mobile

(or at leas}t mekos their aspeech sound more oompetent)'“or whether a

difference in parental étfitixde in families like Cl, C2 and D3
produces upwardly mobile attitudes in childrén and also results in
the child being sent to a school of higher SES level. The first
alternative seems more likely in view ofIIabbv's evidence (1966,
p. 266) that a child's social dialect va.riatidn__s are determined
primarily by ‘his friénds and associates and not by his parents.

Tl}'e results here suggest that perhaps upward mobility in boys
is planned by their parents and is very much determined by fhe
school they attend. However, it isv still not clear why sons DL
and D2 are rated rather low in competence and yet, like Cl, C2 and
C3y they attend School 2. Also son speaker B6 is ra;‘ced highést on
competence by most rater groups and B4 is aiso rated somewhat high,
and yet both“attend School 3, the lower SES school. It may be that
the associate‘s and friends they choose within the school are the
crﬁcial deterrriinant. |

B2, B3 and Bj5, 'the th_ree downwardly mobi-lq soh speakers

(those who are rated lower on competence than their family SES

_ level would predict), all have maternal grandfathers with Blishen

SES levels two or more points higher than that of their paternal
grandfathers. The fathers of these three son speakers also have

Blishen SES levels two or more points higher than the paternal
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‘grandfather. These three boys, then, are sons of the upwardly
mobile French Canadian men, described in Chapter IV, who épparentky 
marry into their reference group. (Two other son speakers, D1 and
Bl also have & maternal grandfather with a higher Blishen SES
level than their péternal grandfather, but the differenée is only
one point on the scale and the father of Dl is dgwnwardly mobile

‘vrather than upwardly.) The evidence here adds some confirmation to
the hypothesis put forth in the first section of this chapter that
in French Canada there is a stabilizing regression in social class:
when a man.moves upward it.seems likely that his son will move
downward and restore the paternal genealogical line to its original
SES level. |

Notice that many'son speakers like thé three aristocrats and

‘DN, D5 and D6 are rated about the same on competence as were their
fathers, and also thére has been little SES change either in their
fathers' lineage or their mothers' (see Table 1). Although much
of the focus in this paper has been upon mobility, it must be rememe
bered that there are many families in French Canada who change very
little. . Apparently, those in the middle SES ranges change most
while those in the aristécratic levels and those in the Blishen
levels 6 and 7 (Category D speakers) are more staﬁle. However, some
Category D speakers in this study do seem tc be mobile, for example,
father épeakers D1 and D2 have both come from slightly higher SES = -
level families than the SES level of their own presqnt occupations.

Perhaps their sons will move up to a level somewhat higher.than their's.
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Other indicantsv of SES such as income and home location are probably

important in finding those of the 1owest:‘level who aren't‘part.icularly

mobile .

A theory of the French Canadian social' .system. A theoretical

' explanation of the operation of soéial sti'a'bification in French Canada
emerges from the findings of this thesis. The basic postuia.'hé is that
French Cénadian men are wmuch more mobile, upwardly and downwardly, than V

- French Canadian womeh. Upward mobility for sons in French Canada begins
with their fa:thers. ‘The -a'v.mbitious‘ fathers decide that they want their
sons to amount to something. The fathers themselves are hard workers
since, in spite of the disadvAn'tages of lack of education, they mané.ge to
establish themselves in the better areas of the city and their sons go
to school with boys off higher SES leVelsh than their own. The sons adopt
many attitudes of the upper SES levels (as their fathers already have.)
They do well in school and le.arn. to speak somewhat better than their

| fathers, and they usually complete university and marry into families of
higher SES than that of théir' ;;arents and they themselves reach an
occupational level ;imila.r to that of their fathers-in-law.

The evidence of this study indicates that the sons of men
who .move up socially in this way will drop, at least in the impression
of competence they give. through their speech, to the levei of the
paternai 'grandfather.' It is not certain whether they also drop in
their own eventual occupational SES level, but the evidence from the
father speakers' chapter (Chapter III) indicates that SES level in

men is highly related to their speech competence. It may be that the

@
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dowmwardly mobiles of one generation are the sonS of the upwardly
mobiles of ’thé preceeding generation. ‘\P‘erhaps similar events
transpire in fémilies as in nations where industriousness ultimately
leads to success and easy living leads to laziness and decadence.
However, this seems to be true only of families in which the father
has come up from a lower level. The aristocfatié sons (Al, A2 and
43) ére rated as béing just as campetent as their fathers.
The evidence here also suggests that mobility may be a
_ phénomenon of the middle SES groups, with the aristocrats and
those from the lowest SES levels being relatively stable. The:
maternal genealogical line of French Canadians is also quite stable.
- Bven though the sons of an upwardly mobile man bma'y return to the
SES level of their paternal grandfather, the daughters will not
drop as much, because of the mechanisms ﬁentioned in Chapter IV,
such as the great extent to which French Canadian fathers guide their
daughter's choice of husband.

There are many quesﬁ.ons left unanswered at this point. In
order to complete the pictufe it is important .to study carefully‘
the women from upper SES backgrounds who marry the upwardly. mobile
males. Do any of them come from among the aristocracy or are they

~ the daughters of other upward mobile males? Further research will
also be needed to more firﬁly establish (or to refute) the theo-

retical ideas which have grown out of the findings of this study.'
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:. - Personality Judgments &s Rélated to Sgeéch Variables.'

The intercorrelations between the linguistic perfomance
variables and the two personality factors (used by the raters from
all three schools) in the perception of son speakors ore shown

| graphically in Figure 57. As was the_ case with father and mother

speakers, the accent_ variables and to a lesser extent the confidence
speech variables correlate qﬁit:é highly with the first per.sﬁnality .
factor .(cémpetence - benevolence) in the perception of the speech
of son ‘speakers. Those sons who have more accurate and articulate
pronunciation, a more continental' accent, and more pi'onounced and
more appropriate intonation are rated as,being higher on competence
and benevolence.

Pitch and hoarsefxess and the competence speech variables are
also related to the second factor, the "tough kid - weak kid" dimen-
sion, especially pitch. 'Those speakers with high pitch and goi‘t,
smooth (not hoarse) voices not only sound competent and benevélent,
but also are seen as “wéak kids." Those with low, hoarse voices
sound like "tough kids" who are relatively incompetent and im-be-
nevolent. This fits very well with the "masculinity motivation
theory" that came out of Chapter III, in which it was proposed. that
boys who speak with low and hoarse voices try subconsciously to be
. overly masculine, épurning_ "siséy“ speech, such as expressive
intonation, articulai;e pronunciation, ete. Rather than being
motivated to achieve :m school, thay are motivated to be masculine

@ : and "tough", and as a result their speeéh sounds less "competéh’c. "
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Graph of the Correlations Between Speech Variables
v 'and’Son Speakers' Factor Scores from the Total Group of Raters

Figure 57. |
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| It ie surpri's::'ii"ivg that this felationship canes through éo. well in this -
 study even though the "toughes'b" or "most masculine boys ﬁere proba.bly.
not included in this select sample of boys who are still in school by
tenth and elaven'bh grnde.

Since the "tough kid -~ weak kid® d:.men510n is independent of the
competence - benevolence one, there must also be son speakers who are
“tough" bﬁt are still high on competence - benevolence. From Figure
57 it appears that those speakers who have confident-sounding speech

- (varlables 9, 10, and 1l1) are rated hlgh on competence - benevolence as
well as "tough." = The sons who sound nervous and breathy and who etumble
over words are rated s being incompetent, un-benevolent and as being |
‘"weak kids." |

Of the speecl': charecteristics that were measured 1n this study,
then, ‘t.hei;e are two that cause a boy to be rated as a “weak kid" or
as a "strong.kid," the pitch~hoarseness characteristics and the confi-

‘_dence cluster of speech variables. B6, C3, and C5 are‘the three son
speakers who are rated most *weak" (Figure 51). B6 and C3 are also
the two son speakers with the highest-pitched voices (Table 36), but C5
is one of the lowest in pitch (although his voice is one of the least
hoarse). However, C5 is one of the lowest on 'bhe three confidence speech
variables. B6 and C3 are judged to be weak (and also competent and
benevolent) because of high pitech, and C5 is judged to be weak (and 1owu
on competence = benevolence) because of this perceivec‘i lack of confidence.

Notice from Table 36 and Figure 52 that although Bl is lower than

@

-
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Table 36.

Orderj:hg of Son Speakers on Each of the 15 Speech Vai'iables

1) Articulate

pronunca.atlon

2) Accurate ;

. pronunciation
- 3) -Continental
French accent
- ) Rapid speech

5) Much
intonation

* 6) Appropriate

intonation

- 7) High pitch

i 8) Soft voice

9) Not breathy

10) Assured
11) Smooth, fluent B6 C1 A3.D2 A2 C2 C4 B2 B4 B5 Bl A1 D6 €6 €3 D1 D5 C5 D4 B3

speech

" 12) Few

Canadianisms

13) Few mis-

pronunciations

" 14) Few

hesitations
. 15) Short time
for passage

SPEAKER  ORDER

12345678 91011121314151617181920

B6 £3 A2 A1 C3 C2 D2 B4 C1 D6 C5 D1 B1 B5 D5 B2 B3 C C6 D
B6 £3 A2 Al Cl C2D205B4D5bl‘)61>31 C3 B2 04D1M06 B3 B5
B6.L3A2D2A113402D6D1 CBClD5D406B5B2B1B30504
CBC6D504A1B’+A2A3D1 B6 B3 BL C2 D2 D4 B2 D6 B5 Cl1 C5
B6 A3 A2 D2 Al B4 C5 B1 B3 D1 €3 C2 C1 B2 D4 D6 B5 D5 C4.C6
B6 A2 A3 D2 C5 C1 Al D1 B4 B1 C2 C3 B2 B3 D4 D5 C4 B5 C6 D6

C3 B6 Al B4 D2 A3 B1 A2 C1 C2 D6 D4 B2 D1 D5 B3 C6 B5 C5 Cl

B6 Al G5 B1 D2 D1 C1 B5 B4 C3 C2 B3, D5 Ck A3 D6 D C6 A2 B2

B6 C1 B5 A3 D2 C2 C6 C4 D1 B2 Bl A2 D6 B4 D4 B3 A1 €3 C5 D5
B6 D2 A3 B5 C2 A2 C4 C1 B2 B4 Bl D6 DI C6 Al C3'D5 C5 D¥ B3

Al B6 €5 A3 A2 B5 D6 B2 C2 B3.B4% D4 D5 Bl DI C4 D2 C1 C6 c3

Al A2 €2 C3 D1'B6 C6 D4 D5 A3 B2 D2 B4 C4 C5 Bl C1 B5 D6 B3

A2 A3 B2 C1 2 B6 cl Bl Bl C2 €3 D1 Al B5 C6 D4 D6 D5 B3 C5

C4 C1 AL D1 B4 P2 C6 BS A2 B6 BL C3 A3 D5 D2 C2 C5 D4 B3 D6

’ Inarticulaté

pronunciation
Inaccurate’ -
pronunciation
Canadian French
accent ,
Slow speech

Little
intonation
Inappropriate
intonation
Bass pitch

Hoarse voice o
Breathy

Hesitant and
neyrvous
Stumbles over
words -

Many
Canadianksms
Many mis-
pronunciations
Many
hesitations
Long time
for passage
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A C5 o'nv all of the accent variables except #3, he is higher than C5 on

the competenc‘e - benevolence personalif& dimension. This might be a
result of C5's lack of confidence, since his scores on the confidence
-speech variablesvare extremely low. -Since'both of these speakers are |
near the middle on most speech vaA.riableAs, 'except for C5's performance on
the confidence cnes, it may well be that ‘l;he extreme characteristics of

~ a person's speech are the més‘h influential in Vdetemining the personality
.imp.;cession he makes, or that cerfain spesch cﬁaracteristics have priority

| over others in determining the impression. Perha.i:s the best way to find
a.nswars to these questions would be with "synthetic voices® by means of
pattern-playback equipment. One speech parameter at a time could be
varied, noting the differences the change makes in the ratings given to
'Ehat “voice," and in this way 'the"mﬂ.e systems governing the formation of

impressions from speech could be built up.

®
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Q o e L Chapter VI
‘ L ' Summary and Condlusions
In this final summary chapter, tﬁe major findings will be orgaﬁized
around three themes: (a) the role of SES background in.person percép-
tion, (b) speéch differences among SES groups, é.nd (e) the role of |
’speech charagteristics in the formation of _imfaressions; of personality.

Varidﬁs suggestions for further research that follow from the findings
of this study will be put forth. |

SES Level and Person Perception .

l. Teen-age male judges. can discriminate the occupational level of
‘adult males (fathei- speakers) from listening to their recorded speech,
but they do 'so with only a limited degree of accuracy. They distinguish
only between those of upper (white-collar) SES levels and those from .
lower (world.ng-class) levels, and their estimates 6f father speakers'

SES levels dichétomize in a'..similar manner. Certain personality ratings
are also dichotomous. (See pages 18 to 28.)

2. Although the estimates of father speakers' SES levels and some
of father speakers'! received personality ratings are clearly dichotomous
(some speaker;.s being rated relatively highlwhile the remaining speakers
are rated markedly lower with small differences between the ratings given

~ speakers within either group and large differences between t};;;groups),
the differences among father speakers in their received linguistic ;atings
are more evenly distributed and continuous. Since the linguistic differ-

ences among speakers are more continuous, it is likely that the dichotomous

~-
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o personality ratings are due to something in the perceptual processes of
.the teen-age judges. .Thé pérsonality'ratings given to son speakers are
also dichotomous, althoﬁgh less clearly so, but the ratings}given to
mother speakers are not dichotomoﬁs._ It is proposéd that diéhotomization
occufs according to the judges' tendencies to assimilate or contrast. Such
Pprocesses aré presumed to operate when judges can conceptualize similarities
as well as differences between themselves and the spe#kers. Accordingly,

" teen-age male raters woﬁld be expectéd to dichotomize less iﬁ their judge
ments of adult female speakers than in their judments:of males, adult or
teenw-age, as the results demonstrate. (See pages 72 to 74.)

3. The dichotomization in the ratings of father speakers by the teen:'
age judges is very closely related to the major difference in the actual
SES levels of these speikers. In general, white collar workers (Blishen
levels 1 and 2) are subjectively placed in the upper group %hile Jaborers
(Blishen levels 3 to 7) are placed in the lower group, with only three
exceptions. Tw6_0£ these three exceptions are “over-educated" for their
SES level and the third is "under-educated" for his. When SES level is
corrected for these educational discrepahcies, the resultant SES-educational
level categorization corresponds perfectly to the dichotomy of received
ratings, suggesting the superiority of Hollingshead's "itwo factor" index
of social ciass. It éeems, then, that the dichotomization in ratings is
made on the basis of what Falardeau calls "the most universally felt social
cleavage" in French Canada, the cleavage bstween white-collar workers and

laboreres. Apparently there is something in the speech of adult male French

-

@
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o B _ Cap#dians_that clearly di.fferentié.tes white-collar wbrkei's from laboreis. X |
(See pages 18 to 28.) | |
o -4. Teen-age Frénch Canadian maies seem to make personality ratings

. of father speakeré primarily on t'h-e‘ b;a.sis of & dimension of competence
'and_ secondarily on the basis of a ‘benevolence dimension. The ratingbs
given father speakers on competencé correspond very well to their SES
levels, whereas benevolencé r#tings are not systematically related to SES.
However, the upper and viower SEs groﬁpé do diffe'rﬁn their received ‘ratingsA ‘
on benevolence: the ratings of speakers-f'x"om the high ‘SES group are in :
the middle range whereas the ratingﬁ of low SES speakers extend from
extremely Eenevoleﬂt to extremely un-benevolént. (See pages 29 to 47.)

5. Since the "highly competent" French Canadian father speakers ﬁere,
rated in the middle of the benevolence dimension, there are no French
Canadian adult males who are rated high on both competer;ée and benevolence
by the teen-age judges and there are none who are rated higfx on competence"
and low on benevolence. In the personality thebry helci by these French
Canadian boys, the combination of high competence and high benevolence
isjapparently z;éserved for "Continental» French adult males; the Continenfal
French fat.her speakers werev rated higher than the French Canadian ones on
both competence and benevolence adject'ives. In earlier research, lLambert,
et al. (1960) found that French Canadian young mén rate English Canadians
higher than French Canadians on cofnpetgance adjectives but lower on those
that correspond to what is referred to here as the benevolence dimension,

suggesting that high competence and low benevolence, in the pévfsonality '

~
\
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- 3 : _’ theofy_ heidbby Frehch Capadian yoﬁng men,  is reserved for ﬁnglish .Canadia'h
 adult inales.'._ In this sens’e‘ the English Canadisn men are the villains
for this gr‘oupv 61‘ ;French Canadian boys,‘ ﬁhile the Continental French are |
the heroes. (See pages.l&B to 57.) |
6. . There is a h::.gher degree of agreement among raters and rater
groups in their Judgments of competence than in their judgments of benevoa
lence. Judgmen‘ts of competence are more cbjective, while judgments of
benevolence are determ:.ned more by the judge's values and his similar-
ities to the stimulus person or persons. As a rule, it appears tha'b Judges
rate’ those ‘of their membership group higher on benevolence than’4 they do
those from "out groups," but members of their reference group are rated ‘
even higher than members o;t‘ thei-r mem‘sership' group. (See pages 40 to U6 -
and 56 to 57.) | |
7. The teen-age judges ﬁsed in this study use 'differefxt dimensions
for rating mother and son speakers than they use for rating father speakers.
It seems that the d:Lmen51ons used are very much colored by the nature of
the raters' relationships with members of the group being perceived. In
judging both mother and son speakers, competence and benevolence fuse
in'so a single dimension. The se_‘cond dimension in the perception of
mothers réflects a discipline characteristic (lenienf. vs. stern) while
- the second dimension in the perception of son speakers centers around
~ a judgment of whether the boy in question is a "weak" o‘r a "tough kid.®
The finding that teen-age boys rate motkers and sons on these dimensions

whereas adult judges rate them on the same competence and benevolence

®
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dimensions whlch the boys used in ratlng father speakers sheds further -
light on the 1mp11cit personality theories held by French Canadlan |
teen<age boys. Perhaps it is a mark of meturity to use the same dimen-
sioﬁs in judging people of varioua age and sex, as the adult judges of
this study did. - (See pages 149 to 162, and 210 to 221.)

8. Boys from differeﬁt SES backgrounds have diffefént styles of
rating. In general, those from the most prestigious and highest SES
level school have-a rating style more similar to that of the adult judges
‘than do those from the other schools. (See pages 102 to 127, 153 to 162,
and 212 to 221.) -

Speech Differences Among SES érougs

l. Not only are the Continental French viewed as heroes, they are
also used as models for speech by upper-class French Canadians. Gendron
(1966), comparing the articulatory movements of French Canadians and
Continental French, concludes.that upper-class French Canadians are
trying unsuccessfully to copy.the continental speech. The evidenge from
this study supportis his contentions: upper-class French Canadians are
rated higher than lower-class French Canadians but 1ower‘thén Continentals
on accuracy and articulateness of pronunciation, amount and accuiacy of
intonation, and degree of continentalness of accent. -They were also
rated higher than lower-class but lower than the Continentéls on the
variables dealing with confidence as expressed in speech. It éeems that
the "prestige dialect" of French Canada is Continental French speech. (See

pages 58 to 72, 128 to 141, and 193 to 206.)

®
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2. The linguistic raiings (and the "competence"'personaliiy_
ratings) of mdther speakers do‘nét correépond as well to family SES 'i
level as do the ratings éssigned to féther speakers, presumably becauseA
family SES is determined by the father speakers' occupations. Instead,
rétings assigned to mother speakers coifespond meore closely to the SES
levels of their own fathers (Figure 41). Mother speakers' received
ratings also correspond to their own educational levels at least as well
as they do to the occupationgquES level of their husbands (family SES.
level). (See pages 128 to.147; and 163 to 177.)

| 3. Those French Canadian'mother speakers with high school educa=

tion only are rated higher than all other educational level groups (ine

clu§ing those with university training) on almost every dimension of
linguistic competence used in this study. lThere gre'two exceptions,
Canadian vs. Continental pronunciation, and accent, on both of which the
high~school educated mothers are rated more Canadian than any‘other'group.
In the case of bSth father and son speakers, Canadian pronunciation and
accent are always associated with a lack of speech competence on the
other linguistic'dimehsiéns, but high-school educated mother speakers are
distinctively Canadian and also very competent in their speech, in fact
they receive the highest ratings of any mother speaker group on almost all
of the speech variables. Lambert (1967) and also Garigue (1962) have
argued thet French Canadian women are the %Wguardians of the French Canadian
culture. " The_results of the present study suggest that high-school

educated French Canadian women are the beét candidates for the guardian
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‘role. Perhaps somethingvin uhiveréi.ty training makes a French Canadian |

' woman dissatisfied with her culture or at least interested in adopting a
continental mode of speech. fhe evidence here indi‘cates that the ;speech
competencé of university educated women suffers from their efforts to

| adopt & new dialect. | (See pages :134 to 140.)
| 4. Father'speakers'. received speech and personality ratings do not
correlate highly with their. own fathers®' SES levels as the ratings re-
ceived by mother épeakers do to their fathers® SES levels. Father

‘ speakers’ rétingé do, however, correlate amazingly well with the SES
levels of their fathers~in-law. It is suggested that three factors could
account for the very high corr'espondence of a man's speech competencer to
the SES level of his father-in-law: (2) 2 tendency for the French Canadian
man to seek to marr;)} someone from his reference g:c}oup, '(_'9_) a tendency for .
the French Canadian woman to seek as a marriage pariner somecne who fits
her wfather image" (a Freudian idea), and (g) 2 "gating" proce‘ss.by_,-which
upper SES fathers only let the socio-economically appropriate young men
(or those who are becoming soj associate with their daughters. The third
factor is probably the most impor'ba_.nt, since other invesfigators have :
i‘ound‘ that French Canadian women will usually not marry suitors who are
not approved by their parents, and it is not likely that high SES parents

would approve of a low achiever. Family SES levels for the speaker families

of this study correlate more highly with the maternal grandfathers' SES
levels than their do with paternal grandfathers' SES levels, confirming

these ideas, and suggesting that: (a) there is more mobili;ty (especially
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| downward) among ‘Frerizch Canadian men than among French Canadian wor‘nen.,
making women the more stable sex in French Canadian culture in that -
they are the ones who transmit the values of their particular SES level
to the next generat;i.qn, (b) it is not likely that a French Canadien
woman will marry & man whose final oc‘cupational level will be below that
of her fathér, (¢) French Canadian men will tend to marry into their
reference group (the SES group they will énd up in) rather than marrying
into the SES grouﬁs of their fathers. It should be remembered that it
“is the future SES level (therefore the compstence level) of the suitor -
that is the c;'ucial element in his marriagé partner choice, not the SES
level of his father. There is only a small cozfrelation between the
paternal grandfathers' SES levels and the materﬁal grandfathers' SES
levels. (See pages 141 to 146.) ‘ |
5. The father speakers in this study who have less educa't:.ion are
found to be hoarser than those with more education. Also, Frender found
that lower SES third grade French Canadizn boys whq were successfull in
school had higher-pitched voices than unsuccessful ones. According to
the linguistic applicati‘on of Freudian principles put forth by Rousey and
Moriarty (1965), hoarseness and 1ower:ad pitch in males indicate that they
are subconsciously emphasizing their masculinity. It seems that the need
to be or ’.t.o appear to be masculine is much greater among lower than upper
SES males. This greater need for masculinity in lower SES males shows up
in their deeper-pitched voices and their degree of hoarseness. Masculin-

ity motivation in young males is expressed primarily in pitch, whereas in

®

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Q - . . 252-

older males it shows up primarily as hoarseness. '(See pages 76 to 89.)

” 6. The hoarseness of son speakers in this study is not related to h

" the SES level of their fathers whereas pitch is at least slightly réiated ]
to fathers' SES. However, both éitch and hoarseness are quite cleariy
related to the SES of son speakers' paternal grandfathers, suggesting
that in some way masculinity motivation‘is transiitied from paternal_grénd-
father to grandson. (Pages 195 to 201.)

7. Frender also found tha£ successful third graders used more of

the'uppef-clasé intonation and expressed more speech confidencé than did

| the unéuocessful ones, &lthough their pronunciation was no different. These |
successiul boys will probably be the upwardly mobile adult maleé of the
future since they already have 2 good start in educational success, the
vehicle of upward mobility. The adult males of this study who are upwardly
mobile have the upper SES pronunciation as well as coﬁfidence and intonation
which suggests that the upper-class pronunciation takes 1opger to achieve
than upper-class intonation patterns and confident-sounding speech. (See
pages 76 to 89.)

8. The son speakers' speech ratings are more related to the SES

levels of their paternal grandfathers than they are to any other background
~variable (including the SES level of the son speakers' own féthers). Some
insight into the reasons for this is given by the finding that all of
the son speakers who were considerably lower on received rating than would
be predicted ﬁy their family SES level were the sons of upﬁardly mobile

fathers. Perhaps there is something of the lower-class speech retained

@
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| in the speech of the upwardly mobile males that they pass on to their
sons. It 'does seem that the downwardly mdbile French Canadian males of
one generation tend fto be thebsons of fhe upw#rdly mobile French Canadian
males of thé preceeding generation. There seems to be very little down-
ward mobility among the aristocratic speaker families (who of course can A
go no higher) and very little upwafd mobility among the Speaker families
in this study who are of the lowest SES level and who live in the low SES
areas of the city, suggesting that mobility is a phenomenon of the middle
SES ranges in Ffench Canadé;'with the.eXireme SES groups (low and high)
remaining quite stable. (See pages 196 to 206.)

Prediction of Personality Impressicns from Speech Petterns
| !, The ccmpetence factor in teen-age boys' perceptions of father
speakers and the combined competence - benevolence factor in their bercep-|
tions of mother and son speakers aré'all very highly rélatedgto and pre-
dictable from the accent 1inguistic variables and the confidence liaguistic
variables used in this study (including accuracy and articulateness of
pronunciation, Canadian-Continental accent, amount and accuracy of inton~
ation, breathiness, nervousness, and fluency). Those who ars rated highéf
linguistically are generally rated higher by the teenage boys on competence
adjectives. (See pages 90 to 97, 178 to 188, and 238 to 242.)
2. Nonelof the speech variables is highly correlated with the

judgments made on the bensvolence dimension for father speakers. Number
of hesitations and amount of intonation are moderately correlated with

benevolence, with those father speakers who have few hesitations and

®
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~much intonation being'ra'bed higher on both benevolence and competence.
As suggested earlier, judgments of benevolence may depend on whether the
stimulus person is similar to the rater. Much more research will be
needed to discover the éomplex causal relationships for ratings of

“

benevolence. - (See pages 90 to 97.) e

3. The judgmenf.s made of "bhe mother speakers on the stern-ler;;ent
(discipline) dimension by the boy judges are moderately coz;related witﬁ
hoérséné'ss, with the hoarse Iadu'lt female speakers being rated as mo_reb
stern (as welltas less caompetent and less benevolent). As is the case
with‘. the Benévolence‘ Judgment of father speakers, more research is need-
ed to iden'tif& the hngzﬁstic cues that media;l'.e the sterh-leni‘ent judgmei;ts ,
made of moth'evr speakers; (See p;ges 178 to 188;) |

4. ' The “tough i{id - weak kid" dimension used by thg teen-age boys
in their ratingAs of o‘t.hér teen-age boys (the son speakers) is modera.ﬁely
-related to pitch, hoarseness, and the confider}ce“ speegh variables. Son
speakers with high-pitched voices are rated higher on the competence-
benevolence dimension and 2s being “weak kids." Those with low, hoarse
voices are rated incompetent;benevolent and tough. Those with confideqt- |
sounding speech (few hesitations, not nervous, not ‘brgathy,-.e‘tc.) are
rated tough as well as competent-benevolent. Those. who aré low on the
confidence speech variables are viewedv as being "weak kids" és well as
being incompetent-unbenevolent. (See pages 238 to 242.)

Suggestions for Further Research

At least two major ideas for future work arise from the findings |
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related 'to"bhe pérception of persons; the first section of this chapter. -
| The first is the suggestion.that there is a higher degree of agreement |
‘among raters or rater groups in their judgments of competence than in
their judgménts of benevolenge._ ' Fuﬁr'ther study.may support the notion | .
that jud.gments_ of competence are more objective, while- judgments of bene- |
volence are aetermined,more by the judge's values and his similari‘l';ies to
the stimulus person being evaluated. The second is th_e idea that judges
tend to rate members of their membershii) group higher onb benevolence than
.those from "out'g'roups'. " Furthermore, jﬁdges tend to rate members of their
reference group highe? on benevolence than mémbers of their membership
group, whenever the reference group is not the same as the member#hip group.
A larger list of ideas derivé from the section concerned with .speech
differences among SES groupst '

1. Members of ethnlcally isolated m:mor:.ty groups within a country
may tend to feel more culturally subordinate to their mother country
than do members of the predominant ethnic group of a country, and this
feeling may be e;cpressed through a (tendency to i'etain the prestige dialect
of4 the' mother country as their "standard fornl. "

2. Higheschool educated French Canadian women seem in general to be
the exceptions to the tendency for the mdré educated French Canadians to
model thelr speech after Cont‘lnen’bal French. It may turn out that these.
women prefer their own dialect, vé.lues, and culture to those of France.

3. There seems to be more mobility (especially downward) among

French Canadian men than gmong French Canadian women, sugge'sting that

®
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| ' ﬁomen are the more stable sex in French Canad:x.an culture, and the ones
who transmit the values of the:Lr pa.rticular SES level to the next genera-
tion. ' o | ‘ | ‘
4. Tt also a‘.ppeavrs from this study that French Canadien men tend
-to marry into their reference group rather‘. ’chain stéying within the SES
group of their fathers,A and that French Canadian women seldom marry below
~ their fathers' SES levels, and then only one or iwo steps down. |
‘ 5. The need £o be or to appear to be masculine seems to be much‘
greater among 1ower SES males than among upper SES males. This greater
_need for mascul:.ni‘by in lower SES males shows up in their speechjy they
have deeper-p:.tched ,vo:.ces and more hoarseness than upper SES males.
6. Masculinity motivation in young males is probably expressed
'primarily in pitch, whereas in older males it shows primarily as hoar‘se-
nesse. | |
. 7. The findings of ‘l'.his' thesis suggest that upward mobility is
expressed in speech: those who are upwardly mobile will adopt or try
‘ té adopt the speech patterns of the referencé group into which they are
.moving. " The findings also suggest that the first speech charactefistics '
that change in the upward mobll::.ty process (and those tha.t are easiest
to change) are those El center arouna express:w:.ty (intonation) and
confidence as 1t is expressed in speech. These changes seem to take
place as early .as the third grade. Pronunciation émd articulation are
probably much more difficult to change, with ‘thi.s change takn.ng place in

upward mobile youths in their teen years.
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8. It seems that the downwardly mobile French Canadian males of
one generation tend to be the sons of the upwardly mobile males of the
preceeding generatioﬁ.
7. Mobility appears to be a phenomenon of the middle SES ranges in -

French Cana.dé, with the extreme SES groups remaining quiﬁe' stable.

Concludine Comments

This research program.began with ,tﬁo ma jor ,iz'xte’r_ests, the wéys in
which speech sfyles are linked to SES levels in French Canada, and the
. ways in which thesev‘various- xspeech utyles determine hc;i:f.Frehch Canadians
perceive and evaluate ‘one aﬁother. It was intende& that this kind of
study, which‘ .combines linguistic and social-psychologicﬁl- approaches
would produce‘ some new ideas that would be reievant to both diseiplines.
| After the fact, it now appears that ‘the results are not only relevant to
social-psychology and linguistics,.,but also to sociologys 'politic'al science,
and to SOfne extent, economics. | | R |
The findings that French Canadian boys dichotomize their ratings of
other boys and of aduit males but not those of adult females, and that tﬁey
use'difi‘erent dimensions in ra'bing each §f these groups contribute to our
understanding of interpersonal perception. Similarly, the diécovery of the
ways in which French Canadian boys view English Canadians (the. villjéns) -
and an'binen’tal French (the heroes) relative to their ouwn ﬁébplé"also gives
us new insight into the process oi‘ person perception. This information is
helpful in understanding many of the recent political developments in

Quebec, par'ticuiarly the increase in diplamatic and cultural ties with

@
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- they are the guardians of the French Canadian culture. ‘The women in this )

~258=

France and the enthusiastic reception given General DeGaulle by many young

French Canadians on his 1967 visit. The results of this study and - others

" indicating that upper-class French Canadians model their speech on the

Continental French give further evidence of the high status of the Con-

‘tinental French among the French Canadians. High-school educated French

Canadian women seem to be the only French éanadians of high competence who

do not. take Continental French speech as a model, suggesting that perhaps

- sample are also much ]}.essl socially mobile than the men, suggesting that

French Canadian women are the ones who transmit the value systems of each

_ SES 1evé1. ~ These findings have application to the sociological and psycho=- -

1ogical concerns of ‘how socializat‘ic;n and cultural transmission take placé. :
Many of the results of this study are relevant to the sociological

issues of stratification and upward mobility. It seems that the motivaw

tional syétem that leads to upward mobility in men is seen through their:

speech, first as greater expressiveness of intonation and a more confident

- menner of speaking, and later as adoption of upper-class prbnunciations. '

French Canadian men also tend to marry into their reference group, which
will eventuslly be their membership group. Although these findings relate
to the study of economic motivation or need for achievement, the findings
which will probablj have the most profound implications for an understand-
ing Aof the human motivational féctors in economics are the findings of
pitch and hoarseness differences between French Canadian men of vérious

SES levels. It seems that whereas the economically campetent, educated
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French‘Canadian men are orieﬁted to achievement, the'French;Canadigns
of the lower SES levels are oriented to masculinity. More work must
certainly be done to determine how much of the behavior of the lower
SES French Canadisns can be attributed to and predicted by thia ﬁot&ve,
and the extent to which it replaces the achievement motive in those of
low SES.

In examining the relationshié between competénce and benevolence.
Jjudgments made of speakers and the speech characteristics that evoke
those judgmenté, further insight is gained into the interpersonal per-
ceiving process. It seems that the first step in fhe pfqéesg is to size
up the other person on a vertical dimension, i.e., to judge and estimaﬁe.
how intelligent, successful, or comﬁetent the speaker is rélative_to
oneself. This seems to be a relatively objective judgment. There ié
much 1nter-3udge agreement on it, and in this study where the judge only
listens to the stimulus person's speech, it seems that the competence
judgment is highly predictable from many vocal aspects of speech (intona-
tion, pronunciation, accent, etc.) The second step in perceiving anéthe:
person seems to be that of locating the person on 2 horizontal dimension
of benevolence.. The judge seems to be asking such quéestions as "How

kind is he?", or "How close would T like to be with him?"¥ This dimen-

1 Recognizing the subjective nature of the benevolence dimension
and despite the wide range of ratings given families on this dimension by
the teen-age judges, this author found almost all of the participating
families to be extremely high in benevolence. The warmth and kindness
and the hospitality of the French Canadian families will remain one of
the outstanding memories of this project.

®

e

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘ i e

sion is much more subjective fhan the cofnpetence one,’ with much less
inter-judge agreemeﬁt, and judgments on it do not seem to be highly
predictable from speech. Much more research is needed to discover the
ways in which personality impressions are evoked by aifférenggs in the
vocal aSpects of speech. Some interesting findings in this 1:espec'§,_ were
obtained :i;n this stuéy, particularly for son speakers. For example, a
'boy who speaks‘wiﬁh a hoa;rse; ‘low-pivtched voice will be judged as being
inéompe‘lient and somewhat ﬂunbenevolent, but “toughvs ax;xd a boy with a h:.gh..
pitéhéd voice will sound éompetent but *weak." |
. Probably one of :the‘ mc;st valuable contributions of this study is

- . the method of plofting speakers ac(—.-ording to the scores they receive on
each of the major dimensiéns. This makes the judgments and the personal-
ity theories held by judges clear and graphic. The linguistic apaiyses of
this study are crude and: gross, and a more rigorous analysis of the speech'
sampi;; 5y a qualified linguist might yield additional information more
valuable than that gained up to this point. Many of the questions that
were asked, such as the lingﬁistié basis of the benevolence judgment,
remain unanswered. Thus, the greatest vaiue of this work will iikely»be
its suggestions for better research in the future, and the value of -
combining the social psychological and linguistic approaches will become

even more evident in the research that follows from this.

@

~

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



‘ .References

Adorno, TeWey Frenkel-Brunsw:Lk, Else, I.evn.nson, D.J., and Sanford, R.N.
The authorlta.nan personal:l.ty. New Yorks Harper, 1950.

An::.si‘eld, M., Bogo, N., and Lambert, W.E. Evaluatlonal reactn.ons to accented
EngliSh Speecho Jde &bnom. S50C. Pﬂ Olo’ 1962, 65, 223-231- . '

Barbeau, V. Le ramage de mon payse Montreal° Bernard Valiquette, 1939.

Bei'nste:l.n, B. Social class, llngu:l.st::.c codes and grammat::.cal elements.
La-nguape and SOQBCh’ 1962’ 5, 221-2""00

‘Blishen, B.R., Jones, F.E., Naegele, K.,vand Perter, J. Canadian soc:.e‘by‘
Sociological nerspectives.‘» Toronto: MacM:Lllan, 196'-1-. - :

Boudrea;ult, M. Rythme et melod::.e de la phrase parlée en France et au Quebec.
Quebec: Les Presses Un:.vers:.ta:.res Laval, 1967.

Bruner, J.S., Shapiro, D., and Tagiuri, R. The meaning of traits in isola=
tion and in combination. In R. Tagiuri, and L. Petrullo (Eds.),
Person perception and interpersonsl behavior. . Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1958. '

Brown, B.L. The perceptlveness-popular:.ty hypothesis in context. Unpub-
lished masters thesis, Brigham Young University, 1967. :

Burke, R.L., and Bennis, W.G. Changes in percentn.on of self and others
during humen relations training. Humen Relat., 1961, 14, 165-182.

- Charbonneau, R. Recherche d'une norme phonftiques dans la region de Montreal.
In BEtudes sur le parler francais au Canada. Quebec, 1955.

Cronbach, L.J. Processes affecting scores on "und_ere‘l:anding of otherst and
tassumes similarity.? Psychol. Bull., 1955, 52. 177-193.

Ellis, D.S. Speech and social status in America. Social Forces, 1967, 45(3),
431-437. ‘ '

Falardeau, J.-C. The changing social structures. In J.-C. Falardeau (Ed.),

Essays on contemporary Quebec. Quebec: Les Presses Universitaires
Iaval, 1953. '

Faucher, A., and lamontagne, M. .The economic system. In J.-C. Falardeau

(Ed. ), Essays on contemporary Quebec. Quebec: Les Presses Universitaires
Laval, 1953.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



e @ =

' Ferguson, G.A. Stat:.st:cal analys:.s in psychology and education. New
Yorks McGraw-H:Lll, 1966.

- Frender, R. The relat:.onsh:.p of speech, verbal intelligence and achieve-
ment motivation to scholastic success in the lower soecial strata.
Unpublished undergraduate honors thesis, MeGill University, 1968.

Garigue, P. l2 vie familiale des Canadiens Frangais. Montreal, 1962.

Gendron, J.D. La prononciation. In Cahiers de 1'acad€mie. Canadienne
Frangaise. Montreal, 1960.

Gendron, J.D. Tendances phon€tigues du francais parld au Canéda. Paris:
c.KumdaﬂQk;lﬁ% — , | | |

Harms, L.S. Ln.stener comprehens:.on of speakers of 'l:hree status groups.
Lane;. SpGBCh, 1961’ 4(2), 109-112.

Hays, W.L. Statistn.cs for PSVchologis'ts. New York: Hol‘li, Rinehart and
Winston, 1963. . '

Hollingshead, A. Elmtown's vouths the imbaét of social cla”s“se-s on
adolescents. New York: dJ. Wiley, 1959. :

Hollingsworth, H.L. Judging human character. New York: 'Ap'ple'bon, 1922.

" Hovlend, C., Harvey, O.,"and Sherif, M. Assimilation and conirast effects

in reactions to communication and attitude change. J. abnorm. soc. -
. PSVChOl‘o’ 1957’ 55, 2%—252-

Jackson, D.N., Messick, S.J., and Solley, G.M. A multidimensional scaling.

approach to the perception of personality. J. Psychol., 1957, 44,
- 311-3 18. A .

Iabov, W. The effect of social mobility on linguistic behavior. In
: S. Lieberson (Ed.), Explorations in sociolinguistics. IJAL, 1967.

Iabov, W. The social motivation of a .sound change. Word, 1963, 19, 273-309.

Labov, W. The social stratification of English in New York C:L‘ty.
Washington: Center for Applied Linguistics, 1966.

Iamberty, W.E. A social psychology of b:|.11ngual:1.sm. Journal of Social Issues, -
1967, 23(2), 91-109.. - ~

Lambert, W.E., Hodgson, R.C., Gardner, R.C., and Fillenbaum, S. Evaluational

- reactions to spoken languages. J. abnom. soc. Psychol., 1960, 60,
Lho51.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




-

[ ) e | | | R -263:

Lote, G. KEtudes sur le versfrariqais@: L'aie:‘éndrin dtapres la phonétique
~expBrimentale. Paris, 1919. : : s

Markel, N.N., and Robiin, G.L. The effect of content and sex of jud.e on
Judgments of personality from voice. International Journal of Social
Pg};chiatg; 1965, 11(01), 295-300.

McCle'_!.la.nd,_ D.C. R:.sk-'tak::.ng in children w:.th h:x.gh and low need for
achievement. In J.W. Atkinson (Ed.), Motives in fantasy, action
and soeciety. Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1958.

-

" McClelland, D.C. The achieving society. Princeton: Van Nostrand, 1961.

Osgood, C.E., Suci, G.J;, and Tannenbaum, P. The measurement of meaning.
Urbana. s Un:x.versn.ty of I.Ll:Lnois Press, 1957.

Preston, M.S, Evaluatlonal reactions to English, Canadian French and

European French voices. Unpublished M.A. thesis, McG;ll University,
Redpath Library, 1963 .

Putnam, G.N., and Q'Hearn, Edna. The sté.‘bus significénce of an isolated
" urban d.ialec‘b. Language, 1955, 2, 31-34. '

Rousey, C.L., and Moriarty, A.E. Diagnostic implications of speech sounds;
the reflections of developmental confln.ct and trauma. Springfield, Ill.:
C.C. Thomas, 1965. g '

Schutz, W.C. FIRO: A theory of ihferpersohal felatioﬁs; New York: Rinehart,
1958. . _—

Shuy, R.W. Detroit speech: Careless, awkward and inconsistent or sys‘tematlc,
graceful and regular? Elementary English, May, 1968.

~ Siegal, S. Nonparametrlc statistics for the behavioral sciences. New
Yorks:s McGraw-Hill, 1956.

Smith, K.H., Pedersen, D.M., and Lewis, R.E. Dimensions of interpersonal

perception in a2 meaningful ongoing group. Perceptual and Motor Skills,
1966, 22(3), 867-880. '

Tucker, G.R., and Lambert, W.E. White and Negro listeners' reactions to
various American-English- dialects. McGill University, 1968. (Mimeo) .

Winer, B.J. Statistical pr:mclples in experlmenta.l des:.gn. New Yorks:
McGraw-Hill, 1962.

®

-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



® | S 26k
 Winterbottom, M.R.

achievement motivation. University of Michigen. Abstract on Univer.
Mierofilms, publication No. 5113. Cited by D.C. McClelland et al.,
The achievement motive. New York: Appleton-Century, 1953.

 Woodworth, R.S., and Schlosberg, H. Experimental psychology. (Rev. .ed.)
New York' Hol‘t, 1954 : . T

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

‘The relation of childhood training in independence to



. APPENDICES

Appendia:“'A

Appendix B .Table 1.
Table 2.
TebleIB.
Table 4.
Table 5.
Table 6.

S Table 7.

e

The Passage from Le Petit Prince
-Which Was Read by the Subjects in

This Study

Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
Analyzed According to Speakers!'
Educational Levels -~ Ratings by the
Three Schools Combined

Personality Ratings of Father Speakers

by Raters from School 1 Analyzed :
According to Speakers' Occupational
SES Levels

Personality Ratings of French Father
Speakers Compared to Upper-class
French Canadian Father Speakers

- Raters fram School 1

Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
by Raters fram School 2 Analyzed '
According to Speakers!' Occupatlonal

SES Levels

Personality Retings of French Father
Speakers Compared to Upper-class
French Canadian Father Speakers

~ Raters from School 2

Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
by Raters from School 3 Analyzed
According to Speakers' Occupational
SES Levels

Personality Ratings of French Father
Speakers Compared to Upper-class

French Canadian Father Speakers

~ Raters from School 3

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Appendix A. The Passage from Le Petit Prince (by Antoine
de Saint Exupéry) Which Was Read by the Subjects in This Study

l12 seconde plandte &tait habitée par un vaniteux:

~—Ah! Aht Voild 12 visite d'un admirateur! s'dcriz de loin le
vaniteux d8s qu'il apergut le petit prince.

Car, pour les vaniteux, les a2utres hommes sont des admirateurs.

— Bonjour, dit le petit prince. Vous avez un dréle de chepeau.

— C'est pour saluer, lui répondit le vaniteux. C'est pour saluer
quand on m'acclame. Malheureusement il ne passe jamais personne par
ici. : . ,

— Ah o0i? dit le petit prince qui ne comprit pas.
— Frappe tes mains l'une contre l'autre, conseilla donc le vaniteux.

Le petit prince frappa ses mains ljune contre l'autre. Le vaniteux
salua modestement en soulevant son chapeau. g

— G2, cl'est plus amusant que la visite au roi, se dit en lui-méme le
. petit prince. Et il recommenga de frapper ses mains l'une contre l*'autre.
Le vaniteux recommengs de saluer en soulevant son chapeau.

Aprads cing minutes d'exercice le vetit prince se fatigua de la
monotonie du Jjeus

— Et, pour gue le chapeau tombe, demanda-t-il, gque faut-il faire?’

Mais le vaniteux ne l'entendit pas. Les vaniteux n'entendent jamais
que les louanges. T

Note.~ The four underlinedr sentences are the ones that were played to
the judges as samples of the speech of each speaker.

@
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Appendix B, Table 1.

Personality Ratlngé of Father Speakers

Analyzed According to Speakers! Educational Levels

‘- Ratings by the Three Schools Combined

Groupings Accérding

to Speakers' Educationa} Levels

Comparison 1

Comparison 2

Comparison 3
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Totall _
Judged _%v UneHs HI&EL| %v| X2 | Un _HS| %v| X2 | JH _El| _%v|_X2
Occupational o 1 ‘
SES L7 B kw53 | 68wk | 3,9 w4, 21.03] [ 5.2 5.3|.00}
Intelligent .6 JEEERE 2 BB wk | 3Pkl 0f « 07 5.0 * 5.31.00].=
Aotif : .5? 3.5***4.5 Ly Pk | 3, 3ERk3, 01, 0L b,3 %kl 81.03]
Juste 1 .38 | 3.6%%%3.9 |.29 3.5 **3,71.08{ . 3.8 4.0{.01
' Sincére o51 | 3. 1%%x3,8 |, Gl] wx | 3,5 %k3,7],07] 3.8 4.0}.00
Beau 058 | L O¥*%5,0 |.53[xkx | 3, grkkl, 3},06 5.0 5.0{.00
- Comigue ¢ 36 | 4. 5%xL, 20,13 4.5 4.61.00 3, pexkl, 51,23
Courapenx - 43 L L, Owexl, 7 |LLOE #% | 4,0 4.0[.00] | L.5 *x4.9|.04
Sir de soi o 58 [ U OkEkE L 1, 5] pakx 3.8*’?*4.4 071 5.3 5.5|.00
Limable 34 1301 k3.4 {0251 0 13,1 3.3{.06 3.3 3.5/.03
Fable L2 | 3 k3,9 | 30 kx| 3,3 #%3,61.09 3.8 3.9}.00
Sociable .33 13.6 **3.8 |.16 3.5 * 3,71.06 3.8 3.9{.01
Grand a7l perkl, 7 fLb7 R {4,000 4.2{.00 4.8 4.7{.00
Ambitieux JOL | 3, 8L, 7 |59 [Rkk | 3 Lpkkk3 81,05 4.6 4,7{.00
Tolérent .52 | b, gl Opl. 52 4.5 L4.5(.00 3.9  4.01.00
Gentil .09 i3.4 3.4 .gc; gg . Z? .gg gg gg .gg
» Rellgleux .21 14,0 c9 . . o lje . . .
Fort .30 3.6***%.9 231 ** 13,6 3.5/.00 3.7 *%U4,1{.07
Poli Sl 3.8kl |26, 3.6 *£3,9{.10 4,0 * 4.21.05
Content’ .21 |3.5 * 3.7 {.03 3.4 *%3,71,05 3. Wk%%3,91(. 12
Note.- This table is read in the same wey as Table 4.



" Appendix B, Table 2. Personality Ratings of Father Speakers

by Raters from School 1 Analyzed According to
Speakers' Occupational SES Levels

Judged
Occupational
SES

Intelligent
Actif
Juste
Sincere
Beau
Comique
Courageux
Sir de soi
Limable
Fizble
Sociable
Grand
Ambitieux
Tolérant
Gentil
Religieux
Fort
Poli -
Content

-

Groupings According to Speakers! Occupational SES Levels

Total AB - CD Comparison| A - B Comparison C - D Comparison
FviseB D | G| X2| A B_| v| Xx2|_C D_|_%v| x2
J73 | B.Owex5,2 | J73|%*% | 3,9 4.0} .00 5.3 5.0 }.00
o5} 3 6kkx5, 1 L 5l * | 3.4 3,6(.00 5.1 5.11}.00
51| B l4kxkl, 5 1 L1 % | 2,8%x%3,7 | .09 L.t 4.61.01
.10{3.3 3.6{.10 3.2 3.4].004 3.6 3.6 (.00
<30 | 3.0 **3.4 {.21 2.7 * 3.17.09 3.5 3.4 .00
71} 3.9%k%5,0 | 71 %% | 3.8 3.9!.00|. 5.0 L4.9].00
07 | 47 * 4, 4p .07 4,8 4,7 {.0Q L. 4.4 1.00
U7 1 3.8%%xl, 6 1451 % | 3.6 3.9 | .01 4.6 L.7|.01}
B0 | 3.6%k%5,1 | .56 [exx 1} 3,3 % 3,8 {.02 5.3 % 4.9 {.02
.39 13.3 3.4 (.00 2.9 **3,5 | .31 3.5 3.31.08
W66 | 3.5%EkL,0 [J66 | * [ 3.3 3.5 .00 4.0 3.9 {.00
«0313.5 3.6 |.00} 3.3 3.5 .03 3.5 3.6 .00
W81 | 3.8kl ly .78 % 3.6 3.9 .03 4.3 4.3 {.00}.
W45 | 3.8%xxl .6t % | 3.5 3.9 {.01 L7 4.61.00
“oBO | L. 3HEx3, 70| L 40 L.2 4.3 {.00 3.7 3.7 | .00
<39 [ 3.8 **¥3.4r!.39 3.8 ° 3.8 {.00 3.3 3.5 (.00
06 3.7 3.5r|.06 3.8 3.6 1.00 3.5 3.4 .00
+35 | 3.8kl L |35 3.9 3.8 {.00 4.3 4.5 (.00
.12 13.6 3.7 {.02 3.8 3.5 {.10 3.8 3.7 |.00
.00 {3.8 3.8 |.00 3.7 3.9 {.00 3.7 3.91.00

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Table 4.
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Appendix B, Table 3. Statistics for Personality and Occupational

Ratings of French Fathers Compared to Upper-class
French Canadian Fathers - Raters from School 1

Speakers from France ‘Speakers from France
Compared to All French ‘Compared to Aristocratic
Canadians from the Upper | French Canadians Only
Categories (A and B) : ,
Judged French A4B| %v| X2 ~ | French & | %v| X2
Occupational _ : :
SES v 2. 9***4.0 574‘ %R 2. 9***3-9 .o)'l'o *
Intelligent 2.6%x%3,6 | .37 . 2.6%%%3,5 | ,19°
Actif ’ 2,863, | .29 , 2.8 2.9| .00
Juste 3.2 3.3{ .00 ' 3.2 3.2|.00
§';'1:‘nc5re ) 2.9 3- 11 . 17 . 2'9 ‘ 2.9 +00
Beau 3. 1%%%3,9 | .52 3. Pek3,8 |..23
Comigue 3.7kl 7 | L70 ' 3.7k 8 | .79
Courageux . 3.6 3.8} .01 3.6 -3.6{ .00
-Str de soi 2.7%4%3,6 | .48 2.7 *£3.3 1 .13
Aimable 3.0 3.3}.17 3.0 2.9{.00
Fiable 3.0 **3,51 .59 3.0 3.34.10
Sociable 2.9 *#%3.5 1,50 2.9 3.3| .32
Grand 3.0%%%3.8 | J48 3.0 ¥ 3.6 .16
Ambitieux 2.3%%%3,6 | .75 |k 2.3%%%3,0 | (34 | o*
Tolérant 4.6 L4.31.82 L.6 4.2 .61
Gentil 3.2%%%3,7 | L00 |*¥% 3.2 % 3.7 1.00
Religieux Lol * 3.7 | .22 Lo1 3.8} .04
. Fort 3.4 3.81.10 3.4 3.81!.05
Poli 2.8%%%3,6 | .98 2.8%%%3,8 | .70
Content - 3.0%%%3,9 | .92 |k 3.0%%%3.8 | 49 | *

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Table 4.
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' Appendix B, Table 4. Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
' . by Raters from School 2 Analyzed According to
Speakers' Occupational SES Levels :

Groupings According to Speakers! Occupational SES Levels |
Total AB - CD Comparison] A - B Comparison| C - D Comparison
Judged | & |a4B oDl %v| x2{ A B %v| x2|_C D | _%v| X2
- Occupational . ‘ o . : S o
SES <60 | 3.7%%xl, Q| 58| k** | 3.4 * 3.8].02 L,9 . 4.9{.0(? :
Intelligent | .60 |3.2%**4,8{.60({*** |3,1" 3.2/.00{ | 4.8 4.9|.00
K_c_z_t_:'_L_g o5l | 3.2%%%kY, 5] 5h|*kk 13,0 3,3{.00| 4.7 4,4]{.00
Juste = WAl | 3.3%%%3, 00 41 3.4 - 3.3(.00 L.0 3.7{.03
Sincere <51 |3, 1%¥x3,81.42] * 2.9 * 3.3|.05 4.0 3.6} .04
g?‘?gxi o oH7 Lo Ol O JH7 DR¥% 13,9 4,0(.00 4e9 4.9 .00
‘ ‘C_grﬁ.l_&l}s. 02 . L"oz 4.0 002 ) 4.3 h’cl .00 3.9 L"nl .02
Courageu}c . .3? 3-'8***“’.4 035 3'7 3.8 ‘00 ll'o5 403 002
Sur de soi <59 |3.6%%x5,0] .53 %% 13,6 3.6}.00 5o 2kkxl 6} .06
Kimable - | ~48 |3.1 **3.5/.48} * (3.2 3.1}.00} . {3.5 3.6/.00
Fizble oH41 |3.3%%%,01.36 3.4 3.2].00 L,y **3,8].05
Socizble 42 {3 4xx3,91.361 © 13.5  3.31.03 4.0 3.8).03|
Grand e 53 |3.8%%kxh 41,531 * 3.9 3.8{.00 4.3  4.4/.00
EmbItieux .59 [3.2%%xp ut.591 * 13,3  3,21{.00 4.5 3.2[.00
Tolera_rg_'t_,_ . 037 ‘4‘03 4.1 020 4.5 )4'.2 -17 4-2 )4'-1 .00
Gentil 39 |3.2%¥%3,7t.35 3.4 3.10.04 3.7 3.6/.00
R__G;"lip‘;ieux 065 L”-l L"-O .00 L".h’ **‘%0 '55 * ’-J'.O 4.0 000
Fort 24 3.6 3.7{.00{ . [3.6 3.71{.00 3.5 3.8{.24
Poli o823 4Rkl 31 B2 134 3.41.00 h.3 4.3].00
Content o25 [3.3%x%3,71.25 k% 13,3  3.3100 3.8 3.71.00

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Table 4.
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Appendlx B, Table 5. Statistics for Pers&nalnty and Occupational
Ratings of French Fathers Compared to Upperw-cla:rs .

o  French Canadian Fathers - Raters from School 2 ~
. Speakers from Fremce Speakers from France
Compared to All French Compared to Aristocratic
Canadians from the Upper | French Canadians Only
Categories (A and B)
. Judged . French A4B| %v | X2 French A %v | X2
Occupational - :

SES -  3.2%%%3.71 .96 | %k 3e2 * 3.7 1493 § *
Intelligent 2 Sxk%3,2 | .28 2.5%%%3,3 1.20
Actif 2.9 **3.2 Sl 2.9 3.11.00
Juste 3.2 3.3].00 3.2 3.4 (.00
§_:'g_1_9_____5re 3.1 3.21.00 "3.1 2.9 |.02
Beau 3.20%x3,9 1 .29 | 3.2%%%3.9 | .20
Comique 3. 5%kRL 2 1 .80 | S 35wkl 31,73
Courageux 3.7 3.81.00 3.7 3.7 {.00
Sir de soi 2.7%%%x3,6 1 .57 | - T2.7%%%3,6 | .39
Limable 2.9 % 3,21.90 |- 2.9 * 3.2 |.78
Fiable 2.9 * 3.,3{.33 | 2.9 *%3,5 | U6
Sociable 3.1 % 3.44.39 | 3.1 *%3.6 | .65
Grand 3- 1***3.8 -14'2 3- 1***3 9 . 33
Ambitieux 2.9 * 3,2 1.31 2,9 3.2 [.16
Toldrant 4,1 4.31.17 Lot * 4.5 (.45
Gentil g-g 2.2 .Ll‘:2- ng * Zc“‘ ogg
Religieux O ¥EL, 1. . 5 {e
Fort L, 3%xx3,6 | .80 ’ 4.3***3.6 .65
Poli 2.9 **3,4 {-.51 2.9 * 3.4 .34
Content 2.9 **3.3 | .60 2.9 **3,3 1.39

Note.- This table is read in the same woy as Table 4.
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Appendix B, Table 6. Personality Ratings of Father Speakers
. by Raters from School 3 Analyzed According to
Speakers' Occupational SES Levels

Groupings According to Speakers' Qcoupational SES Levels
AB -~ CD Comparison| A - B Comparison) C -~ D Comparison
Total : —
Judged Gv |A+B C+Df Fv| X2 | A 0 B | %vixe|_C D | %v| X2
Occupational .

SEs .86 | 3.7Haxl, 71,86 %4x 13,8 3.7/.00 .7 4.7{.00
Intelligent. | .54 }3.0%**4.5(.53] * 2.9 3.1/.00 4,6 4,34.01
Juste = +25 13.3 * 3.6}.25 3.0  3.4{.00f | 3.6 - 3.6].00
éincere .67 2-7.***3:5 067 Aok 208 2-6 .00 N 307 30"" '00

. Eeau 047 3-6***“’-5 946 * 308 305 .00 )"'06 H4olpo01
Comique AL Hhk w b0l 11 4.5 4.4{.00 3.8 4.2[.03
Courageux -26 3.5***)""-2 026 306 305 .00 401 4.3 .00
sﬁr de soi .82 } 3.5%%kL, 01, 53%*k 13,5 3,5).00 5.0 4.71.29
Kmable . | .94 {2.7 * 3.1}.72|" 2.7 2.70.00] - 13.2 2.9{.22
¥iable 67 12.9 * 3.41.55 3.2 2.8{.06 3.6 3.2{.12

" Sociable .08 3.1 3.41.08 3.3 3.0{.00 3.5  3.3}.00
Grand «39 {3.8%xkL,71.39 3.8 3.8{.00 4.6 4.8(.00
Ambitieux 59 §3.2%%kl, 11,591 * 13.0  3.3{.00 Lol "4.1}.00
Tolérant 052 YU Bwkl, 11,36 4.8 4.8(.00 Lh *%3,81.16
Gentil .10 §3.1 3.27.00¢. 2.9 3.2{.10 3.2 3.2{.00
Religieux .51 13.6 3.41.12 3.6 3.6{.00 3.1%* 3.51.39
Fort .21 §3.1 3.3{.04 3.2 3.0{.00 3.1 *¥3,71.17
Poli .13 |3.4 * 3,8{.13 3.6 3.31.00 3.7 3.91.00
Content OOLI' 301 3.3 .OLI' 3.1 301 .00 305 3.3 .00

Note.~ This table is read in the same way as Table b4,
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Appendix B, Ta.ble 7.

Statistics for Personality and Occupational

Ratings of French Fathers Compared to Upper-class
French Canadlan Fathers - Raters from School 3

Judged
o Occupat:l.onal
SES

Intellige _g__{xt

Actif
Juste

Sincgy_g

éociab’le
Grand
Amb:.tleux
Tolerant
Gentil

Speakers from France -
Compared to All French
Canadians from the Upper

. Categor:.es (A and B)

.-Speakers from France
Compared to Aristocratie

French Canadians Only

French AsB| #v | x2

’ 28**36 .95

S 2uekk3, 11 LU0 | Rk

© 2l **3-‘2' o% RS
2.6 **3,31 .68
. 2.7 RS 66
.2#
.00
.36
1 .58
.00
.06
.82
L] 08
.56
.00
50 %
.05
® 10
.38
.46

*
x *
L Lo N\_n\n W

WNW FW N
WO &= \W

.
Nn VOO
*

*

*
*
*

F\Jo

*
*
¥*

L ]
~J O\~ OOONON
3
¥*- '
\:J\.O\.»)\a)\.\)

¥*
+*

L]
poo I 4=s ONpme OO DD 00 = O IR OV

NN\;)’\A)N-F‘N\A)NN

 French A

Iv| X2
2.8 ¥x3,51 .56 .
C 2.3 %2.9.17 1 *
' 204 % 3-1 -24
2.6 3.0 -13
2.3 2.81(.73
3.1 %*3,8 { .30
L4y L,51.00
3.9 3.61}.06
2. F¥%3,5 | .38
" 3.0 2.7 {.02
2.9 3.21.00
2.4 *%3,3 | .79
3.5 3.81{.02
2.2 *¥*3,0 {.25
L.,6 4.8 1.00
2.5 2.9 .27
3.8. 3'6 .Oo
3.7 3.2 .08
2.6 *%3.6 | .35
2.7 3.1 (.05

Note.- This table is read in the same way as Table L.
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