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Abstract

Perceptual dialectology is the study of how ‘normal people’ – i.e. non-linguists
– perceive language variation. The work of Preston in North America, and the
continuing adaptation of his methods by several linguists over the last thirty years,
has established a baseline methodological approach for exploring the shared lan-
guage attitudes of speakers, their knowledge and understanding of regional dis-
tribution, and the significance of ‘folk perceptions’ in shaping language variation
and change (Preston, 1999).

Recent application of this methodology in the U.K. has been limited to re-
search conducted in England (Inoue, 1999) and Wales (Williams et al., 1996),
with particular focus on the East Midlands (Braber, 2015), the North of England
(Montgomery 2007, Pearce, 2009), and the borderlands between Scotland and
England (Montgomery, 2012b). Application of Preston’s methodology to Scot-
tish dialect areas has proven even scarcer. This study uses a modified version
of Preston’s framework to examine the linguistic situation in the North East of
Scotland.

The region’s relative linguistic conservatism means that the North East’s
‘Doric’ dialect has maintained relic features no longer found elsewhere (Millar,
2007). Intra-regional divisions have also been documented, with a clear historical
difference perceived between the rural ‘fermfolk’ and the coastal ‘fisherfolk’, as
well as those from the countryside and those from the city. However, since the
discovery of North Sea oil in the 1970s, the demography of this corner of Scotland
has been in a considerable state of flux.

The study is informed by the responses of over 300 North East residents,
sampled from two age groups (14-18 and 60+). Overall results suggest an ongoing
negotiation between competing hyperlocal identities, as well as evidence of cross-
generational shift in local perceptions of speech in line with documented accounts
of dialect attrition. Further results indicate an ‘othering’ of speakers from certain
locations (for reasons which do not always seem to be purely linguistic). The
study also confirms the continuing salience of the ‘Doric’ dialect label while at
the same time revealing informants’ understanding of the term and its boundaries
to be complex and dependent on micro-regional perceptions.
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1 Introduction

Ye only ken if ye ken, ken?

K., age 15, Alford

As the above comment suggests, when it comes to understanding local language
issues, it is all about being ‘in the know’ (ken being Scots for ‘know’). To be part of
a speech community is to have an ‘insider knowledge’ of sorts: of what sounds ‘good’
and what sounds ‘bad’; of who speaks the ‘worst’ and who speaks the ‘best’; of who
is ‘in’ and who is ‘out’. Such beliefs about language shape not only how we regard
ourselves as speakers, but also how we judge others according to our co-constructed
ideologies and sense of identity.

With this in mind, this study aims to gain an overview of intra-regional perceptions
of the speech of the North East of Scotland. To achieve this, the study will operate
within the field of perceptual dialectology - an area of research which combines elements
of dialectology, sociolinguistics, ethnography, social psychology, and cultural geography
in order to reach an understanding of how ‘non-linguists’ perceive language variation.
To be more specific, perceptual dialectology is concerned with: what non-linguists have
to say about language variation; where they think such variation comes from; why they
think such variation exists; and, what they believe its purpose to be (Preston, 1999).

The findings drawn together in this study are the result of face-to-face surveying
sessions conducted throughout the North East. Through an investigative discussion of
the results of these surveys, the thesis addresses the following research questions:

• Is the ‘Doric’ dialect label still culturally salient?

• Where does the perceived border for the ‘Doric’ dialect lie?

• How do perceptions of local speech relate to matters of local identity?

• Are local perceptions of speech shifting according to documented linguistic change?

The thesis opens with a contextual exploration of the North East of Scotland itself:
Chapter 2 considers the social and historical context of the region as well as providing
an overview of its geographical composition; Chapter 3 then focuses the discussion to
the issue of language by exploring issues related to the local dialect, including nomen-
clature, dialect features, documented historical perceptions, and its current status. In
Chapter 4, the study is placed within the context of perceptual dialectology and its
methodology is explained, followed by an in-depth presentation of the results in Chap-
ter 5. Finally, in Chapter 6, overall conclusions are drawn from the results and the
wider implications of the findings are considered.
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2 The North East of Scotland

The aim of this study is to assess current perceptions of the speech of the North East
of Scotland and to measure its current status in the minds of local speakers. The study
also seeks to uncover any perceptual divisions within the dialect area itself. In order
to investigate such issues, first we must consider the fabric of the region.

2.1 An Overview

‘From mountain to sea...’ This sweeping geographical caption, which has for several
years now been the tagline of the local government body in Aberdeenshire, seems a
fitting way to describe the vast and topographically diverse nature of the North East
of Scotland. Bounded by the Moray Firth to the north and the North Sea to the east,
the region’s inner edge marks a gradual southwestern ascent into the mountains of
the Cairngorm National Park. To the south, the steep mountain pass of the Cairn o’
Mounth, climbing to a height of 1480ft, creates a natural border between the North East
and the encroaching county of Angus. In the land in between, miles upon miles of fertile
low-lying farmland and forestry have made the North East a favourable location for
human settlement, with the earliest traces of habitation dating back to the Mesolithic
era, some 8000 years ago (McClure, 2002, 7).

Traditionally, this corner of Scotland has borne the title of the Grampian region:
named after the Grampian mountain range which starts in the Cairngorms and extends
westwards towards the Great Glen. However, within the region, there are further

Figure 2.1: Local authorities (adapted from World Map)

17



important divisions which require acknowledgement. At current local government level,
the North East is divided into three council bodies: Aberdeen City, Aberdeenshire, and
Moray (see Figure 2.1).

Geographically, Aberdeenshire is by far the largest of these areas and is further
broken down into six local districts (see Figure 2.2): Banff and Buchan, Buchan,
Formartine, Garioch, Marr, and Kincardine and Mearns, each with their own cor-
responding centres of population. It should be noted, however, that this far-reaching
‘Aberdeenshire’ region is a relatively recent development. In 1996, the reorganisa-
tion of the Scottish local government system saw three local district councils (Banff
& Buchan, Gordon, and Kincardine & Deeside) and most of the wider Grampian Re-
gional Council merged under the ‘Aberdeenshire Council’ umbrella - it is this more
recent all-encompassing region (as shown in Figures 2.1 and 2.2) which informs the
general use of the term ‘Aberdeenshire’ in this thesis.

Figure 2.2: Areas of Aberdeenshire (from Aberdeenshire Council, 2017a)

To the northwest of the region, Moray comprises much of the Speyside area (includ-
ing Scotland’s famous tourist ‘whisky trail’ of distilleries) and extends along the coast,
stopping just short of the historic town of Nairn: at which point, one is deemed to
have crossed over into the jurisdiction of the Highlands and Islands and, perhaps more
importantly, ventured into the historically Gaelic-speaking area of Scotland, known as
the Gàidhealtachd.

On the east coast, Aberdeen City, as the North East’s only substantial urban centre,
has historically been regarded as the capital of the region and is the natural focal point
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of the North East. Here, two of the region’s most prominent rivers, the Don and the
Dee, meet the sea. Indeed, the city of Aberdeen was originally two distinct medieval
burghs: the ancient Donside area of the city, centred around St. Machar’s Cathedral
and now known as ‘Old Aberdeen’; and ‘New Aberdeen,’ a commercial burgh located
to the north of the Dee and built around what is now the harbour and Union Street
area of the city. An important seaport, Aberdeen has always used its position to forge
strong links with its North Sea neighbours and, due to its relative isolation, up until
the early nineteenth century maintained more frequent interaction with Scandinavian
and Baltic ports than with many other settlements in Scotland (McClure, 2002, 9).

Figure 2.3: An elevation map of the region (from McClure, 2002)

Therefore, because it is bordered almost entirely by mountains and sea, relative
geographical isolation has allowed the North East to cultivate a regional cultural iden-
tity often regarded as quite distinct from other parts of Scotland. Although operating
as a thriving North Sea port, prior to the widespread construction of modern roads
and accompanying infrastructure, ease of travel to and from the region from elsewhere
in Scotland itself was restricted. As the elevation map (see Figure 2.3) illustrates,
low-level routes into the region are scarce. Approaching from the south, travellers’
options were once limited: attempt to ascend the mountain passes of the Dee valley
(with their summits in excess of 3,000 feet); or travel along the coast to Stonehaven,
whereby either the Slug Road (a more low-lying accessible option for crossing the High-
land Boundary fault) or the Cossiemounth (a low-level walking route) could grant safe
passage to Aberdeen and its outlying hinterlands (Millar, 2007, 7). To the northwest of
the region, the Laigh of Moray, a belt of low-lying land running parallel to the Moray
Firth, offered the only other straightforward route for land travel between the North
East and the rest of the country (McClure, 2002, 2).

With such geographical barriers to outside communication in place, the preservation
of local culture and dialect has perhaps met fewer obstacles in the North East than
in other parts of Scotland. As a ‘geographically discrete’ territorial unit (Millar, 2007,
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7), the North East can in some cases be regarded as quite separate from the rest of
Scotland: whether it be economically, demographically, politically, culturally, or, as
this study will partly seek to explore, linguistically and ideologically.

2.2 Understanding the North East: Social & Historical Context

In order to understand and attempt to document perceptions of linguistic divisions
within the North East, it is first necessary to examine the non-linguistic factors that
have moulded the region into what is today: a region of internal contradictions and
one which can often be regarded as sitting apart from the rest of Scotland - not only
linguistically, but also in terms of culture, economy, and issues of demography.

2.2.1 Demography

Demographically, just over half a million people currently reside in the North East of
Scotland. With a land area corresponding to 11% of the overall size of Scotland, the
population count for the combined area of Aberdeen City, Aberdeenshire, and Moray
constitutes approximately 14% of the Scottish population. Of this regional population,
roughly 40% live in the city of Aberdeen and its affiliated suburbs, making it the
third most populous city in Scotland, behind Glasgow and Edinburgh. A further 20%
reside in one of Aberdeenshire’s fourteen largest towns – (in descending order by size)
Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Inverurie, Westhill, Stonehaven, Ellon, Portlethen, Banchory,
Turriff, Kintore, Huntly, Banff, Kemnay, and Macduff. The largest settlement in Moray,
the ancient cathedral city of Elgin, as well as the towns of Lossiemouth, Buckie, Forres
and Keith, contribute just short of another 10% to the regional population pot. The
remaining 30% of the population is dispersed either throughout the countryside or in
one of the region’s many smaller significant settlements (National Records of Scotland,
2011).

2.2.2 Economy

Farming and Fishing

Spread over a considerable land area of 8735km2, the history and social composition
of the North East has always been diverse. To understand the divisions present within
the North East, the economic history of the region is as good a place to start as any.
Traditionally, agriculture has for many generations been regarded as one of the primary
industries of the North East. With agricultural land covering an area of 1.3 million
acres, Aberdeenshire is the U.K.’s largest contiguous block of arable land north of
Yorkshire (Cook et al., 2008). Farming is one industry which cannot be clearly defined
as belonging to one part of the North East in particular; the region has always been
intensively farmed. This large-scale agricultural activity, which really took hold in the
nineteenth century, ‘transformed the physical face of the North East’ and established

20



a ‘way of life’ that has become synonymous with the traditional rural identity of the
area, as manifested through local folk memory, music, and literature (McClure, 2002,
9).

The North East’s other distinct traditional industry is fishing. Commercial fishing
in the North East dates back in some places to as early as the 14th century and,
unlike agriculture which is widespread, this industry has been much more localised
to the towns and villages of the Buchan and Moray coasts, as well as Aberdeen city
itself, and - to a lesser extent - the smaller-sized fishing ports south of Aberdeen. For
the settlements dotted along the Moray Firth and those rounding the corner onto the
North Sea coast, fishing has been a way of life for many. Peterhead and Fraserburgh,
located in the top most-north-easterly corner of the region, established themselves early
on as fishing ports of considerable significance. In Aberdeen, fishing played a large
part in the general economy from the 19th century onwards, existing alongside the
already-established industries that had sprung up around the harbour area, including
early shipbuilding and the long-distance trade operations being run by the co-operative
Shore Porters Society (Millar et al., 2014, 17).

In the same fashion that those engaged in the agricultural work of the region estab-
lished their own characteristic communal identity, the fishing industry prompted the
growth of distinctive ‘fishing villages’, or fishertouns : close-knit communities in which
everyone had a part to play – from the fishermen out braving the seas, to the fishwives
back home who cleaned, gutted, and prepared the fish for sale. These fishertouns de-
veloped their own traditions, folklore, and superstitions: local identities which were
often quite separate from even the next town along the coast. Historically, the fishing
communities and farming communities of the North East have considered themselves
as being two very different sets of people. Millar et al. (2014, 18) comment on how
fishing communities perceived themselves and were perceived in return as ‘a race apart’
from their rural neighbours; or ‘the corn and the cod dinna mix’ as a popular regional
saying once observed. Intermarriage between the fermfolk and the fisherfolk was vir-
tually unknown and there was very little in the way of social interaction between the
two groups (Turnock, 1987, 174); this relationship, based on what McClure (2002, 3)
describes as a ‘tradition of mutual antipathy’ over the years, meant the agricultural
and fishing communities carving out their own different brands of North East life and,
in turn, their own folklore, music, literature, and sense of cultural belonging. Porter
comments:

These two worlds in the North East, coastal and hinterland, were utterly
different in their worldview, reflecting on the one hand a relatively stable
environment of hard-won fertile landscape and, on the other, the turbulence
of unpredictable tides and hostile seas (Porter, 1998, 6).

This demonstrates that, for many in the North East, farming and fishing were
much more than simply aspects of the local economy; they embodied a way of life
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that helped to distinguish communities from each other. Rural workers inhabited a
world of ‘hairstin’, ‘cornkisters’, ‘orra loons’ and ‘kitchie-deems’, while their counter-
parts in fishing communities lived according to their own, often peculiar, taboos and
superstitions.1

Other traditional industries

There has always been, of course, more to the North East than just farming and fishing.
In terms of traditional industries, the quarrying of granite was at one time responsible
for one of the North East’s largest export markets. The Rubislaw quarry, located in
the west end of Aberdeen and once the largest man-made hole in Europe, opened in
1740 and is credited with giving Aberdeen the name ‘The Granite City’ due to the
extensive urban development undertaken in the 18th century utilising the abundance
of locally-sourced grey granite. Granite was also quarried extensively elsewhere in
the North East, with Peterhead granite, quarried at Stirling Hill from 1815 onwards,
being one of the most famous: known as Red and Blue Peterhead, the granite differed
from the grey of Rubislaw and, the red variety especially, was exported widely for
ornamental purposes and used in such projects as the original fountains of Trafalgar
Square, the Duke of Wellington’s Statue at Buckingham Palace, the construction of the
Foreign Office and the British Museum, as well as the pillars of London’s Blackfriars
and Southwark Bridges. In the Lower Garioch area of the region, the Kemnay quarry
started operation in 1830, with its granite being used in the construction of notable
landmarks such as Tower Bridge, the Forth Railway Bridge and the new Scottish
Parliament. Elsewhere, smaller quarries located in Bucksburn, Tillyfourie, Persley,
Dyce, Nigg, Cairngall, and Balmedie reiterated the importance of the granite quarries
in supporting the wider expansion of industry and commerce occurring nationally in
the 18th and 19th centuries (Donnelly, 1975; Miller, 2005).

Aside from farming, fishing and quarrying, there were only a few other significant
operations which employed large numbers of locals: textile and paper mills (such as
those in the Broadford Works, Donside, Stoneywood, and Inverurie), food and drink
manufacturing (most notably William Hay and Sons Ltd’s soft-drink factory, located
in Aberdeen), shipbuilding and iron-works, as well as, further afield, the whisky trade -
this is spread across the North East, but it is most notably concentrated in the Speyside
area which is home to over half the distilleries in the whole of Scotland.

All things considered, for large parts of the 16th, 17th, 18th, 19th, and 20th cen-
turies, the North East was a veritable hive of industrial activity. However, despite
the success of traditional industries, the region was not subject to the same degree of

1‘Hairstin’ - the time of the harvest; ‘cornkisters’ - often referred to as ‘bothy ballads’ (although the
practice of farm workers living in bothies was actually more specific to the Angus region) - were songs
composed and sung by farm labourers, often to disparage the working conditions on a particular farm;
‘orra loon’ - a boy who did odd jobs on a farm; ‘kitchie-deem’ - a kitchen maid or general domestic
farm worker (Kynoch, 1996).
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industrialisation as other parts of Scotland. While the establishment of the railway
network and the canals did allow Aberdeen to export and import goods, large-scale
industrialisation never occurred on the same scale in Aberdeen as it did further south.
The shipbuilding at Aberdeen harbour did not come close to the scale of operations on
Glasgow’s Clyde; nor did the North East benefit from the heavy coal-mining, iron, and
steel industries that dominated central Scotland for the best part of the 18th, 19th,
and early 20th centuries. This did, however, mean that Aberdeen was comparatively
spared from the catastrophic effects of deindustrialisation that crippled central Scot-
land in the 1980s as coal mining, shipbuilding, steel, engineering, and manufacturing
crumbled under the Thatcher government’s ‘year zero’ rules of competition and privati-
sation of public corporations, and as high interest rates further weakened the ability
of Scottish industries to compete in a global market (Finlay, 2005, 222).

Whilst shielded from the worst effects of deindustrialisation in Scotland, the tradi-
tional industries of the North East did themselves fall upon hard times in the latter half
of the twentieth century and suffered substantial gradual decline. While agriculture re-
mained a significant part of the rural economy (the Thainstone Mart at Inverurie is still
one of the biggest livestock marts in Europe), mechanisation meant that the consider-
able manpower which was once required was no longer needed; alongside this reduction
in workforce, overall farming areas decreased in size, industry output slumped, live-
stock numbers deteriorated, and dairy farming entered a period of serious decline as
a result of low prices and unsustainable margins (Cook et al., 2008). For the North
East’s other main traditional industry - fishing - developments were similarly unkind.
Once one of the most productive fishing grounds in Europe, overfishing in the North
Sea resulted in a depletion of stocks (McClure, 2002, 3). The subsequent EU fishing
restrictions and quotas, introduced as part of the Common Fisheries Policy in the early
1970s, sparked a gradual decline which saw fishing employment figures in ports such
as Buckie, Fraserburgh and Peterhead decimated (in some cases by over 50%) in the
decades following the policy implementation (Jamieson, 2009, 3). Despite some suc-
cesses (for instance, the technological advancement of vessels and the increase in fishing
for new species such as shellfish (Millar et al., 2014, 23)), such towns found themselves
in a position where they were no longer communally driven by the singular pursuit of
catching, landing, and preparing fish.

North Sea Oil

With heavy industries failing nationwide and traditional local industries in decline, the
economic outlook for the North East could have been very bleak indeed, if not for one
important discovery: North Sea oil. In 1975, the first British oil was brought ashore
and launched the beginning of an industry which would cement Aberdeen’s position
globally as a centre for business and drastically change the demographic and economic
character of the North East. The decision by the major oil companies to base their
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exploration and development pursuits in Aberdeen led to the city being christened the
‘Oil Capital of Europe’ and saw the region pull away economically from its Scottish
neighbours. By the mid-1970s, two oil-related companies per week were launching
operations in Aberdeen; and, by the mid 1990s, 60% of all employment in the city was
oil-related (Tiesdell & Allmendinger, 2004, 174). Such rapid and sudden expansion of
industry required a considerable workforce - both offshore and onshore. While some of
this demand was met locally, the need for personnel led to a mass influx of workers from
many other parts of the English-speaking world and elsewhere, many of whom set down
roots in the North East and have remained there since (Millar, 2007, 9). Financially,
the development of the oil industry has had its benefits and it drawbacks: in the 1980s
and 1990s, the industry invested around £200bn in the region and Aberdeen enjoyed
growth rates consistently higher than the national average; the average adult weekly
income was 10% higher than the U.K. figure; and, even non oil-related businesses were
reaping the rewards of increased footfall (Arnold, 2003, November 12).

Figure 2.4: Former Gordon district (Map data: Google 2020;
Boundary data: UK Data Service)

The prosperity of the oil industry did not just apply to Aberdeen city itself, but
radiated out to the suburbs and, even further, to the towns and villages of Aberdeen-
shire; by the 1990s, the region was one of the most prosperous in the whole of the
U.K. (Devine, 2012). A shortage of land in the city meant that new house building
projects were focused on the suburbs (Bridge of Don, Cove, Cults) and surrounding
towns, many of which experienced substantial population growth as a result (Newlands,
2000). For these satellite towns, being within commuter distance of Aberdeen was key;
in the 1980s and 1990s, the former local authority district of Gordon (see Figure 2.4)
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was the fastest growing commuter area in the whole of Scotland, with towns such as
Westhill, Blackburn, Inverurie, Kemnay, Kintore, Oldmeldrum, and Ellon experiencing
significant increases in population due to their closeness to the city (Blaikie, 2000, 59).

As Table 2.1 demonstrates, house prices in the North East gradually crept up: to
the point where, by 2013, prices in Aberdeenshire were almost 35% higher than the
national average. This has, of course, been reflected in earnings in the region, with
Aberdeenshire recording consistently higher median earnings compared to the rest of
the country: only residents in East Dunbartonshire, East Renfrewshire, Stirling, and
the Shetland Islands currently earn more (Office for National Statistics, 2016).

Scotland Aberdeen City Aberdeenshire
1993 £55,200 £62,601 £63,592
2013 £162, 266 £205,266 £218,734

Table 2.1: House price averages (Scottish Government, 2016)

However, higher wages have come hand-in-hand with a higher general cost of living,
and this has caused struggles in the past for those in the region working outwith the
lucrative oil and gas industry: the education and health-care sectors in particular have,
at times, faced considerable struggles when trying to recruit, with local media often
blaming this on the high cost of living in the region (Calvert, 2016, June 11; STV,
2014, April 03), to the extent that recent discussions have included the suggestion of
a ‘north-east weighting’ in salaries, much like the enhancements currently offered to
those working for public services in London (McIvor, 2015, September 30).

In short, the economy of the North East over the last century has in many ways seen
the region diverge from national trends. Whereas large swathes of Scotland invested
in the heavy industries, the North East persisted with its traditional industries of
farming, fishing, and quarrying. While the rest of Scotland suffered at the hands of
deindustrialisation by successive Westminster governments, the repercussions for the
North East were somewhat gentler; and when the traditional industries of the region
fell into decline, Aberdeen fortuitously struck black gold with the discovery of North
Sea oil - a development which marked the region out in terms of prosperity from many
of its Scottish neighbours. This dichotomy of being traditionally rural but increasingly
prosperous signals the changing character of the region in the 20th century and may
have meaningful repercussions for self-constructed perceptions of the identity of the
region.

Recent Developments

In the last few years (and, indeed, during the writing of this study), changes have been
afoot in the North East in terms of the local economy. A sudden and rapid decline in the
global price of oil has resulted in large-scale job losses and had a knock-on effect for the
local economy as a whole. In 2016, unemployment figures in the North East of Scotland
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rose at a faster rate than anywhere else in the U.K. In the city itself, unemployment
figures rose by approximately 50%, while in outlying localities (characterised previously
in this chapter as key commuter belt areas) the situation has been much more severe,
with the number of claimants almost doubling in some constituencies.2 The knock-on
effects of this economic decline have yet to be fully realised, but it seems certain that
there may be repercussions for the area in terms of its economic and social identity,
the potential for a substantial change in the workforce demographic, and the challenges
that lie ahead as the region tries to adapt to such changing times.

2.2.3 Religion

Over the last two hundred years, religious observance in the North East of Scotland
has at times followed a somewhat deviated narrative to the rest of the country. Once
again, this is a tale of intra-national and intra-regional variation, with the North East
following a different path to the rest of Scotland, whilst maintaining some degree-of-
difference within the region itself.

Historically, the religious fabric of the North East has been largely Protestant in
denomination, with most churches following the Presbyterian tradition. The Disruption
of 1843 saw the region’s Presbyterian church-going community split between the Church
of Scotland and the Free Church: a situation which persisted until 1929 when the
United Free Church (as it was known by then) reunified with the Church of Scotland.3

This tendency towards Presbyterianism holds true for most of the North East, with
the exception of the traditional fishing communities: these have tended to reflect a
much more diverse religious culture, with Evangelical strands of Christianity being
favoured over the Presbyterian traditions of elsewhere (Millar et al., 2014, 25). The
Moray coast, in particular, is home to a great number of churches, the majority of
which are Brethren, Pentecostal, or independent Evangelical (Webster, 2013, 382);
and, while church attendance has declined in these places over the years (as it has done
throughout Scotland), it has not done so to the same extent as elsewhere. For example,
recent figures place church attendance rates in Gamrie (a small coastal village just west
of Banff)4 at 33% - a percentage which is closer to the United Kingdom’s 1851 rate of
church attendance than the same statistic for the year 2000 (Webster, 2013, 383).

With regards the rest of Scotland, the North East also differs to some parts due to
the relative lack of sectarianism in the region. While religious sectarianism has been
an issue in the central belt region (and, in particular, west-central Scotland) for many
decades, it has never featured significantly in the lives of people in the North East. In
the city of Aberdeen itself, no Catholic/Protestant divide exists: schools are largely

2Of the whole of the U.K., the constituencies of Banff & Buchan, West Aberdeenshire & Kincardine,
and Gordon occupied the top three places nationally with unemployment benefit claimant increases
of 97.5%, 94.9% and 84.3%, respectively

3The lasting legacy of which is an overabundance of church buildings, often within a very close
proximity of each other and, nowadays, frequently turned over for residential or commercial purposes.

4Also known as ‘Gardenstown’

26



non-denominational; there are no ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’ parts of town; and, as a
city with no sectarian divide, only one professional football team exists5 (Styles, 2000).
In the 1980s, the Orange Order attempted a series of parades in Aberdeen. These were
met with general dismay, including a successful campaign by the local newspaper, the
Evening Express, in which pedestrians on Union Street (Aberdeen’s main thoroughfare)
were encouraged to actively turn their back on the parade as it passed; one letter to
the newspaper in 1987 noted, ‘It was obvious from the banners that the vast majority
of those marching were from the central lowlands and west of Scotland - not surprising,
really, as religious intolerance is not a disease common to the Grampian region’ (ibid.,
121-22).

Of course, as has been witnessed across the United Kingdom as whole, religious
observance and church attendance has been in general decline for some decades now.
However, we can still draw two important observations from the religious portrait of
the North East that has been outlined here: firstly, that there has historically been
a denominational divide between the Presbyterian tradition of Aberdeen and its rural
hinterlands, and the more Evangelical religious practices of the coastal communities;
and, secondly, that the North East has managed largely to separate itself from the
sectarian culture evident in other parts of Scotland.

2.2.4 Politics

In terms of establishing intra-regional and intra-national differences, the politics of the
North East is perhaps less enlightening. From the post-war era until the late 1980s,
Conservatism dominated in the rural parts of Aberdeenshire (as was true for most
rural parts of Scotland). The post-Thatcher era saw a struggle for power in the region
between the Liberal Democrats and the Scottish National Party (SNP). One interesting
point of note is the divide between rural Conservatism and urban Labour-voting. This
is something which, until the late 1980s, was evident in most of Scotland, with the
electoral map painted in mostly Conservative-blue, with the exception of a swathe of
Labour-red across the urban central belt. This also held true for the city of Aberdeen
and, in particular, the U.K. Parliament constituency of Aberdeen North, which was
steadfastly Labour from 1935 until it swung to the SNP in 2015.

Perhaps most interestingly, however, is that despite the North East being widely re-
garded as the ‘traditional heartland’ of the SNP, both the Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen
regions returned majority ‘No’ results in the 2014 Scottish independence referendum
(Brooks & Carrell, 2014, September 17). In the 2016 EU Referendum, both council
areas voted to ‘Remain’, although there was some intra-regional division: in contrast
to the rest of the North East, the fishing ports along the Banff and Buchan coast were
prominent voices for the cause to leave the EU, with Vote Leave campaigners describing

5In contrast to Scotland’s other big three cities in which the footballing support has, historically,
been broadly split to follow ‘Catholic’ and ‘Protestant’ teams accordingly: Glasgow - Celtic/Rangers,
Edinburgh - Hibernian/Heart of Midlothian, Dundee - Dundee United/Dundee FC.
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these areas of Aberdeenshire as a ‘heartland’ for their cause (Dingwall, 2016, June 24).
The snap 2017 General Election saw a more uniform result, with the Conservatives, as
part of a regional shift, gaining most seats in the area at the expense of the SNP, with
the exception yet again of Aberdeen North which was retained by the nationalists. In
2019, another General Election saw some seats swing back to SNP (including Aberdeen
South and Gordon).

In summary, politics in the North East cannot be described in clear cut terms. There
does seem to have been some divide historically between the more Conservative (and
later Liberal and SNP) voters in rural parts of the region versus the urban Labour (and
later SNP) voters in the industrial part of the city of Aberdeen, but this rural/urban
distinction is not unique to the North East.

2.3 Conclusion

On review, the social and historical context for this perceptual study is far from
straight-forward. For every feature that the North East shares with the rest of Scot-
land (of which there are, of course, many), there is something else which seems to
set it apart: whether it be its isolated geographical position, its economic position,
or the way in which its people have at times distanced themselves from the societal
behaviours of their central belt cousins. However, important divisions also exist within
the region itself: the distinction between those who hail from the city of Aberdeen and
those from a more rural background (or, toonsers and teuchters as they are referred to
locally); the differences that persist rurally between the areas traditionally associated
with either fermfolk or fisherfolk ; and, the ongoing challenge faced by many commuter
towns within reach of Aberdeen, once quiet rural settlements, as they contend with a
population acceleration that has been gathering steam over the last thirty years and
shows little sign of stopping. One of the central points for exploration in this study will
be how language fits into all of this. Do people still perceive cultural (and, perhaps,
linguistic) kinship and differences according to these traditional intra-regional bound-
aries? Or, as demographics change and the traditional ways of life fade in memory, are
North Easterners defining themselves according to new markers and characteristics?
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3 North East Speech

The aims of this study are to survey speakers and, from their responses, draw some form
of perceptual overview concerning the current status of North East Scottish speech.
Prior to investigating their perceptions, however, it is imperative to explore the lin-
guistic contexts for the issues under investigation: namely, the nature of the dialect
itself, its features, its borders, its labels, and its cultural associations.

3.1 Linguistic History of the North East of Scotland

Although the area has been inhabited for some 8000 years, our knowledge of the linguis-
tic history of the North East starts with the Picts: the northern tribes who inhabited
the area for much of the first millennium A.D. It is generally agreed that the Picts spoke
a P-Celtic language: a Brittonic variety and part of the same family of languages as
Welsh, Cornish, and Breton (Taylor, 2015). There are no existing extended texts writ-
ten in Pictish, so our knowledge of it is limited. This extinct language has left some
marks on the North East, however, in placenames featuring Pictish constructions: the
most notable of which being ‘Aber’ (meaning ‘river’ or ‘burn-mouth’) in the name Ab-
erdeen. Known as the ‘painted people’, the first recorded mentions of the Picts appear
around the end of the third century A.D. as a term used by the Romans to refer to
those living north of Hadrian’s wall; feared for their reputations as ‘ruthless warriors’,
the Picts spent the best part of 600 years fighting those who came up against them -
whether they were Roman, Viking, Anglo-Saxon, Southern Briton, or Irish (Hudson,
2014, 2-3).

It was this final group, the Irish, who eventually brought about the demise of the
Picts and, in turn, their language. With their influence waning and their kingdom
entering its final years, the Picts underwent a process of linguistic and cultural Gaeli-
cisation as forces from the western kingdom of Dal Riada, descendants of earlier Irish
immigrants, steadily annexed Pictish territories, culminating in the union of the two
kingdoms in the 840s with the crowning of Kenneth MacAlpin (McClure, 2002, 7-8).

However, this establishment of the Gaelic tongue as the dominant language in the
North East was relatively short-lived. In the early half of the eleventh century, the
Scots, led by Malcolm II, marched on the Kingdom of Northumbria and seized their
northern territories from Edinburgh to the Tweed. The dialect of Northumbria was
an Anglo-Saxon tongue and established itself in the border regions of the southeast-
ern frontier, before advancing into further parts of Scotland, largely as a result of
contact between the settled trading burghs that had been established across the coun-
try (ibid.). This language variety, commonly known and referred to now as ‘Lowland
Scots’ but known at the time as ‘Inglis’, eventually supplanted Gaelic in the North
East. This transition was expedited by a particularly bloody episode in Scotland’s
history: Scottish king Robert Bruce’s Herschip (or, harrying) of Buchan - an infamous
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act of political terrorism (ibid.). The Earl of Buchan, John Comyn, was perceived
as a threat to Bruce’s throne and, in retaliation, the king ordered that the province
of Buchan be razed to the ground: farms were set alight, cattle were slaughtered, all
castles and strongholds were destroyed, and supporters of Comyn were murdered.

As McClure (2002, 8) observes, most of the peasants killed in this ‘harrying’ of the
Buchan region would have been Gaelic-speakers. Further damage was then inflicted
to the status of the Gaelic language in the area when Bruce gifted the Earldom of
Buchan to the Englishman Sir John Mowbray. Under the jurisdiction of the Mowbray
family, the ravaged Buchan province was extensively repopulated with tenants from
Scots-speaking lands south of the River Forth (ibid.).

From this juncture, Lowland Scots steadily gained ground in the region and, from
the fourteenth century onwards, began to establish itself in the native speech of North
Easterners. Indeed, the first major literary text to appear in Lowland Scots was a
product of the region: the notable ‘Brus’, a narrative poem on the life of Robert
the Bruce, written by John Barbour, Archdeacon of Aberdeen, in 1375 (although, as
Millar (2007, 112) points out, it contained little or no evidence of specifically North
East features: indeed, there is some evidence to suggest that Barbour’s family, or even
Barbour himself, came from the South West of Scotland (McClure, 2012)).

Over the succeeding four hundred year period, the Lowland Scots spoken in the
area developed into a dialect that was markedly different from some other parts of
Scotland (for many of the reasons explored in 2.1), although there is a paucity of
written evidence which would allow us to chart these changes. By the mid-eighteenth
century, the emergence of regional literature as part of the wider Vernacular Revival -
in particular, the works of North East poets John Skinner, Alexander Ross, and Robert
Forbes - demonstrated the distinctiveness of the North East dialect from other varieties
of Lowland Scots and its established status as a separate entity (ibid.).

From this point forward, the dialect of Scots native to the North East seems to
be cemented in literature, folklore, and written records as the dominant variety in the
area. While the North East dialect of Lowland Scots continued to thrive, the status of
Gaelic was very much in decline. By the eighteenth century, Gaelic had been pushed
out to the very fringes of the region, surviving only in the mountainous regions of
Upper Donside and Upper Deeside, and, perhaps, as Millar (2007, 114) suggests, in
small pockets of the lower Garioch and Formartine areas, but only amongst the poorest
of farm workers (and, even then, only in domestic contexts). In contrast, North East
Scots flourished, as evidenced by the region’s rich literary, musical, and oral output in
the 19th and early 20th century: the extensive corpus of traditional ‘bothy ballads’,
the storytelling traditions of the travelling community, and the works of writers such
as William Alexander, Flora Garry, Charles Murray, and Lewis Grassic Gibbon.

The Statistical Accounts of the 1790s, 1840s, and 1950s/60s provide further evidence
for the persistence of North East Scots in the area, as demonstrated by the entry for
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Aberdeen in 1953 which remarked that, ‘The dialect of Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire
is as unmistakable as its accent is persistent’ (Mackenzie, 1953, 577). Of course, the
dialect spoken in the North East at the time of this comment would have had many
differences to the variety spoken three hundred years previous, but the essence of the
dialect seems to have endured, as has its salience as something distinct from the rest
of Scotland. Half a century later, and features of the dialect can still be heard around
the North East; although, as with everything, it has evolved, and exists now alongside
Scottish Standard English (SSE). The extent to which the dialect still persists in the
North East will be explored further in section 3.6.

3.2 Nomenclature

Just as the dialect has evolved over the years, so too have the terms used to describe
it. One of the aims of this project is to discern how the dialect is broadly referred to by
those within the region. In the earliest accounts of the dialect, the terms ‘Buchan’ and
‘Aberdeenshire’ appear with the highest frequency. In the First, or ‘old’, Statistical
Account for Scotland, carried out in the 1790s and compiled by Sinclair (1799), the
following comments regarding dialect are recorded:

The language spoken in this district is English, or rather that particular
dialect of Scottish, known by the name of Broad Buchan, or Aberdeen-
shire dialect. (Keithhall, County of Aberdeen, Vol. II, 1792)

The language of the generality of the people here is the Aberdeenshire
dialect... (Cluny, County of Aberdeen, Vol. X, 1794)

The language spoken in this parish is English, or rather a particular dialect
of the Scottish, called the Aberdeenshire dialect. (Leochel, County of
Aberdeen, Vol. VI, 1793)

The Buchan dialect has been long famous for the want of that neatness of
articulation. (Longside, County of Aberdeen, Vol. XV, 1795)

The language spoken in this parish is the broad Buchan dialect of the
English, with many Scotticisms. (Peterhead, County of Aberdeen, Vol.
XVI, 1795)

The dialect called broad Buchans is spoken here. (St Fergus, County of
Aberdeen, Vol. XV, 1795)

For the entries concerning the parishes of Longside, Peterhead and St. Fergus, the
reference to to the ‘Buchan’ dialect is to be expected, since these are towns located
firmly within the Buchan area of the North East. In the entries for Leochel and Cluny,
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parishes located in the historic Mar region, the term ‘Aberdeenshire’ is used (this is also
unsurprising as these localities are situated at some distance from the Buchan area).
More interesting is the entry for Keithall, a village located just outside Inverurie, in the
heart of the Garioch: here we see ‘Aberdeenshire’ and ‘Broad Buchan’ being offered as
synonyms, showing recognition of both descriptors being in use locally.

To confuse matters further, many of the entries refer to the variety as a dialect of
English rather than Scots. This stems from the language terminology of the Middle
Ages: prior to the term Scottis establishing itself in the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-
turies, the Scots language was referred to in Scotland as Inglis (‘English’) as a means
of distinguishing it as separate to Gaelic (which was referred to as Erse, or ‘Irish’), re-
sulting in an unfortunate modern-day confusion whereby the difference between ‘Scots’
and ‘Scottish English’ is far from clear in the minds of speakers (Hughes et al., 2013,
159).

Fast forward half a century to the second or ‘New’ Statistical Account (1834) and
a similar pattern appears, with both the Buchan and Aberdeenshire tags seemingly in
usage:

The language spoken is the broad Buchan, or real Aberdeenshire...
(Aberdour, County of Aberdeen, Vol. XII, 1845)

The dialect spoken here is the common patois of the district called broad
Buchan. (St Fergus, County of Aberdeen, Vol. XII, 1845)

The most common dialect is a mixture... known, I believe, by the name of
the Aberdeenshire. (Banff, County of Banff, Vol. XIII, 1845)

From the early 20th century, however, one name for the dialect appears to dominate:
the Doric. In 1911, Mackie refers to the local dialect as the ‘Buchan Doric’ in his
account of the Aberdeenshire and, from the 1930s onwards, the Doric label starts to
gain in popularity (Löw-Wiebach, 2005, 15). The etymology of this particular label is
somewhat convoluted. Derived from the Greek Dorikos, the term historically referred
to the ancient dialect of Sparta - a region set in opposition to the Greek capital Athens,
in which the Attic dialect was spoken. The Attic was the language of literature, while
the Doric dialect was employed in pastoral poetry depicting ‘romantic rusticity and
wildness’ (Chalmers, 1810, 165). In the mid-to-late 19th century, the meaning was
seemingly transferred and the term started to appear as a general term for ‘a ‘broad’
or rustic dialect of English, as that of the North of England, Scotch, etc.’ (Oxford
English Dictionary (OED)).

Over time, this definition has narrowed and the term now chiefly denotes the dialect
of the North East of Scotland; indeed, regionally, use of the term is so ubiquitous that
many North Easterners would no doubt be surprised to learn of its relatively recent
assignation. In day-to-day life, the term is widespread in the local media, in written
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publications, on social media, and in the realm of education, with festivals, newspaper
columns, greeting cards, local merchandise, Facebook pages, cultural initiatives and
school projects all bearing the label of the Doric as a means of identifying the dialect.

Figure 3.1: Examples of the ‘Doric’ label in local usage

3.3 Boundaries

While the Doric label seems to be widely accepted in the public sphere, the bound-
aries of where this dialect is actually spoken are less clear, and one of the key aims of
this study will be to explore this lack of certainty among speakers as to ‘what counts
as Doric?’ Linguistically, several academics have sought to identify the intra-regional
divisions that exist in the speech of the North East. Labelling the larger dialect region
as ‘Northern Scots’, Muirison (1963) identified the landward boundary of North East
Scottish speech as running broadly from Dundee to Glenshee and continuing north-
westerly towards Inverness (see Figure 3.2).
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Figure 3.2: North East dialect boundaries (from Muirison (1963),
reproduced in McClure (2002))

Outwith this area, speakers in the neighbouring counties (namely, southern Angus,
Perth and Fife) were identified as having a repertory of twelve vowels, compared to
the eleven vowels found within the Northern Scots division - reduced further to ten
separate vowel sounds in Kincardineshire. Muirison also proposed four key words -
stone, moon, who and white - as possible division markers. South of the dividing line,
the stane, muin, wha, and white forms were found to be much in line with mainstream
Scots patterns of pronunciation. North of the line, however, stane was realised as steen
and wha as fa, thus demonstrating a clear southern boundary.

Within this larger dialect region, Muirison offers three further sub-dialects, roughly
marked by the River Spey in the northwest and the River Esk in the south, using
the same four pronunciation shibboleths to produce further delineations. The largest
of these three sub-dialect areas radiates outwards from the focal point of Aberdeen,
taking in most of Kincardine and the Mearns, Mar, Formartine, the Garioch, Buchan,
and part of Banffshire. This area is described by Muirison as, ‘the most populous and
most characteristic area of North-East Scots’. This is the region that has historically
been regarded as the ‘heartland’ of the Doric dialect, as manifested by the rich body
of literature produced by local writers: from the ‘spik o’ the Mearns’ featured in the
writing of Lewis Grassic Gibbon, to William Alexander’s depictions of 19th century
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Garioch farming life in his revered novel Johnny Gibb of Gushetneuk.
Millar (2007) classifies this largest division as Mid-Northern A, although with a

slight modification to the southern-most sub-dialect area, raising the border to include
everywhere south of Aberdeen in Kincardine and the Mearns as ‘South Northern’ - a
transitional area where Mid-Scots meets Northern Scots (see Figure 3.3).

Figure 3.3: Northern Scots (from Millar, 2007).

While these sub-dialect areas are clearly and closely connected, there does seem to
be some question over where the Doric dialect is spoken (note the common usage of
the definite article when referring to the variety). Does the term the Doric apply to
the wider North East region? Or is it, in the minds of speakers, reserved to certain
parts?

Culturally, as a fairly recent construct, references to the Doric tend to correspond
with the Mid-Northern A region, as shown by this poster for the annual Doric festival,
held annually since 1983 (see Figure 3.4). For two weeks, throughout the region,
in venues both large and small, concerts, competitions and other cultural activities
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are held in celebration of the dialect. However, the scope of this festival has not
traditionally extended to the whole ‘Northern Scots’ region. The venues for this festival
only tend to reach as far south as Stonehaven and as far northwest as Keith, suggesting
that the geographical domain of the Doric has been perceived, at least culturally in
this case, as centered in the Garioch, Buchan and Marr areas, radiating outwards,
before tapering off and growing weaker as it approaches Moray and the lower reaches
of Kincardine and the Mearns.

Figure 3.4: 1999 Doric Festival Programme (reproduced in Knox, 2001)

This perceptual study will aim to compare this supposition against the boundaries that
exist in the mental maps of speakers, and to establish where, if any, internal divisions
can be made.
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3.4 Dialect features

The four dialect features highlighted by Muirison (1963) in the previous section give
us only some insight into the peculiarities of the North East dialect. Phonologically,
morphosyntactically, and lexically, the speech of the North East shares many features
with the rest of Scotland, whilst also maintaining its own distinctiveness. Muirison
(1963, 197) observes that a stranger visiting Aberdeen for the very first time ‘will hear
plenty of ah’s, eh’s, ee’s and f ’s in odd places’; but, of course, there is much more to it
than that. While the range of dialect features is vast, the main differences from other
varieties within Scotland can be summarised as follows.

3.4.1 Phonology

Vowels

According to Millar (2007, 60), the Northern Scots dialects are ‘deeply conservative’
in terms of their vowel inventories, with a larger range of vowels used than in most
southern dialects, including many pronunciations which would hardly ever occur in
central Scotland. However, some vowels which are separate in SSE actually merge in
the North East dialect. In order to distinguish the vowel sounds of Northern Scots,
Millar (2007) uses a system of lexical sets adapted from Johnson (1997) to make the
following observations about North East Scots (Mid-Northern A):

• ‘[u] words’ such as moon, spoon, roof, and boot are pronounced with an [i] vowel,
e.g. /min/, /spin/, /rif/, /bit/

• [i] is also used rather than [E] in <ea> words e.g. head /hid/, dead /did/ and
bread /brid/ and in some other non <ea> words e.g. good /gwid/, well /wil/

• MATE-HAME vowels before /n/ merge with MEET so that Scots [sten] (‘stone’)
is raised to [stin] in Mid-Northern A

• make and take are regularly pronounced as /mak/ and /tak/

• a lowering of the MATE-HAME vowel is observed before /r/ so that more and
mare are synonyms (this is sometimes pronounced with a semi-vocalic glide re-
sulting in ["mej@r])

• in some words, [2] appears instead of [A] e.g. bank /b2nk/, want, /w2nt/

• there is tendency for the CAUGHT vowel to approach, or achieve, merger with
TRAP, meaning that cat, caa’t (‘call it’) and caught are near homophones

• the TRAP vowel is articulated further back in the mouth than in other Scottish
dialects, pronounced as /A/; this is a particularly noticeable feature of the North-
ern dialects and results in words such as that, hand and calm being pronounced
in the North East as [DAt], [hAnd], and [kAm], as opposed to using the [a] vowel
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Consonants

In terms of consonant sounds, North East Scots shares much of the same phonemic
inventory as other varieties of Scots. Some distributions of these sounds, however,
seem to be either more peculiar to the North East or at least more frequently heard in
the region than in other Scots-speaking areas (summarised from Muirison (1963) and
Millar (2007)):

• the pronunciation of <wh> as [f] in interrogatives and relative pronouns is often
singled out as one of the most characteristic features of North East speech. This
pronunciation applies to all interrogative and relative pronominal forms and is
often accompanied by a vowel change. For example: ‘what’ - fit [fIt]; ‘when’ -
fan [fAn]; ‘where’ - far [fAR]; ‘who’ - fa [fA]; ‘which’ - fit [fIt]; ‘whose’ - fas [fAz];
‘whatever’ - fitivver [fItIv@R]. Although it is not technically a <wh> word, this
also applies to the interrogative how which is pronounced as foo [fu].

• historically, <wh> was pronounced as /f/ in all positions, but this is less com-
monly heard in modern-day North East speech with the exception of a limited
number of words, such as ‘white’ (fite /f@It/) and ‘whisky’ (fusky /f2ski/), which
may still be used by more conservative speakers of the dialect

• in low-stress environments, [D] is frequently lost; for instance, ‘this’ becomes /Is/

or /3s/, and ‘that’ becomes /At/

• in words with medial [Ng], the English [g] innovation does not feature in some
realisations, with the older Scots form instead being retained; for instance, the
word ‘finger’ may be pronounced /fIN@R/

• in more traditional pronunciations, velar plosives are succeeded by [w] e.g. gweed
(meaning ‘good’) and skweel (meaning ‘school’) and medial [D] is replaced by [d]

in words with final [D@r] e.g. midder (‘mother’); however, I suspect one would
struggle to find instances of these features in the speech of younger speakers.6

• North East Scots has retained historical Scots distribution of the /x/ phoneme
in words such as nicht (‘night’), roch (‘rough’), richt (‘right’), and fecht (‘fight’),
although this is becoming an increasingly conservative form.

• Millar (ibid.) also mentions the pronunciation of <kn> and <gn> combinations
as /kn/ and /gn/, and a distinction between <wr> and <r> in which <wr> is
realised as /vr/; however, such pronunciations are not widely heard nowadays,
with the exception perhaps of in certain phrases such as knypin on (meaning
something like to ‘press on or jog on’) or words such as vratch (‘wretch’)

6As an aside, as a NE dialect speaker myself, I would only personally say midder if I was being
a bit cheeky and trying to wind up my mum, usually as part of the phrase ‘aul midder’. The fact
that I only preserve this pronunciation as part of a fixed phrase (and used in a largely ironic sense) is
probably a good indication that this is an old-fashioned form.
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3.4.2 Morphosyntax

Morphosyntactically, there is somewhat less variation to be observed and many of the
‘non-standard’ features which do appear are features which could be heard across Scot-
land.7 There are, however, certain features which Millar (2007) identifies as occurring
either solely or with markedly increased frequency in the North East, including:

• the use of diminutive suffixes, with the -ie suffix being particularly widespread in
the North East: for example, wifie (‘woman’), hoosie (‘house’), lookie (‘look’)

• the word how is used frequently in place of why, e.g. mother: "You’re in so much
trouble." / child: "How am I?"

• the weak declension of verbs which are typically ‘strong’ in Standard English,
meaning that rather than ‘tell/told’ and ‘sell/sold’, North East dialect speakers
commonly use forms in simple past tense such as tellt and sellt

• the use of the negative particle nae for verb negation, e.g. "I’m nae gaan" ("I’m
not going"); everywhere else in Scotland, the Scots negative particle is no

• the deletion of do-periphrasis: while all Scots dialects employ an enclitic particle
-na which can suffix verbs (resulting in canna, winna, dinna, etc.), the North
East dialect has deletion of do-periphrasis in certain phrases so that utterances
such as "I na ken" for "I don’t know" can be heard (as an informal observation,
it is, however, more likely in younger speakers for this to be shortened to "I da
ken," featuring a contraction of dinna - this is an interesting construction, as the
negative particle is lost entirely)

• the use of positive tag questions, which can be jarring to speakers from elsewhere;
this means it is quite acceptable for a North East speaker to observe "It’s a fine
day, is it?" or to comment "He’s a great guy, is he?"

3.4.3 Lexis

Across Scotland, Scots vocabulary has been significantly eroded in past decades. The
once broad continuum between Scots and English lexis shrinks more and more with
each generation that passes, with traditional Scots words yielding to their English
counterparts (Macafee, 2003). This is also true for the North East; however, the
process has not occurred with quite the same rapidity. Large parts of the distinctive
vocabulary of the North East are derived from the traditional industries of the region
and, despite the undeniable decline of these spheres of reference, the North East has
prevailed as a ‘relic area’ for Scots words which would once have been widely used across
Scotland (Millar, 2007). It is therefore not necessarily the case that the vocabulary

7See Chapter 3 of Millar (2007) for further reading on this subject
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which marks the North East out as different to the rest of Scotland is inherently ‘Doric’
- certain words may have simply survived better in the North East than they have in
other parts of the country.

Many of the distinctive words once associated with the farming and fishing indus-
tries have been adapted by speakers to fit contexts beyond their original meaning. For
example, the word yokit historically referred to the process of getting horses to work
by fastening a ‘yoke’ - a wooden harness - over their necks and attaching it to the
plough or other piece of machinery. Of course, this original meaning is now surplus
to requirements: horses are no longer used for manual agricultural work and the only
time a North East speaker is likely to lay eyes on a ‘yoke’ is at a vintage fair or heritage
museum. Despite this, the word yokit is still used by some Doric speakers, the meaning
having altered over time to signify getting ready to start a job or task of any kind.
Expressions such as Let’s get yokit (‘Let’s get started/going’) and Fit time did ye get
yokit? (‘What time did you get started?’) may trip off the tongue of many North East
dialect speakers without them realising the original meaning of the word. Some seventy
years after horses gave way to industrialised farming, the lexical item still survives in
the speech of some local speakers.

Similarly, lexical items from the fishing industry persist - their meanings, again,
altered to cater for new contexts. The verb phrase to rig oot once meant to prepare
a ship for the shipping season (Kynoch, 1996). Over time, however, this phrase has
evolved to mean something that broadly translates as ‘all-set’ or ‘ready to go’: for
example, some speakers may ask, Are you riggit? meaning ‘Are you ready to go?’
The phrase is also used as a noun, rig-oot, meaning ‘outfit’, although this use is not
restricted to Scots - for example, That’s a fair rig-oot he’s got on, translated into
English as ‘That’s some outfit he’s wearing’. While these re-purposed terms may not
be entirely exclusive to the North East, they demonstrate the way in which some lexical
items have managed to survive the decline of the local industries from which they were
borne.

In terms of general vocabulary, the North East also retains certain words which
are distinctive to the region. For example, there is a generally accepted West/East
split in Scotland when it comes to the word for ‘children’. Whereas West-coast Scots
refer to children as weans, in the East of the country it is generally bairns. However,
the North East has another more locally-specific term: geets. Similarly, rather than
laddies and lassies, boys and girls in the North East are referred to as loons and quines.
Interestingly, none of these terms are historically ‘Doric’; look back to the 18th century
poetry of Ayrshire’s Robert Burns and these terms are in frequent usage.8 However, as
with many traditional Scots vocabulary items, they have persisted in the North East
where elsewhere they have disappeared from everyday speech.

Within the region itself, there is also some degree of lexical variation. Originally
8Although, it should perhaps be noted that Burns’ father was from Kincardineshire
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produced as a durable foodstuff for fishermen on long voyages, the North East is famous
for a savoury bread roll made predominately from lard. The name for this delicacy
is one of great contention and is a topic that can inspire lively debate among North
Easterners. Traditionally, speakers are divided into two camps: toonsers (or rather,
those who hail from the city of Aberdeen) will argue passionately that the correct term
is a rowie; whereas teuchters (those from the countryside - that is, everywhere outside
of Aberdeen) will try to put you right and tell you that it is, in fact, a buttery. Similar
lexical variation exists across a whole range of other semantic fields. In Aberdeen and
many other places in the North East, a local speaker might refer to a seagull (of which
Aberdeen has many) as a scurry ; go further north, however, and Fraserburgh speakers
may call them myaaves whereas, just along the coast in Gamrie, they are known as
pewlies (Millar et al., 2014). The fact that such variation exists within the region is
often a symbolic marker of identity and an important reminder of the close relationship
between language and place.

3.5 Documented historical perceptions

No language variety exists without context and, in the case of the Doric dialect, certain
perceptions of both the dialect and its speakers have been more prevalent than others
in centuries gone by: some positive, some not so.

In the aforementioned Statistical Accounts (compiled in 1799 and 1834), several
writers remark upon the perceived ‘harsh’ nature of the dialect with the minister for
Auichindoir (near Alford) observing that:

The only language spoken here, is that dialect of the English which is
common in Aberdeenshire. The peculiarities of it, a native is perhaps little
qualified for pointing out. The people in the south of Scotland say, that the
tone is harsh, and to them has the appearance of passion and bad humour.
(Auchindoir, County of Aberdeen, Vol. XII, 1794)

This is a sentiment echoed by the minister for Duffus near Elgin who remarks that,
‘Our accent is, in the ear of a stranger, snappish and provoking’, before going on to
describe it as ‘disagreeable’ and ‘difficult to overcome’. The minister for Peterculter
also comments on the ‘guttural’ pronunciations of the dialect.

Other commonly recorded perceptions, visible both in previous linguistic studies
and informal observation of sources such as the Statistical Accounts, often convey at-
titudes which perceive the Doric dialect as uncouth and uneducated. In 1932, Eugene
Dieth, author of the comprehensive ‘A Grammar of the Buchan Dialect’, identified
the prime adversaries of the local dialect as, ‘the press, the pulpit and above all the
public school’. As Dieth alludes to here, the perception of the dialect as some sort
of substandard form of English is one partly borne from the dominance of English in
mass education in the region, and indeed across Scotland. Millar (2005) catalogues the

41



circumstances which brought about this situation, commenting on the struggle between
English and Scots language whereby English gained prestige as the language of edu-
cation and governance, whereas Scots diverged into many dialects, mostly unwritten.
As a result, by the close of the eighteenth century, written Scots contained such varia-
tion and such a mixture of orthographic styles that, in comparison with standardised
English, it appeared to many as a ‘corruption’ of sorts. Coming so close, at one point,
to standardisation but then ultimately falling short means that Scots was, to a great
extent, ‘gradually subsumed into the greater whole of written English’ (Millar, 2005,
89) and consigned to domestic settings, with use in the classroom actively discouraged
and frequently punished. Dieth (1932) ruminated on the creeping consequences of such
teaching on the speech of local youngsters, commenting that:

The young folk have no sooner escaped the dominie’s rod, than they slip
back, unconsciously, to their natural way of talking. The return, however,
is not complete; the effect of the teaching lingers on in their speech.9

Dieth then continues to list examples of where traditional dialect words have been
supplanted by local pronunciations of standard English words. This lexical erosion at-
tests to the means by which the marginalisation of Doric in the schoolroom diminished
its perceived value as a variety, leading many to labour under an agenda that, if one
wished to ‘get on’ in life, use of standard English (or as close to it as possible) was a
must.

However, despite the detractors, not all documented historical perceptions of the
dialect have been wholly negative. Instead, many focus on the status of the dialect
as a ‘pure’ or ‘authentic’ variety. This is a sentiment expressed in rhyme in the 1825
work of John Cumming, ‘The Stabliad’, in which he writes: ‘Aberdeen, That ancient
place, which every mountaineer, / Admires for language pure and truth sincere’. In
1832, Dr. Joseph Robertson also remarked that, ‘we uphold the Aberdeen dialect to
be the only remnant of the pure Scotch now remaining’. This salience of the dialect
as a stronghold of traditional Scots is further echoed in the 1933 BBC Yearbook, in
which the author ponders the possibilities of Scots/English bilingualism in Scotland,
noting that:

...were the idea of bilingualism agreed it would still have to be decided
which of the existing dialects would be adopted as the national speech.
The battle would be waged fiercely; the last part of the country to give in
would probably be the North East.

As these comments attest, the North East variety of Scots has enjoyed considerable
historical status as a perceived ‘pure’ or particularly enduring variety of Scots. Whether
or not it still perceived as such on a local level is an issue this study will seek to explore.

9Dominie meaning ‘schoolmaster’
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3.6 Current Status

The current status of the dialect can be broken down into two areas for consideration:
the status of the dialect in relation to its place in the local consciousness and linguistic
landscape of the region (for example, the media, education, the workplace, and so on);
and the actual health of the dialect, as documented in various recent linguistic studies.

3.6.1 The position of the dialect

Both Ferguson (1959)’s notion of diglossia and Kloss’ (1967) concept of ausbau dialects
provide frameworks within which linguists can attempt to characterise a dialect and its
status within its speech community. According to Fergusonian diglossia, speakers may
use two varieties of the same language depending on the context of the conversation:
most commonly, a standard variety and a regional dialect. In the North East, it could
be argued that something approaching a diglossic situation exists in which the local
traditional dialect (categorised by Ferguson as the ‘Low’ variety) sits alongside Scottish
Standard English (the ‘High’ variety) in what, for many speakers, can be described as
a continuum.

In attempting to explain this concept of diglossia, Ferguson proposes several char-
acteristic features; for the purpose of examining the North East dialect’s current status
in society, the most useful of these are function, prestige, and standardisation. Kloss’
concept of ausbau dialects uses similar descriptive factors, concentrating on limitations
upon the application of a dialect. These areas of application cover use of the dialect in
church, in parliament, in broadcast media, in writing, in print media, in school, and in
film (Kloss, 1976, translated in Millar, 2005).

If we consider the North East dialect firstly in these Fergusionian terms, the function
of the dialect is largely conversational. Based on informal observation, many speakers
comment on the difficulty they have reading or writing the dialect, considering it instead
as a predominately spoken variety. Considering the lack of standardisation, this is
perhaps unsurprising as different writers employ different orthographic styles when
trying to convey the dialect through writing. Much of this is connected to the next
characteristic of Ferguson’s diglossia concept: prestige. The dialect does, as previously
mentioned, enjoy some positive evaluations for its perceived ‘pureness’ or ‘authenticity’;
however, it would be difficult to deny the fact that Scottish Standard English is the
prestige variety in the area.

When linked to education, Ferguson (1959, 377) observes, ‘H is always superposed,
L is learned naturally’ and, this certainly seems to be true of the North East dialect;
school education in the North East (and, indeed across most of Scotland) is conducted
singularly in SSE. No child is ‘taught’ to read or write in the local dialect in the
same way that they are taught to read and write in English. While Scots may feature
minimally in the curriculum, there is no such thing as Scots-medium education in
Scotland in the same way that Gaelic speakers can choose to attend a school in which
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they will be instructed entirely in Gaelic. While there are many moves afoot to promote
Scots in schools, the fact remains that, when the time comes, any important assessment
or examination in a young person’s life will require English to be used.

While the idea of diglossia provides an interesting framework within which to con-
sider the status of North East dialect, some scholars (see Macafee (1997), Millar (2005),
Millar (2018)) have argued that the diglossic relationship between SSE and local vari-
eties of Scots has been in decline in recent years, with a code-mixing of sorts allowing
speakers to use both varieties without being aware that they are moving between the
two. This suggests a more complex synthesis of language: one in which variation in
usage is not so much determined by competing forms dependent on changes in context,
but rather as a result of varieties co-existing, and indeed melding to some extent, in
the minds of speakers. According to this line of argument, rather than code-switch
between SSE and local dialect, a North East speaker may unconsciously mix features
from both varieties - whilst also, as Millar (2018, 23) suggests, incorporating a healthy
dose of colloquial English.

3.6.2 ‘Doric’ in use - media, governance, policy

Closely linked to the function of a dialect is Kloss’ (1976) explanation of the applica-
tions possible for what he terms an ‘Ausbau dialect’ or halbsprache (‘half-language’)
versus the potential applications for an ‘Ausbau language’. If, in this case, we consider
the North East Scots dialect as the ausbau dialect, his schematisation of applications
seems to hold true. Kloss details several arenas for application, breaking down the
differences for each. These are: church, parliament, broadcast media, writing, print
media, school, and film. For a discussion of the place of the dialect in the North East
of the 21st century, the applications in terms of media, governance, and education are
perhaps the most pertinent.

According to Kloss, in terms of media, the ausbau dialect may be used for such
applications as specialised informational programming and ‘folksy’ material which deal
with local culture, while the ausbau language is used for ‘serious’ literature and for
the vast majority of periodicals, including all newspapers. Localised broadcast media
in the North East is fairly restricted to regional news broadcasting, with not much
other programming being produced or broadcast exclusively in the North East. In
news programming, the presenters speak almost exclusively in SSE. The only exposure
to dialect that a viewer is likely to experience in these programmes is from interviews
with local residents. In print media, the biggest publications exclusive to the North
East are the Press and Journal and Evening Express newspapers. Here, dialect use is
fairly limited, but it does fare slightly better than in broadcast media. Although all
news articles are written without equivocation in English, the Press and Journal and
Evening Express do include some feature pieces in Doric, most notably local broadcaster
Robbie Shepherd’s long-running weekly column (which is written wholly in Doric) and
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the weekly opinion pieces of Moreen Simpson (which are written in a mix of English
and dialect). Similarly, more localised publications, such as the Inverurie Advertiser
also run regular items in Doric. For those with an interest in the particularities of the
dialect, The Leopard magazine - once an independent publication, but now subsumed
as part of the nationwide Scottish Field magazine - for many years published a monthly
article by Scots language academic Derrick McClure, entitled ‘Scots and the Scots.’ The
magazine also published a monthly Leopard Tale on the final page of the magazine,
which offered local writers the opportunity to see their writing in print.

Aside from content written in Doric, Doric-related news and events are also widely
reported in the local media; an online search of the Press and Journal and Evening
Express archives yields over 3500 news articles mentioning the ‘Doric’ between 1998
and the present day, showing that the dialect does maintain a presence in local con-
sciousness, even if not everyone speaks it. This presence now extends to a new avenue
of media, one that was not imagined at the time of Kloss’ schematic: social media.
As a speaker of the dialect myself, rather than news outlets or broadcasting channels,
social media is the place where I am most likely to see written representations of the
dialect, used in a fusion with English in the everyday statuses and updates of my net-
work groups. In addition to the posts of individual users, social media pages such as
Doric Tongue and Cabrach Radio (a satirical news channel in which the presenters
speak a very conservative variety of the local dialect) garner significant followings with
both pages boasting around 40,000 members each. In a region of only half a million
people, this following is not insubstantial.

When it comes to local governance, the day-to-day business of both Aberdeen City
and Aberdeenshire councils is carried out predominately in English. Aberdeenshire
Council documents are available in Latvian, Lithuanian, Polish, Portuguese, and Rus-
sian - but not Scots. However, there is one area in which local government appear to
be making some headway with local dialect promotion, and that is through education.
In February 2017, Aberdeenshire Council published its ‘Scots (Doric) Guidelines’ out-
lining its strategic plan for future language promotion in schools across the county ‘in
accordance with the European Charter for Regional for Minority Languages’. This set
of guidelines commits to promoting use of Doric in the 3-18 curriculum, from early
stages right through to secondary school, where pupils can work towards achieving
the newly founded Scots Language Award. In terms of attitudes towards the dialect
in education, this is certainly a turnaround from the admonishments that were once
administered for using Doric in the classroom. Whether this promotion of the Doric
dialect and culture in schools has any effect on their perceptions of the dialect, or if
indeed it does anything to mitigate the reported decline in usage, will be an interesting
case to observe over the coming years.
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3.6.3 Recent language attitudes studies

While, as will be outlined in the next section, there has been a scarcity of studies using
methods from perceptual dialectology in this part of Scotland, there have been several
studies in the last few decades which have investigated language attitudes in the region.

In the early nineties, Iacuaniello (1992) surveyed University of Aberdeen students,
investigating their language attitudes towards North East varieties. Her findings re-
ported pressures on these students in higher education to speak Standard English.
However, their attitudes towards Aberdeen speech were found to be generally positive.
Most students did not express a knowledge of differences between local rural and ur-
ban varieties of the dialect; those who did were found to be more positive towards the
rural variety, which was perceived as a ‘purer’ form of the dialect. McGarrity (1998)
conveys similar findings regarding this favouring of the rural variety over the urban.
Her study, again geographically focused on Aberdeen city, questioned respondents’ at-
titudes towards the Doric and reported correlations between the educational level of
the informant and their outlook on the dialect. Individuals who had participated in
education to a higher level were found to be less positive towards the dialect, whereas
those who had received less formal education were more inclined to view the local di-
alect more favourably. However, as stated, the rural variety of the dialect was identified
as benefiting from a higher sense of prestige than the urban speech of Aberdeen and did
not experience the same associations with low educational attainment or social class.

Out in Aberdeenshire, researchers have reported more positive attitudes towards
the local variety; however, these have been found to vary across the generations. Löw’s
(1997, 2005) research in Pitmedden, an Aberdeenshire village halfway between Old-
meldrum and Ellon, presented generally favourable attitudes towards the Doric dialect
in terms of its functions in marking local identity and solidarity. According to the re-
sults of her 1997 study, age was reported as a significant influencing factor determining
attitudes towards the local variety, with older speakers more likely to be positively-
oriented towards the dialect and younger speakers less likely to demonstrate strong
feelings about it. In addition to this, she also reports an anxiety among older infor-
mants about the future of the dialect, compared to the more ambivalent stance of the
youngsters surveyed. Her follow-up study (2005) further confirmed an overall positive
response towards the dialect. The issue of incomers emerges as an important theme
in Löw’s research and she comments on the importance of including non-native infor-
mants in local language attitude studies, describing them as ‘an important part of the
North East’s cultural, social and demographic landscape’ and noting that ‘[t]he future
of the Doric also depends on their attitudes, and thus they should not neglected’ (ibid.,
339). From her findings, Löw concludes that the influx of incomers has ‘enhanced’ the
positive attitude of the native speaker population in Pitmedden towards their own local
variety.

Loester (2009) reports a similar positivity towards the local dialect. From her
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interviewing of Peterhead speakers, Loester notes a general opinion of knowledge of
the Doric as ‘advantageous’ in terms of its role as a ‘community language’ and its
function as an ‘icebreaker’ amongst locals; however, the study also reports acceptance
amongst local speakers that the once-distinct North East variety is now ‘retreating’
(ibid., 227). However, referencing the acknowledgment by respondents that being able
to switch between Doric and English is necessary to ‘get on’ in life, Loester quotes
one informant who remarks, ‘We spik Doric tae an extent but not tae the extent that
the Doric should be spoken’ (ibid., 235). Several reasons are offered for this. From
an in-group perspective, Loester found that while the local dialect is an important
identity marker which is imbued with symbolic importance, there is also a tension
between support for the variety and societal pressures. These pressures partially arise
as a result of the variety being denied social status outside of the North East.

The education sector has also proved a fertile ground for linguistic research in
the North East, with studies such as those of Hendry (1997) and Middleton (2001)
testing for vocabulary proficiency and transmission of phonemes depending on kinship
ties, respectively. In terms of specifically attitudinal studies in education, Imamura’s
(2003) study of the language attitudes towards Scots of 150 primary school teachers
in the Deeside area of Aberdeenshire found that local older teachers were less likely to
demonstrate positive attitudes towards Scots than their younger non-local colleagues;
however, she also cautions that these incomers are less likely to have been exposed to
Scots or to have acquired competence in it. Furthermore, while the responses of these
teachers demonstrated a genuine interest in the promotion and use of Scots in schools,
Imamura also reports that this is at times hampered by disagreement regarding what
might constitute a model of ‘Good Scots’ to be used in the classroom.

3.6.4 How healthy is the dialect at present?

At a surface-level, self-reported use of Scots dialect in the area seems healthy. In the
2011 census, 35.5% of residents in Aberdeen reported that they could speak Scots; in
Aberdeenshire, this figure was much higher, accounting for 48.8% of the local popula-
tion. Both of these figures are considerably higher than the figure for Scotland as a
whole, which was reported as 30.1% (National Records of Scotland, 2018). However, in
terms of documented usage, the dialect appears to be in a state of flux, with attrition
of traditional dialect features being reported across the region, especially among the
youngest generations of speakers. The recent linguistic studies of Brato (2016), Mcrae
(2006), Marshall (2003, 2004), Millar et al. (2014), and the extensive work of Smith
(2000, 2004, 2005, 2007 with Durham & Fortune, 2017 with Holmes-Elliot) explore
the status of the dialect in the urban centre of Aberdeen, two rural market towns, a
prominent Buchan fishing port, and a Moray Firth coastal community respectively,
thus providing a useful overview of the status of the dialect in differing communities
across the North East.
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Brato’s (2016) sociophonetic study of the urban accent of Aberdeen reported that
immigration has had a significant effect on the speech of urban Aberdonians, producing
a variety which is distinct from those found in the rural hinterlands of Aberdeen and
also from the other main cities in Scotland. Through cross-generational comparison,
Brato also observed that traditional variants are no longer being passed down to the
younger generation; and, when they are, their usage is restricted to certain specific
contexts and social groups. Instead of traditional variants, younger generations were
found to be adopting wider geographical variants. This study raises several notable
shifts: perhaps most interestingly for this project, the shift of the urban speech of
Aberdonians away from the speech of their rural neighbours, as well as the changes
witnessed in the younger generations in which supralocal features are replacing the
traditional features that once made the speech of the North East so distinct.

Outwith Aberdeen, in the traditionally rural but now increasingly commuter-based
area of the Garioch, Mcrae’s (2006) sociolinguistic study of demonstrative usage yielded
similar results. The study examined the local demonstrative paradigm, measuring us-
age of the local demonstrative forms this and that against the standard demonstratives
these and those, and the pan-dialectal non-standard them. In broad terms, older speak-
ers produced more tokens of the traditional variants, while younger speakers tended
towards the standard variants as well as the supralocal non-standard. From these
results, Mcrae concludes that the speech of young speakers seems to be gravitating
away from traditional Aberdeenshire Scots and towards a variety which combines local
dialect features with those from SSE as well as more widespread non-standard variants.

Further north in the market town of Huntly, Marshall’s (2003, 2004) work was
conducted with both younger and older speakers, and provides further evidence of age
stratification. Investigating the maintenance of traditional dialect features, Marshall’s
employment of a ‘mental urbanisation’ index found that an increased sense of speaker
loyalty towards the local rural community was linked to retention of traditional dialect
features by that individual - this correlation was reported as stronger than any links to
social network indices. Across the different age groups, younger informants in Huntly
identified with their local community less than their older counterparts: a finding which
was accompanied by a decline in local variants, such as the characteristic <wh> to
/f/), among younger speakers and increased tokens of more recent innovative features
(such as /t/-glottaling). However, the results across the younger speaker groups were
not found to be uniform, with Marshall suggesting that the variability and instability
within these findings may be indicative of change in progress.

Millar et al.’s (2014) study combines methodologies from sociolinguistics and di-
alectology to examine lexical variation and attrition in several of Scotland’s fishing
communities, including the North East’s prominent Buchan port of Peterhead. Of all
the fishing towns surveyed in Scotland, Peterhead had the healthiest working knowledge
of traditional fishing lexis. However, when stratified by age, the study’s results showed
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a clear ‘knowledge gradient’ whereby the younger generations of speakers exhibited a
limited awareness of traditional lexis. Instead, as life and work in the community has
changed, so too has the vocabulary of younger speakers, with the external varieties of
Standard and colloquial English proving the most fertile source for new vocabulary.
This shift in the lexis of local speakers prompts Millar et al. to supply a diagnosis
of ongoing dialect death in these fishing communities, with dialect words suffering a
gradual decline in usage rather than any dramatically noticeable shift.

In Buckie, a town on the Moray Firth, the work of Smith over the last twenty years
has provided a significant overview of language use in this coastal community. While
the wide-ranging findings from these studies are too dense to cover comprehensively
here, the analysis of many dialect forms in use has yielded complex results. For some
features - such as do absence in negative declaratives (e.g. ‘I na ken’ rather than
‘I dinna ken’), the North East characteristic <wh> to /f/, and local plural distal
demonstrative forms (e.g. that and thon/yon) -, usage is described as relatively stable
across the generations in Buckie (Smith, 2000, 2005). However, other features - such
as velar fricative /x/ (e.g. boucht for ‘bought’) and past tense -it (e.g. likit ‘liked’,
startit ‘started’, chokit ‘choked’ - were found to be in decline, with Smith (ibid., 122)
remarking that ‘(t)hese markedly Scots forms are fast becoming obsolete even in the
most rural areas’. Similar to the findings of Brato (2016) and Marshall (2003, 2004),
Smith & Holmes-Elliott (2017, 1) also report a ‘dramatic change in apparent time’ in
terms of glottal replacement (an innovative feature not found in traditional North East
dialect), with tokens of glottalisation being in the minority for the older age group, but
advancing to 90% usage among youngsters in the town.

Smith (various)

Millar et al. 
(2014)

Marshall 
(2003/4)

Mcrae
(2006)

Brato
(2016)

Figure 3.5: Locations
mentioned in aforementioned

studies

In summary, across the traditional
realms of the region - the urban, the ru-
ral, and the coastal - these studies re-
port a similar shift in terms of change
in apparent time. While this shift may
be at different stages for different parts
of the North East and may affect dif-
ferent variables to differing degrees, it is
clear that use of the local dialect appears
to be in decline. Simultaneously, several
studies have also reported the encroach-
ing adoption of supralocal non-standard
features among younger speakers in the
region. How this shift in actual usage
manifests itself in the linguistic percep-
tions of speakers will be a key focal point
for this study.
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4 Methodology

This chapter will provide an overview of the field of perceptual dialectology and a
review of existing studies carried out in the U.K. and Scotland, before progressing
to an in-depth discussion of the methodological development of this project and the
implementation of the final survey.

4.1 Folk Linguistics

Closely linked to ethnography, perceptual dialectology is often referred to as a sub-set
of folk linguistics. Dennis Preston, the major proponent of this area of study, has
referred to it in the past as concerned with the ‘ethnography of speaking’, alluding
to the fact that perceptual dialectology is not just interested in language, but also
broader issues regarding communities, their cultures, their customs, their habits, and
their differences. This idea of ‘ethnography’ (from the Greek ethnos ‘folk/people’) is
one more commonly found in the fields of anthropology and sociology: by using it
in conjunction with ‘speaking’, Preston situates perceptual dialectology both in the
domain of linguistics and cultural observational studies.

As a precursor to perceptual dialectology, folk linguistics is a topic which has drawn
both interest and some derision from traditional linguists. One of its earliest and most
vocal detractors was the American structural linguist Leonard Bloomfield who is re-
ported to have coined the term stankos to describe the language attitudes and beliefs of
non-linguists: a somewhat derogatory term seemingly derived from ‘stank’ with its con-
notations of offensiveness, inferiority, and bad repute (Niedzielski & Preston, 2000). In
his 1944 paper ‘Secondary and Tertiary Responses to Language’, Bloomfield describes
the utterances of non-linguists on the topic of language as ‘secondary responses’ to
language, presenting them as opinions which are non-scientific in nature and with their
foundations in popular lore. In his retelling of a conversation with a doctor on the
subject of Native American languages, Bloomfield recounts his frustration at the mis-
information expressed by the respondent. When he tried to ‘enlighten the speaker’ he
was met with a hostile response; Bloomfield describes this as a ‘tertiary response’ in
which, despite the knowledge that the linguist they are talking to has academic under-
standing of the topic, the respondent is unswayed in their conviction. For Bloomfield,
this seemed to be a source of annoyance: that the respondent refused to take his ‘ex-
pert advice’ on board (Niedzielski & Preston, 2000). In the early days of such study,
Bloomfield was not alone in this disregard of folk linguistic endeavours. Many of his
fellow traditional structuralist colleagues purposely distanced themselves from the use
of the language beliefs of non-linguists, instead believing that the only ‘real data’ was
that gathered through the observation of actual use of language (Preston, 1989, 1).

In 1964, this widespread dismissal of folk linguistics was countered by Henry
Honegiswald in his presentation at the UCLA Sociolinguistics Conference entitled, ‘A
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proposal for the study of folk-linguistics’. In this presentation, he endorsed the reversal
of the traditional school of thought which regarded attitudes as inferior to production
data, and which valued only the covert reactions of non-linguists to language sam-
ples, rather than their overt perceptions of variation (Preston, 1989, 2). Honegiswald
asserted that:

we should be interested not only in (a) what goes on (language), but also in
(b) how people react to what goes on (they are persuaded, they are put off,
etc.) and in (c) what people say goes on (talk concerning language). It will
not do to dismiss these secondary and tertiary modes of conduct merely as
sources of error (Hoenigswald, 1966, 20).

In his introduction to the first volume of The Handbook of Perceptual Dialectology,
Preston extrapolates this idea, drawing connections between the existing work of soci-
olinguists, ethnographers, anthropologists, social psychologists, and proponents of folk
linguistics to create a triangular representation of the interrelation between the con-
cepts discussed by Hoengiswald and the research gap filled by perceptual dialectology
(see Figure 4.1). According to this interpretation, the top of the triangle (a) represents
the majority of linguistic research, while the two bottom corners explore the fields
of language attitudes (b) and traditional folk linguistics (c). Perceptual dialectology,
Preston argues, is an evolution from this final branch of investigation, and ‘represents
the dialectologist’s-sociolinguist’s-variationist’s interest in folk linguistics’ (ibid., xxv).

Figure 4.1: Three approaches to language data (from, Preston: 1999, xxiii)
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By promoting this area of study, Hoenigswald proposed that accounts of language
variation supplied by speakers (and not just those provided by linguists) could help to
assess the societal and interactional forces that shape language variation, as it is fair
to assume that language perceptions and opinions about certain varieties must have at
least some part to play in the linguistic decisions of speakers, whether consciously or
subconsciously (Preston, 1989).

Despite its position on the fringes of linguistic study, elements of folk linguistics did
start to appear in several eminent studies, as sociolinguists began to make resourceful
use of folk linguistic data. For example, in his seminal study of New York, alongside
his analysis of the social stratification of [r], Labov also collected many folk evaluations
of speech; for example, some New York respondents in his study reported New York
speech as "terrible", "sloppy", "careless", and "distorted" (Labov, 1966, 344). Rather
than disregard these non-technical observations, Labov attempted to align them with
his performance data and use them, to some extent, to supplement his discussion of
variation and its underlying causes (Niedzielski & Preston, 2000).

4.2 First Steps in Perceptual Dialectology

Although Hoenigswald’s claim about the validity of ‘folk’ perceptions of language is
often credited with reinvigorating interest in the subject, the foundations of percep-
tual dialectology as we would recognise it today actually predate his statement, with
studies carried out in Japan and Holland in the mid-Twentieth century laying the early
groundwork for the field (Cramer, 2016b). In Holland, one of the earliest works was
survey carried out by Rensink (1955) in which he asked two basic questions: ‘a) in
which place(s) in your area does one speak the same or about the same dialect as you
do?; and, b) In which place(s) in your area does one speak a definitely different dialect
than you do? Can you mention any specific differences?’. The map compiled from
the data is described by Rensink as a ‘tentative sketch’ and the somewhat primitive
methodology yields some incomplete data. Some interesting findings were made, how-
ever, regarding the ability of respondents to describe variation. Rensink observes and
comments on the varying detail of observations provided by respondents, noting that
some picked up on ‘large differences’ whilst others focused on small matters of variation
- both approaches, he proposes, have the potential to be problematic.

The first steps taken by Rensink in Holland were further developed in the country in
the 1960s and 1970s by the likes of Daan & Blok (1970) and Kremer (1984), whose work
helped to develop the first steps made by Rensink in pioneering the Pfeilchenmethode or
‘little arrow method’: a technique used to transpose data into a form which is visually
understandable. In such studies, respondents were asked to identify places where they
believed the same dialect as their own was spoken. Using the little arrows method,
maps were then created by drawing a ‘little arrow’ between a respondent’s home town
and the place they identified as being similar. Once all the data had been transferred
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on to the map, dialect boundaries were then drawn around areas between which no
connections were made.

At the same time as such developments were afoot in the Netherlands, similar
efforts were being undertaken by academics in Japan. Studies such as those of Sibata
(1959), Nomoto (1963), Mase (1964), and Grootaers (1964) sought to produce maps
illustrating subjective dialect boundaries based on speech differences and similarities
reported by not just one group, but agreed on by respondents across the area. More
recently, studies such as Preston (1996b) have adapted this degree-of-difference mode of
questioning, using the data collected to create aggregated maps based on mean figures.

4.3 Mental Mapping

As study in the field has evolved, so too have the methods used to collect data. Whereas
earlier studies (see above) used numerical data to produce a collated map image of all
responses, emerging methods in the latter quarter of the twentieth century started
to use mapping as a front-line data collection method. This concept of encouraging
respondents to draw their own perceptual maps is based in the cultural geographic
technique ofmental mapping ; this approach, rooted in behavioural geography, attempts
to examine the difference in people’s perceptions between ‘the attributes of "here"
and "there"’(Gould & White, 1986). Initial research was based on the concept of
‘desirability’ in terms of where people want to live; according to Gould & White, such
a judgement is dependent on our individual ‘spatial interaction’ with our surroundings.
With a mental map, one does not produce a literal representation of space, but a
subjective rendering formed by perception and relative experience.

When applied to perceptual dialectology, this approach has facilitated studies in
which individual respondents are asked to draw their own maps showing where they
believe variation to exist. But one map in isolation cannot tell us much. Therefore,
methods have been developed which allow researchers to combine these individual maps
by tracing and combining hand-drawn lines in order to create perceived speech area
boundaries (Preston, 2011).

However, it is not just the idea of getting respondents to produce hand-drawn
maps that perceptual dialectologists owe to the likes of Gould & White. In their 1986
work, Mental Maps, they also propose several interesting concepts which are relevant
to how we can interpret the perceptions of ‘non-linguists’. One of these is the idea
of ‘ignorance and information surfaces’. To all researchers dealing with informant-
generated map data, Gould & White warn that geographic ignorance will always occur
to some extent and note that, ‘you may well feel that much of what we have said about
geographical preferences is jeopardised’; however, they argue that such pessimism is
unfounded, stating that, ‘there need be no direct correlation between preferences and
accuracy of location, nor between imageability and the task of locating a place exactly’
(ibid., 84). To prove this, they offer the example of a conversation between two women
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reportedly overheard by a journalist in London: in this conversation one of the women
is talking about the wonderful time she had on holiday in Majorica; however, when
questioned as to where Majorca actually is, she replies ‘I don’t know exactly, I flew’
(ibid., 85). The argument supported by such an observation is that people may in
fact know a lot about a place, or have many opinions about a place, without having
an accurate mental image of where that place actually is or of its relative size. Gould
& White compare this as being similar to the way in which ‘a person may admire a
painting without being able to locate it in a particular time period or remember who
painted it’ (ibid., 85). As expected, the ‘ignorance surface’ of any response is impacted
by experience; as people travel more, these levels of ignorance should decrease. Stay
still in one place, however, and such ignorance is not surprising.

The opposite of this is the concept of the ‘information surface’. If the ignorance
surface is a representation of what informants do not know, then the information surface
is a representation of what they do know about, and this can be predicted by a couple of
factors. The first of these factors is distance: the closer you are to somewhere, the more
likely you are to know about it. The second is population: places with large populations
are likely to generate more attention in informants’ responses as they are pulled in
closer by means of attenuated proximity. Gould & White combine these concepts
of ‘ignorance’ and ‘information’ surfaces - positing that the relationship between the
two is strong - in order to describe what they refer to as the invisible ‘information
environment’ within which we all operate and which determines the information we
hold about geographical space (ibid., 96). In this sense, as researchers, we should be
just as interested in what people do not know as we are in what they do know.

Another concept linked closely to the idea of mental mapping is that of perceptual
boundaries. It has been postulated that such boundaries are informed by the existence
of etic and emic isoglosses (Iannàccaro & Dell’Aquila, 2001) - an isogloss being the
geographic boundary line of a certain linguistic feature. Using this distinction, an
etic isogloss refers to the linguistic boundaries constructed by those from outwith the
community. Alternatively, an emic isogloss refers to those boundaries which are co-
constructed and recognised by the community itself. According to Cramer (2018), the
etic/emic distinction was first introduced by Pike (1954, 8) who described it as ‘two
basic standpoints from which a human observer can describe human behavior, each
of them valuable for certain specific purposes’. By considering both etic and emic
perspectives, Cramer (2018, 76) suggests that perceptual dialectologists are able to
construct a more ‘interconnected’ understanding of linguistic variation.

In a similar vein, Diercks (2002) discusses the notion of a ‘linguistic homeland’ -
a reference point from which speakers construct perceptions of linguistic and spatial
distance relative to their immediate surroundings, but which also encompasses the
classification of neighbouring regions. According to Diercks (ibid., 51):

Individuals “discover” the concept of the linguistic distance of their dialect
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in relationship to those of the neighboring villages, incorporate the stereo-
typical orientations of their community, and pass them on.

This is an important distinction and provides another starting point for us as re-
searchers: namely, that we should, of course, be interested in how speakers’ perceptions
are shaped by who they think they are linguistically; but that we also need to consider
how perceptions may be shaped by speakers’ assertions of who they are not (or who
they do not want to be).

4.4 Preston’s Methodology

One of the first researchers to employ this method of mapping perceptions was Dennis
Preston - widely regarded as the founding father of modern perceptual dialectology.
Preston’s work in the 1980s in North America helped to cement the status of the field
and also provided future researchers with a solid platform for methodological practices.
This platform was provided in the form of a five-point approach, developed and revised
through years of research. The approach proposed by Preston (1999, xxxiv) consists
of the following steps:

1. Draw-a-map. Respondents draw boundaries on a blank (or minimally
detailed) map around areas where they believe regional speech zones exist...

2. Degree-of-difference. Respondents rank regions on a scale of one to four
(1 = same, 2 = a little different, 3 = different, 4 = unintelligibly different)
for the perceived degree of dialect difference from the home area...

3. “Correct” and “pleasant”. Respondents rank regions for correct and
pleasant speech...

4. Dialect identification. Respondents listen to voices on a ‘dialect con-
tinuum’, although the voices are presented in a scrambled order. The re-
spondents are instructed to assign each voice to the site where they think
it belongs.

5. Qualitative data. Respondents are questioned about the tasks they have
carried out and are engaged in open-ended conversations about language
varieties, speakers of them, and related topics.

This methodology has been adopted as a baseline approach, being used by many
researchers in several different countries. This is advantageous as it allows comparisons
to be made between the results of various studies. However, the approach is not set in
stone and, as will be discussed, many perceptual dialectologists have modified Preston’s
approach to suit the specific needs of their research.
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4.5 Perceptual Study in the United Kingdom

The majority of perceptual dialectology studies in the United Kingdom to date have
been focused on England and Wales. Among the earliest of these is the work of In-
oue in the 1990s (1996, 1999) on the concept of ‘dialect image’. According to Inoue
(1999, 147), ‘dialect image’ can be described as ‘the socio-psychological image of a
(geographical or social) dialect’. Compared to previous applications of his methods in
Japan, which employed multi-dimensional analysis of evaluative scales to create maps
of subjective dialect divisions, Inoue found that ‘dialect images’ in the U.K. tended to
be more socially determined. However, despite finding differences between the U.K.
and Japan, Inoue (ibid., 157) asserted that the underlying mechanism for the forma-
tion of dialect images remained unchanged and ‘depends of two kinds of sources: a.
linguistic distance from the center of the standard language’ and ‘b. extra-linguistic
social prestige of (the residents of) the given area’. Highlighting the importance of
investigating such issues, Inoue (ibid.) discusses the consequences of the formation
of such dialect images, concluding that they can ‘influence changes and the diffusion
process of language’ while also, in some cases, creating a ‘dialect inferiority complex’.
With this, Inoue acknowledges that the formation of perceptions of dialects is informed
by both linguistic and non-linguistic factors. He also goes on to stress that actual ge-
ographic or linguistic knowledge is not necessarily required for a speaker to generate a
‘dialect image’, as perceptions can be formed despite an informant having never visited
the place in question. This underlines the importance of not relying on mental maps
as a singular source of information, but reinforcing these with further data collection
methods.

Katie Wales’ (2000) study of the English linguistic divide between the North and
the South (in England) touches briefly on perceptual dialectology. A mapping task pro-
duced what Wales (ibid., 13) describes as a ‘surreal linguistic geography, confirming
our individual skewed mental mapping’. Another notable finding is that of a ‘south-
wards slide’ in which the influence of London and the Home Counties ‘pulls’ responses
southwards. Wales also notes an urban-fixation among the majority of her student re-
spondents, suggesting that cities act as perceptual centres of regional standards, often
in competition with each other, despite being sociolinguistically diverse in reality.

Taking into consideration both Wales10 and England respectively, the work of Cou-
pland et al. (1999) and Kerswill & Williams (2002) explores the issue of claiming and
denial - suggested symptoms of ingroup solidarity. Both studies use modified versions
of Preston’s fourth dialect recognition task to investigate their chosen areas of exami-
nation. In their study of ‘Welshness’ and ‘Englishness’, Coupland et al. (1999) found
that if a voice sample was not rated positively, then respondents were more likely to
identify it as being ‘not local’. Conversely, voices which were perceived of positively,
could be ‘claimed’ as local even though they were not. They present this finding as

10‘Wales’ as in the principality - not the author from the previous paragraph
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closely linked to theories of social identity and self-categorisation - or, in summary, the
idea of ‘social attraction’. This theory posits that groups define themselves in relation
to each other. By belonging to a certain group, you are defining your personal identity
as being aligned with the ‘qualities’ of the group. Therefore, it stands to reason that it
is in the interests of group members to uphold a positive evaluation of their own group.
The result of this is that voices categorised as being ‘in-group’ (whether in reality they
are or not) are generally evaluated more positively. Or, in other words, voices which are
rated positively may be ‘claimed’ as an in-group speaker. Similarly, Keswill & Williams
(2002), in their investigation of dialect levelling in England, found that stronger local
ties resulted in more accurate dialect recognition of community voices. In their explo-
ration of this, they introduce the concept of focusing as a means for explaining such
perceptual behaviour. Based on the work of Le Page (1980), a ‘focused’ community is
one with relative linguistic stability in which there is limited evidence of variation and
in which change is slow; whereas, at the opposite end of the spectrum, ‘diffuse’ commu-
nities are those in which the underlying social structures are less settled as a result of,
for example, extensive immigration or social upheaval. The hypothesis is that people
from more ‘focused’ communities are more likely to recognise and be able to identify
local voices than those from ‘diffuse’ ones. Kerswill & Williams’ (2002) research in Hull
and Reading provides ‘ample support’ for this hypothesis, where working-class groups
of speakers scored more highly in own-community recognition tasks. In towns such as
Reading and Milton Keynes, they also found that the ‘rapidity of change’ resulted in a
loss of focusing, with younger speakers struggling to identify elderly speakers from the
same locale as a consequence.

More recently, the work of Pearce (2009, 2011) in the North East of England has
provided further application of perceptual dialectological methodology in the U.K. con-
text. Focusing mainly on the second step of Preston’s five-step approach, Pearce (2009)
conducted a degree-of-difference study with almost 1600 people from different parts of
the North East of England. Fifty-one place names were supplied, with respondents hav-
ing to score them according to their ‘similarity’ or ‘difference’ with speakers from the
informants’ hometowns. Pearce then employed a modified version of the ‘little arrows’
technique which resulted in the area being divided into three sectors. In the forma-
tion of these three perceptual ‘sectors’, Pearce found links to geographical, historical,
and social factors, suggesting that such perceptual divisions are never purely linguis-
tic. However, when considering a north-south divide, Pearce also discovered a level
of agreement between ‘actual’ linguistic variation (as reported in numerous linguistic
studies) and the perceptual areas formed by the collation of the responses. This, he
argues, suggests that ‘the folk’ demonstrate ‘a high level of metalinguistic awareness’
(Pearce, 2011).

Finally, and most significantly, when considering the presence of perceptual dialec-
tology as a field of study in the U.K., the work of Montgomery (2007, 2011, 2012a,
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2012b, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2018) provides a significant body of research from which we
can draw observations and recommendations. Whereas many of the aforementioned
studies have chosen to only partially employ the methods recommended by Preston’s
five-point approach, the research conducted by Montgomery is more comprehensive
and has provided innovative solutions for processing some of the more challenging data
produced by utilisation of Preston’s methods. Much of his early work is derived from
data collected during his project ‘Northern English Dialects: A perceptual approach’
(2007) which investigated the relationship between the north and the south of England
and how this divide is perceived by speakers. In this study, Montgomery employed a
perceptual framework, making use of map drawing and speaker placement/evaluations
tasks, to explore whether or not respondents had a ‘linguistic cognitive map’ of the
north of England and if they were aware of any internal divisions within what they per-
ceived to be ‘the north’. Working with teenage informants from sixth-form colleges in
Carlisle, Crewe and Hull, he tested to see if the home-town location of informants had
any influence on their perception of dialect areas. He also investigated what types of
perceptions respondents held about different varieties in the north of England. Finally,
he investigated the possibility of a ‘relationship between perception and ‘reality’ (pro-
duction)’ (ibid., ii). His results demonstrated the importance of three key concepts:
firstly, the effect of proximity in which ‘near to’ places and voice samples attracted
more attention and greater levels of identification accuracy; secondly, the importance
of cultural salience which he defines as ‘the prominence of certain population centres
in the national consciousness’ (ibid., 331); and thirdly, the issue of claiming and denial
- in this respect, Montgomery’s findings support those of Williams et al. (1996) who
found that informants were more likely to place a speaker as coming from their home
area if they had also afforded that speaker a high score in terms of ‘likability’.

Since this initial study, Montgomery’s methods have evolved, especially with regard
to the processing of map data. To process the map data from his 2007 study, Mont-
gomery had to travel to Tokyo Metropolitan University to use a bespoke computer
program known as the ‘Perceptual Dialect Quantifier’ (PDQ). The PDQ, created by
Onishi & Long (1997), was designed to create composite perceptual maps of dialect
areas from the hand-drawn responses of informants. However, it soon became appar-
ent that using the PDQ for future research was impractical - mainly due to the fact
that its use was restricted to ‘three increasingly elderly computers in Japan’ and that
the program produced rather low-resolution images (Montgomery & Stoeckle, 2013).
In response to this, perceptual dialectologists have since been moving increasingly to-
wards the use of Geographic Information System (GIS) tools as a means of mapping
informants’ responses in a more sophisticated manner. The use of these GIS tools will
be explained in more detail in the methodological discussion presented in section 4.9.
Montgomery’s central findings regarding the concepts of proximity, cultural salience,
and claiming/denial will also be discussed further in the context of my own results.
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4.6 Perceptual Study in Scotland

To date, only a handful of studies have focused directly on perceptual dialectology in
Scotland. The most peripheral of these is Montgomery’s study of perceptual ideology
across the Scottish/English border. Using data from his 2007 research, but supple-
mented with new data from informants in the border towns of Hexham, Brampton,
Galashiels, Langholm, and Moffat, the study uncovered a ‘unidirectional border effect’
in which the hand-drawn maps of Scottish and English informants varied in terms of
the level of detail afforded to Scottish dialect areas (Montgomery, 2012b, 660). While
the respondents on the Scottish side of the border offered a comparatively detailed
perception of variation in England (when compared to the responses of their English
counterparts regarding the same area), the informants south of the border did not
reciprocate this level of detail when recognising Scottish dialect areas. Montgomery
proposes that this unidirectional finding is most likely the result of the ‘power disparity
between Scotland and England’ meaning that the knowledge Scots have about their
larger neighbour is ‘not reciprocated’ (ibid., 657-8).

My own postgraduate research study (Leslie, 2010) employed a perceptual frame-
work consisting of draw-a-map activities and speaker evaluation tasks. These methods
were used to collect data from respondents in the Garioch area of the North East of
Scotland. Contrary to this current study which is focused on perceptions of intra-
regional variation, my previous research was interested in North East perceptions of
the rest of Scotland. One of the main findings was the pervasive use of Doric as an
umbrella term for the North East. This was in opposition to the labels used for other
parts of Scotland which tended to be geographic in their construction - e.g. Edinburgh,
Weegie (an alteration of Glaswegian), Shetland, etc. However, many of the respondents
(being Garioch-based) also mentioned Aberdonian dialect - referred to as toonser in
many instances - as being a separate variety, thus suggesting a perceptual boundary
between the city and rural Aberdeenshire. The variety spoken in Glasgow also re-
ceived high levels of recognition in the map-drawing tasks - much more so than that
of Edinburgh. It was proposed that this was due to the largely negative nature of the
comments aimed at the city and its speakers, and the fact that people may be more
likely to pass comment on a variety they dislike than one they have no strong feelings
towards.

The evidence collected also pointed towards the strong cultural salience of Glasgow,
with much of the West-coast of Scotland being annexed as Glaswegian in the map-
drawing tasks, and speakers from West coast locations such as Ayr and Motherwell
also frequently being misidentified as Glaswegian in the speaker placement task. In
line with Montgomery’s (2012b) observations about proximity, the Garioch respondents
also demonstrated a perceptual preoccupation with their closest neighbours, exhibiting
antipathy towards their northern neighbours on the Moray and Buchan coast as well as
those from the city of Aberdeen (often characterising their speech as ‘rough’ or ‘harsh’,
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and making negative judgements about the perceived intelligence of such speakers).
In the evaluation tasks, in the case of varieties spoken in Edinburgh and Inverness,
a relationship was also observed between the notion of standardness (or, as many
informants in the map task phrased it, being ‘well-spoken’) and favourable judgements
about intelligence.

Since then, only Tichenor (2012) - in another postgraduate thesis - has revisited
the issue of perceptual dialectology in Scotland, again focusing on the North East of
Scotland, but this time with informants in Buckie (on the Moray coast). As with my
own previous study, Tichenor was interested in North East informants’ perceptions
of the rest of Scotland rather than focusing solely on their perceptions of their own
region. The results corroborated the stigmatisation of the variety of Scots spoken in
Glasgow, as well as the idealisation of the varieties spoken in Inverness and Edinburgh
(ibid., 71). The effects of geographic proximity were also witnessed, with informants
having much more to say about surrounding areas than about other further-flung parts
of Scotland.

With these findings in mind, this current study aims to explore the nuances of this
subject further. As stated above, some work has been carried out regarding North
East speakers’ perceptions of the rest of Scotland; however, there has been no ex-
tensive research to date using methods from perceptual dialectology to explore their
understanding of intra-regional variation.

4.7 Final Methodology - the survey

Ultimately, for the purposes of this particular study, it was decided to adopt a slightly
modified version of Preston’s aforementioned five-point approach: a version which still
retains Preston’s general framework but which accounts for the collection of more
regionally-specific data. Various methods for collecting the data were initially re-
searched and discussed, including the possibility of hosting the survey online. However,
it was determined that an online survey, although having undeniable benefits in terms
of ease of execution and dissemination, would not be suitable to provide the different
types of data required by the study. This is because, at the time of planning the
fieldwork, there appeared to be no easily-accessible digital platform available which
would have allowed for the draw-a-map task to be combined with the more traditional
questionnaire-type questions in order to yield the mixed methods type of survey that
the study required. As such, a paper survey was produced (see Appendix A) to be
used in face-to-face group sessions with respondents.

4.7.1 Collecting information

The first page of the survey collected some basic personal details from respondents.
This included not just a question regarding where they were born, but also a question
asking where they had spent the largest part of their childhood. The justification for
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this is regionally-specific. For the older age group of respondents, it is quite likely
that they may have been born locally to where they were brought up. However, this
is not a given as many families in the agricultural industry used to move about the
region on a regular basis, moving from farm to farm based on where the work was
to be had. Also, for the younger age group, this question is especially important.
Centralisation of health-care resources in the second half of the twentieth century
saw the closure or scaling back of services of many rural North East hospitals, with
most expectant mothers being sent to maternity wards in either Aberdeen, Elgin, or
Peterhead. Therefore, ask most youngsters in the North East where they were born,
and most likely one of these three options will be given, regardless of where they
actually spent most of their childhood.

The next two fields - How many different places have you lived in your lifetime?
and If you have lived in more than one place, please name the furthest away place
from where you live now - were designed to collect data on mobility (both within and
outwith the region) and the possible varying levels of linguistic experience amongst
respondents. The final question asked respondents to place their speech on a sliding
scale from English to Scottish. This was an admittedly problematic inclusion in terms
of nomenclature (the label Doric was purposely not used here as one of the aims of the
next section of the survey was to determine the prominence of this label); however, I
felt some sort of linguistic self-identification may be of value later in the study when
considering such issues as linguistic pride and solidarity.

4.7.2 Draw-a-map

Once the personal details of the respondent were obtained, the survey then opened
with two draw-a-map tasks. The first was a map of the whole of Scotland, while the
second map was zoomed in to focus on just the North East region. The reasoning
for this was to provide respondents with the opportunity to provide information on
both a national and a more local level. Also, in terms of practicality, on a map of the
whole of Scotland there is not the necessary space to comment in detail on variation
within the local region. In terms of instruction, participants were asked to: ...divide
the country/region into sections based on where you believe different speech areas to
exist. Label the areas you have drawn. You may also wish to include extra information
about the way people sound or what you think about the way they speak.

On the whole of Scotland map provided to participants, black dots were supplied to
mark the prominent cities of Glasgow, Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Dundee, and Inverness
in an attempt to counterbalance any effects of geographical ignorance on participants’
ability to complete the task. For the more localised map, three dots signifying Inver-
ness, Aberdeen, and Dundee were included to provide some sense of scale. This is an
approach endorsed by Montgomery (2007) as a means for providing geographical assis-
tance to informants. Although the inclusion of the dots may raise some worries about
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the participants being ‘drawn’ towards these locations, Montgomery (2007) found from
his results that they did not seem to impact on dialect areas identified by his respon-
dents. Alternative options include projecting a map (on a screen, or on a whiteboard,
etc.) which respondents can refer to as they complete the task. Due to the practicalities
of the locations in which I would be surveying groups, this was not going to be possible
for me to do consistently, and therefore, to avoid providing certain groups with an
advantage, this method was not applied. However, as well as the aforementioned black
dots, before each draw-a-map task, I went through the map with the group, making
sure everyone knew where the survey location was on the map and which cities the
black dots corresponded to. Respondents were also informed that if at any point they
required assistance in locating somewhere, help would be provided.

4.7.3 Degree-of-difference

Immediately following the map task, respondents were then presented with a degree-of-
difference task. During survey sessions, I encouraged participants during this particular
task to think of their hometown as the ‘centre of the universe’ from which all other
places would be judged. The task provides the participants with a list of twelve major
towns in the North East, chosen for both their positions as district focal points (because
of their populous nature) and their geographical spread (see Figure 4.2).

One major decision which had to be taken in the construction of the survey con-
cerned which type of scale to use in order to gather perceptions. While many surveys
opt to use the Likert scale (where responses are scored often across a five-point range,
e.g. Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree),
for the purpose of this project, I decided to use a series of continuous rating scales.
The reasoning behind this choice was mostly based on the practicalities of the survey.
Once the decision was taken that the survey would have to be paper-based rather than
hosted online, my primary concern was with ensuring that the survey would not be
too laborious for informants and that it would be straight-forward and easy to under-
stand. For this reason, a Visual Analogue Scale (VAS) was employed. A VAS is a
continuous straight horizontal line on which informants can mark their response and
is a scale which generally requires less explanation for participants (Reips & Funke,
2008). Voutilainen et al. (2016), in a questionnaire judging patient satisfaction, also
found that the time required to complete a VAS survey was 28% less than the time
taken to complete a Likert-scaled form. This was especially important for me as the
time I had with survey groups was often limited: especially with the younger age group
as I was usually only allocated a set timetabled period within the school-day to work
with each class. As a result, I also wanted my survey to be as visual as possible, while
at the same time trying to avoid producing something which would require reams and
reams of paper and run the risk of scaring away or demotivating informants from the
off.
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Figure 4.2: Locations provided in the degree-of-difference and
place evaluation tasks (Map data: Google 2020)

Most frequently used in patient questionnaires in psychology and the medical sci-
ences, a VAS features bipolar adjective pairs acting as anchors at the end of each line
(e.g. same — different). While a Likert scale produces discrete rating scale results
and generates ordinal data, a continuous rating scale such as a VAS generates pre-
cise numbers and typically produces interval data (Chyung et al., 2018). In the field
of linguistics, the use of visual analogue scales for measuring language attitudes has
been championed by Llamas & Watt (2014, 616) who note that such scales ‘provide
the researcher with finer-grained, more flexible measurement tools, while at the same
time giving informants the opportunity to express their attitudes more freely and with
greater precision’.

If completed online, survey providers often include visual analogue scales by utilising
the functionality of a digital slider button. This was the original plan for this survey,
but, as I have already discussed, it became apparent that an online survey was not
feasible. Therefore, in the eventual paper-based survey, a 70mm line accompanied
each question instead, onto which respondents were asked to place a mark indicating
their answer. Responses were then measured on this line and a score (from 0-70)
recorded for each answer. In hindsight, the processing of this data was a time-intensive
process and could have been simplified. However, for the purpose of creating a simple-
to-use survey interface, the scale worked well and participants’ engagement with it was
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encouraging.

4.7.4 Place evaluation

The next part of the survey used the same twelve locations and asked respondents
to evaluate the way they perceive people to speak in each location based on three
bipolar scales: unpleasant/pleasant, Doric/not Doric, easy to understand/difficult to
understand. The label ‘Doric’ was purposely not mentioned until this point in the
survey, so as not to influence responses to any of the questions in Tasks 1-3.

In many perceptual dialectology studies, places are evaluated in terms of correctness
and pleasantness. For this study, I opted to retain the pleasantness rating as I believe
this is important in gathering subjective opinions of the aesthetic ‘worth’ of any dialect,
as well as being significant in probing non-linguistic societal impressions of certain
places and people. However, for the other two ratings, I decided to try something
different. The first decision was to drop the correctness rating. The main reason for
this was a worry about what would be termed as ‘correct’ speech and what would then
constitute ‘incorrect’ speech. In an area where standard English is clearly the sole
prestige form, utilisation of such an evaluation may be more straightforward. However,
for some speakers in the North East, there is much pride in the use of the local dialect.
Furthermore, anecdotally, there is also much discussion about what constitutes ‘real
Doric’: for instance, a former colleague once informed me, in a discussion about the
local dialect, "of course, the real Doric is only really spoken up in Buchan". Therefore,
my main worry about asking participants to rate places in terms of the correctness
of speech was that their responses would be, "Correct what? Correct English? Or
correct Doric?" As a result, the evaluation was discarded and replaced with a scale in
which informants were asked to rate a place depending on how Doric or Not Doric
they considered it to be.

For the aims of this project, this Doric-ness rating is a far more useful one. Two of
my main research questions are ‘where does the perceived border for the ‘Doric’ dialect
lie?’ and ‘how do perceptions of North East speech relate to matters of local identity?’
By asking for an evaluation of Doric-ness, it may be possible to piece together some
idea of how local identity is formed: namely, if all speakers are happy to live together
under one large ‘Doric’ umbrella, or if competing visions of who and what counts as
‘Doric’ are in fact shaping numerous intra-regional identities.

Secondly, I chose to ask informants to rate locations according to how ‘easy to un-
derstand’ they found speakers from that place. Again, this decision was made in the
pursuit of understanding intra-regional identity issues in the North East. While the
aforementioned degree-of-difference task collects information on how speakers consider
their own speech in relation to that of others, the understandability scale tests for
something slightly different. For instance, a speaker from a rural part of Aberdeen-
shire may rate an Aberdeen city speaker as very different to them; this does not,
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however, necessarily mean that they find them difficult to understand. Therefore, the
understandability evaluation is in some ways a test of difference, but also a test of
distinctiveness and a perceived density of dialect features (which may be foreign to
speakers from elsewhere).

As with the degree-of-difference task, responses were collected using Visual Ana-
logue Scales. Care was taken to arrange the scales so that negative evaluations did not
all appear on one side of the page. Therefore, they were presented as: Unpleasant –>
Pleasant, Doric –> Not Doric, Easy to Understand –> Difficult to Understand. These
were then reverse-coded in SPSS to be: Unpleasant –> Pleasant, Not Doric –> Doric,
Difficult to Understand –> Easy to Understand.

4.7.5 Speaker placement

The survey then moved on to the speaker placement task. The recommendations put
forward by Preston (1999) in his five-point approach are for voices on a ‘dialect contin-
uum’ to be presented to participants in a scrambled order from which informants must
place each voice with a location in a sort of match-up task. However, as Montgomery
(2007, 259) notes, although ‘[i]n such a large country as the United States there may
well be a need for the more structured task in order to keep results "under control"’, in
smaller areas such as the North of England - or in this case, the North East of Scotland
- such a rigid approach may not be as beneficial. Therefore, as I will go on to explain,
while the five voices used for this part of the survey are on a continuum ‘of sorts’, they
are not able to be placed on a clear continuum starting in one place and ending in
another.

The five speakers recorded for this part of the survey were sampled from five loca-
tions: from the city of Aberdeen, a Kincorth speaker; from central Aberdeenshire, an
Inverurie speaker; from coastal Aberdeenshire, a Fraserburgh speaker; from Angus, a
Montrose speaker; and from Moray, an Elgin speaker. These locations can be viewed
in relation to each other in Figure 4.3.

The reasons for choosing these five locations are partly linguistic and partly due to
the historical divisions within the region (as covered in section 1.2). Linguistically, as
demonstrated in Figure 4.4, this speaker sample provides representation for each of the
North East dialect areas (as discussed in section 2.3), with the Inverurie and Fraser-
burgh speakers representing the Mid-Northern A dialect area, the Elgin speaker repre-
senting Mid-Northern B, the Montrose speaker representing South Northern, and the
Kincorth speaker representing Aberdeen. In terms of the traditional rural/agricultural
versus urban divide, we have a speaker from the Garioch (Inverurie) and a speaker from
the city of Aberdeen. Secondly, in terms of the traditional rural versus coastal divide,
a speaker from the fishing town of Fraserburgh is provided as a further counterpoint.

For such speaker placement tasks, Preston (1989, 128) recommends a uniform ap-
proach, stating that ideally speakers should all be ‘male, middle-aged... lower to upper
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Figure 4.3: Location of speakers used in the speaker placement task

middle class’. I tried to stick as closely to this recommendation as possible, sourcing
five male middle-aged speakers (aged between 40 - 59). In terms of social class, this
is somewhat more difficult to categorise. All five are from working class backgrounds,
but several could be argued as being part of an emerging lower middle class.

When gathering these speaker samples, a decision had to be made as to their con-
tent. In his study of Northern England, Montgomery (2007), asked speakers to read the
Aesop’s fable of ‘The North Wind and the Sun’ - a piece used as an illustrative passage
by the International Phonetic Alphabet to elicit phonemic contrasts between regional
varieties. The benefits of such an approach are obvious in that it is a controlled source
material which offers clear comparison points in terms of pronunciation. However, when
I trialled this passage with one of my speakers, several problems emerged. Firstly, al-
though a useful passage for providing opportunities to prove phonemic differences, this
does seem to limit its usage to testing only difference between accents rather than true
dialectal variation. For example, in the opening line - ‘The North Wind and the Sun
were disputing which was the stronger when a traveller came along wrapped in a warm
cloak’ - a North East dialect speaker may pronounce ‘when’ with the characteristic /f/
sound replacing word-initial <wh>, followed by a vowel change to arrive at fan. This
presented a problem. Should I rewrite the piece in North East dialect and ask for this
to be read instead? I tried this, but felt as though I was quite literally putting dialect
features into the speaker’s mouth and therefore not achieving a natural representation
of their speech. Similarly, if I was to source another passage, one originally written in
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Figure 4.4: Location of speakers used in the speaker placement
task, overlaid with dialect divisons from Millar (2007)

North East dialect, I would again be guiding the participants as to which features they
used and leading them in their pronunciation according to the orthographic decisions
of the writer (given that Scots has no written standard). Secondly, the passage also
involved some constructions such as ‘more closely did the traveller fold his cloak around
him’ which prompted the speaker to report that the placement of ‘did’ felt unnatural
to him. As part of this process, a recording was produced of the first speaker reading
several different versions of this passage, experimenting with different approaches; but,
each time, the end result felt somewhat unnatural and forced.

As a result of these difficulties, I decided to move away from the idea of using a
controlled passage read by all participants and towards gathering more natural rep-
resentations of speech. In order to achieve this, I conducted face-to-face interviews
with the five speakers which lasted for around an hour each. From this, I then care-
fully selected one minute of uninterrupted speech per speaker. These tended to be
from towards the end of the interview by which time the speaker had settled into the
conversation. The fact that all five speakers were known to me personally and that I
myself am a local dialect speaker (from the Garioch area of the region) also, hopefully,
helped to deliver more natural and casual speech samples.

This approach proved much more successful. In each of the one minute excerpts,
the speakers naturally employ dialect features which are representative of the North
East of Scotland as a whole (for example, pronunciations which match the vowel sounds
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of Northern Scots as discussed in section 3.4), as well as some more specific features
which are representative of the part of the North East they come from and which, to
a trained linguistic ear, provide some auditory clues as to their location. I will discuss
these voices in the order they were presented to the participants: 1) Inverurie, 2)
Elgin, 3) Aberdeen, 4) Montrose, 5) Fraserburgh. For further discussion of the
dialect features mentioned, please refer back to section 3.4 (Dialect Features).

In the chosen one minute excerpt, Speaker 1, from the Garioch area, details a
childhood sledging accident in which his sledge overturned on a drain cover and he
split his chin open:

"We used te ayewis sledge doon this hill... onywye... one day, wi me bein
one o the youngest, they used te hae this sassidge-sledge... so fit ye did wiz,
ye tied aa yir sledges thegither so there’d be aboot six or eight sledges aa
tied up thegither... noo, the boys at the back wid steer em, ye see... so, they
actually, fin ye wint doon this great big brae, halfwye doon there wiz this
brunners... a sewerage brunner... and they were ayewis a wee bitty hetter,
ye see, so there wisna sae much sna on em... so, of course we wiz gaan fleein
doon and, of course, here wiz me sittin on the front o the sassidge... it hut
the... the thingy... I wiz... wint underneath the sledge... an here wiz ma
chin, great big hole in the bottom of ma chin... so, poorin bleed... an, of
course, I wiz bein the youngest, ma brither he wiz the auler, he wiz on the
back o the sledge of course, and here wiz me... an covered... so, hid te tak
mi hame an show... show me ti mam."

The speaker has several tokens of known dialect features in his speech, including
total replacement of <wh> with /f/, the loss of [g] in words with medial [Ng] (specif-
ically, in the word youngest), enclitic particle -na in words such as wisna, and several
expected vowel realisations including the /i/ sound in bleed (used as a noun in place
of blood rather than as a verb - i.e. "my chin wis poorin wi bleed"). He also uses some
Scots lexical items such as thegither (meaning altogether) and brunner (referring to an
iron drain cover).

Speaker 2 recounts a caravanning holiday as a youngster during which his father
hurt himself lifting the caravan and had to lie flat on his back for the whole week:

"Ma dad’s aat thraan, he’s like, he winna... "it’s aaright, I’ll lift the caravan
onte the"... ye ken, it’s a six-berth caravan, ken... an he’s like... onte the
back of the car... so, ye’ve got.. ken, ye’ve got... ken, ye hook it oan...
and eh... "it’s aaright, Ah’ll dee it masel"... ken, ma dad, ken, typical... of
course, aa of a sudden, "AARRRRGGH ma back!" and he wiz... and it wiz
like so funny because we wiz on that caravan site for the hale week and the
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folk must have thought ma dad wiz blazin the hale week because he was
lyin... he couldna get up... and aa I heard wiz him shoutin an swearin aa
the time cuz he wiz sair... ken, they thought... the neighbours must have
thought he was blazin, like, ken! He wiz lyin... he couldna get oot... he
wiz totally on his back the hale week... cuz he widna ask... he widna let
us help him... Steven says "Ah’ll dee it"... "Nah, nah, Ah’ll dee it"... and
he wiz, like, flat the hale week, like in the caravan, aye ken... ahh, that wiz
funny aat, like."

The excerpt contains several examples of pan-regional dialect features that we would
expect to hear - including numerous tokens of ken (meaning ‘you know’ in this context),
enclitic particle -na in words such as couldna and widna, as well as lexical items such
as thraan (meaning ‘stubborn’). In terms of vowel sounds, one word stands out as
being particularly representative of the area from which the speaker originates: when
recounting how his father was debilitated for the duration of their holiday, he notes,
"the neighbours must have thought ma da wis blazin". This use of blazin(g) (meaning
‘drunk’) is notable as, in the Mid-Northern A area of the North East, this would almost
certainly be pronounced as bleezin(g). Therefore, this vowel distinction, represented
previously in Figure 3.2, marks this Mid-Northern B speaker as being from outwith
the Mid-Northern A speech area.

Speaker 3 is from Kincorth, an area in the South of Aberdeen city. In his one
minute excerpt, he talks about frequently managing to "skive off" from his work thanks
to his children’s pet rabbit which kept escaping and getting stuck under their shed:

"Aye, they were... they were record-breakin rubbits... Ah’m sure they lived
fir aboot twelve year each... or summin like that... summin wrang wi em...
but Ah woke up an Ah wint oot an one hid died... an the ither een sorta
laisted anither couple... a couple of years efterwards... they were quite...
quite entertaining... they used te escape... affa eens fir escapin... an the
amount of times Ah’ve come hame an gettin phone-calls... "oh, the rubbit’s
escaped, the rubbit’s escaped"... so, but, there wiz a standin joke at ma
wirk far... oh, the boy’s awa te... eh... te find his rubbit again... an it wid
ayewiz be under the sheddie... an the only wye ye could get it oot wiz te
spray it wi waater fae the hose pipe an it wid sorta rush... run awa fae
underneath the sheddie... it wid nivver come oot, so... eventually... so,
it wiz a good wye a’gettin a half day aff yer work because the dog... the
rubbit hid escaped... so, it wiz now an again ye’d get a few oors aff yer
work... I sorta used te milk it a wee bit an say "oh the peer rubbit, ken, it’ll
be"... Ah’ve nae rubbits now so Ah’ve nae excuses for a half day... Ah’ll
hiv te get anither pet."
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In terms of existing literature, there is a lack of definitive work detailing what consti-
tutes specifically ‘Aberdeen’ features distinct from Mid-Northern A. Indeed, Speaker
3 shares many features in common with Speaker 1 and 5, including replacement of
<wh> with /f/ (specifically in this case with the word far, meaning where) and use
of een for one and wye for way. In terms of city-specific features: from personal ex-
perience, Aberdonians are often stereotypically characterised for their frequent use of
diminutives. It could be argued that this is evident in this Aberdonian’s speech in the
repeated use of sheddie. There is also evidence of glottalisation in his pronunciation
of water /w2P@r/ and sorta /s2ôP@/, a feature which McClure (2002, 73) states is ‘not
conspicuous in traditional Doric’ but has ‘increased to a remarkable degree’ in emerging
Aberdonian speech.

Speaker 4 has spent all his life within a ten mile radius of the town of Montrose.
In this one-minute excerpt, he recounts how he spent his holidays as a youngster,
remembering how he and his friends would get up to mischief by climbing trees:

"Ah used te... we used te climb trees... and the wye we used te dae it...
got this rope... and it wiz pine trees... big pine trees... an we used te swing
it onte the nearest branch we could get te... cuz pine trees hiv got quite
a bitta distance before you get to the first... the first branch... so they’re
no that easy te climb... once you get it roon the first branch... throw a
rope roond it... an we’d climb up... pull oursel up wi that rope te the first
branch... now we’d gradually dae this right up te the tap o the pine tree...
some pine trees might find they’re aboot... forty feet high mebbe! As much
as that... and... em... we’d be actually as high up there as we possibly
could... and te the point where the actual end of the pine tree wiz swingin
back an forward!... em... that wiz one past-time we used te dae... we often
used te jist waander aboot in the woods... I used te pretend I wiz sorta...
some sorta... explorer or summin in a foreign land‘n’that when I was little."

As the only speaker from the South Northern dialect area, this excerpt is notable
for the inclusion of some dialect features which appear in opposition to those found
in the speech of the other four speakers: namely, the word dae and the inclusion of
the negative particle no. In the first instance, dae /de/ (meaning ‘do’) is not found in
the Mid-Northern area where it would be pronounced dee /di/ - the dae pronunciation
being more characteristic of Central Scots. Similarly, the negative particle no (which
this speaker employs in the phrase "they’re no that easy te climb") is found in Central
Scots and would not feature in the speech of a Mid-Northern Scots speaker, for whom
the equivalent would be nae (Millar, 2007, 77).

Speaker 5 has long-standing family roots in Fraserburgh and the Buchan area. He
grew up there and still lives in the town when he is onshore (spending the rest of his time
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working offshore in the oil industry). In the excerpt, he discusses Christmas presents,
remembering the year he got a new mountain bike and his excitement regarding it.

"Cuz we were right inte wir mountain bikin fin we wiz... wiz bairns... and
there wiz aye year... I think we wiz eight or nine or ten... an we got... eh...
mountain bikes and there wiz giant.. it wiz the first... like... nooadays
bairns... ivvery Christmas is a big Christmas, right... and it’s like... ivvery
year they jist get spylt... as far Ah’m concerned the bairns is spylt rotten...
they... I mean there wiz aye year ma cousin bocht a games console an twelve
games an I wiz like "fit??"... fin I wiz a bairn we used te get a single Super
Nintendo game... aat wiz it... Donkey Kong Country wiz my Christmas
aye year... a game... ken... and then ess year we got a mountain bike each
an ess wiz like a revelation... it wiz mintal... gettin a hale mountain bike...
so the next year we wint on holiday an we teen the bikes an we wiz jist
spent the hale time mountain bikin..."

Examining the existing literature, there has been little written on the peculiarities
of ‘Buchan’ speech as opposed to the dialect spoken in the rest of the Mid-Northern A
area. My own feeling of the dialect spoken in places such as Peterhead, Fraserburgh,
and other towns along the Buchan coast is that its speakers are more conservative,
retaining features which would once have been found right across the dialect area. For
example, the /x/ consonant sound in the word bocht (‘bought’) as produced by this
speaker is one that I recognise as a traditional feature of my own dialect, but one that I
would be unlikely to use myself in everyday speech. It is, however, a feature that I have
heard among much older members of my family (from the Garioch part of the region).
Millar (ibid., 170) describes this feature as ‘characteristic (but now disappearing)’.
Elsewhere in this speaker extract, we can again witness complete replacement of /w/
with /f/ in interrogatives (with the use of fit (‘what’) and fin (‘when’), as well as
frequent loss of [D] in low-stress environments, e.g. ess year (‘this year’) and aat wiz
it (‘that was it’). The speaker also uses the possessive determiner wir (meaning ‘our’)
which is also identified by Millar (ibid.) as a traditional feature of Northern Scots.

As they listened to each of these five speaker excerpts, informants were asked to
place each speaker’s number on a map of the North East. As with previous map
tasks, geographic ignorance was again a concern. However, during each survey session,
I started this task by making sure everyone was comfortable with where they were
located on the map and then encouraged them to make decisions regarding speaker
placement based on the following prompts: Do they sound local to here? and If they
don’t sound local, which direction would you place them in?. Informants were also
encouraged to write a place name, if one sprung to mind, alongside their number
placement.
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4.7.6 Speaker evaluation

Following the speaker placement task, informants then had the opportunity to listen
to each voice again, this time with a view to evaluating each speaker. As with the
place evaluation task, bipolar adjective scales were employed, retaining two from the
previous task (unpleasant/pleasant and Doric/not Doric) and introducing three new
evaluations (friendly/unfriendly, rural/urban and educated/uneducated). Again, these
were mixed up so that not all positive evaluations fell on one side of the survey and
then reverse coded once in SPSS.

The rationale behind the inclusion of these three new scales is as follows. The
inclusion of friendly/unfriendly is, in hindsight, perhaps too similar to the unpleas-
ant/pleasant scale but does offer an extra level of confirmation of negative/positive
reaction to a voice. The rural/urban evaluation probes the traditional toonser/teuchter
division that is often perceived in the North East, testing whether or not it is some-
thing speakers can determine just from listening to someone speak. The final scale
concerning educated/uneducated(ness) is designed to elicit information regarding lin-
guistic prejudice, in an attempt to determine whether or not speaking a non-standard
dialect has any effect on how listeners perceive the intelligence or social standing of a
speaker.

Next to the evaluative scales, an open-response section was also provided for each
speaker where informants could supply any additional thoughts or observations they
wanted to record about what they had heard. Most informants left this section blank;
however, some used this space to provide supplementary responses, including writing
down specific pronunciations which stood out for them, making observations regarding
specific lexical choices, and making further comments on their overall perception of the
speaker. During this task, informants were also advised that if, having listened to the
voices now for a second time, they wished to go back and revise their answer in the
speaker placement task then they were free to do so.

4.7.7 Qualitative data

The survey closed with a page allowing informants to respond freely to a set of open-
ended questions. These were as follows:

• Is the speech of the North East different to the rest of Scotland?

• If you have answered ‘yes’ to the question above, what do you think makes it
different?

• Do you think the way people talk in the North East is changing? Please try to
explain your answer or give some examples.

• What do you see as being the advantages and disadvantages of speaking in the
local dialect?
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In some sessions where time was especially limited (for instance, in some schools,
the timetabled periods were shorter than others), this last page was not completed and
was instead replaced by a recorded discussion in which I posed the above questions
verbally and invited responses.

4.8 Survey Locations and Informants

This section aims to provide an overview of the different survey locations and informant
groups which were visited as part of the research. Contextual information will be
provided regarding each survey location as will some of the rationale employed when
sourcing and categorising informants.

4.8.1 Informants

In order to assess any shift in language perceptions, it was decided to survey speakers
from opposing ends of the age spectrum. The two groups of informants are composed
of teenagers aged 14 to 16 and older people over the age of 60. The reasons for this
choice are two-fold: firstly, by sampling the young and the old it is hoped that chang-
ing perceptions may be more acutely observed (while also recognising the important
part adolescents have to play in leading language change and, by extension, evolving
language perceptions); secondly, the practicalities of the survey mean that it was best
conducted face-to-face and these were the most accessible age groups in terms of ar-
ranging group survey sessions. Sixteen survey sessions were completed in total across
both age groups.

For the younger age group, I visited seven local secondary schools - four in Ab-
erdeenshire, one in Moray, and two in Aberdeen City - and conducted the survey with
classes of around 15-30 pupils at any one time. Across the seven schools, most of the
groups consisted of S3 pupils; although, in a couple of the schools the classes were
mixed and also included S4 and S5 pupils.11

For the older age group, sourcing informants proved slightly more difficult and, as
as a result, the sample size is smaller. Ultimately, the informant group is comprised
of a mix of residents from sheltered housing schemes and attendees of various local
branches of the Scottish Women’s Rural Institute (or other such similar community
groups). As well as being more difficult to source informants, the older age group also
presented other challenges in terms of categorising participants. Whereas with most of
the youngsters it was fairly straightforward to establish that ‘they are from that place’
(although, in some schools, there are a minority of pupils who have moved about), with
the older age group this is much more complex. Because of extensive movement within
and from outwith the region, most groups of older informants were made up of people
from varying parts of the North East, as well as some who had moved to the region from

11For those not familiar with the Scottish school system, this approximately equates to ages 13-16.
The English equivalent would be Years 9, 10 and 11.
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elsewhere. This may mean that any regional analysis of the older participant data may
have to be treated differently to that of the younger group in some analyses, focusing
on the older group holistically rather than by place, or by grouping them into larger
sub-regional categories. There are also some locations in which it was not possible to
survey both younger and older respondents, meaning that direct local comparisons are
not always possible.

When considering the make-up of each respondent group, a decision had to be made
about how selective the informant criteria would be. Because the data was collected
by visiting school classes and community groups, I was keen to preserve as much of the
data as possible and not disregard a response just because the person may not have
been originally from the area. Also, as attested by the research of Löw-Wiebach (2005)
in the region, so-called ‘incomers’ have an important part to play in the co-construction
of local language attitudes. Therefore, responses will be holistically considered as being
‘of that community’ in the first instance, with further analysis according to the original
roots of certain informants being discussed where relevant to the understanding of the
results.

In summary, over the course of 2017 and 2018, a total of 320 respondents were
surveyed: 190 from the younger age group and 130 from the older age group. A more
complex breakdown of this figure according to the specific survey locations is presented
below:

Older
informants

Younger
informantsArea Survey

Locations Male Female Male Female TOTAL

Hazlehead - 17 - -
Kincorth - - 14 -Aberdeen (city)
Dyce - - 9 18

58

Inverurie* 3 6 7 19
Logie Durno* - 8 - -
Fetternear* 1 6 - -
Oldmeldrum* 2 9 - -

Central (rural)
Aberdeenshire

Alford 1 7 11 16

96

South
Aberdeenshire Muchalls 5 16 - - 21

Newburgh - 29 - -
Peterhead - - 15 27NE-coastal

Aberdeenshire Banff - - 1 17
89

Elgin - - 23 19Moray Duffus - 14 - - 56

= 320
(*grouped together as ‘Garioch’ in some instances)

Table 4.1: Breakdown of informants by survey location
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4.8.2 Survey Locations

The survey locations can be split broadly into five sub-regional categories: Aberdeen
City, central rural Aberdeenshire, north-east coastal Aberdeenshire, south Aberdeen-
shire, and Moray.

In Aberdeen City, I surveyed respondents from three parts of the city: for the
younger age group, I surveyed teenagers in Dyce (to the north of the city) and Kincorth
(on the south side of the city); and for the older age group, I visited a sheltered housing
complex in the Hazlehead area. As mentioned previously, Aberdeen is the North East’s
main urban population centre. According to recent estimates, the population of the
city currently sits at around 227,560 (Aberdeen City Council, 2019), accounting for
approximately 40% of the North East’s overall population.

Figure 4.5: Aberdeen City survey locations (Map data: Google 2020)

Kincorth, in the south of the city, was historically an area of land used for agri-
cultural work and quarrying. However, after the Second World War, Aberdeen City
Council acquired the land in order to build municipal housing, whilst at the same time
developing similar schemes in both Northfield and Mastrick (Aberdeen City Heritage
Trust, 2019). Unlike the satellite towns which surround Aberdeen, city planners always
intended for the development in Kincorth to be an extension of the city, and by the
early 1970s, the estate comprised over three thousand homes, six primary schools, a
secondary school, two churches, a shopping centre, clinic and community centre (Ab-
erdeen City Council, 2016). Most recent estimates place the population of the area at
just under 10,000 (Aberdeen City Council, 2018). When referring to deprivation, this
study will refer to the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation (SIMD) - a tool used
to measure Scotland’s most deprived small areas according to income, health, access
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to services, housing, employment, education/skills/training, and crime - which divides
areas into deciles (decile 1 being the most deprived 10% of data zones, and decile 10
the least deprived).12 The SIMD presents a mixed picture of deprivation in Kincorth
with areas within the suburb ranging from decile 3 (meaning among the 30% most
deprived zones in Scotland) to decile 7 (SIMD, 2016).

In comparison, the other secondary school I visited in Aberdeen is located in Dyce
- an area to the north of the city containing zones measured as ranging from deciles 5
to 10 in the SIMD, marking it as a more prosperous part of the city. With a current
population of around 6500, Dyce is an established suburb of the city (Aberdeen City
Council, 2018). Dyce is also home to the city’s international airport as well as being
connected to the rest of the North East by its own train station and the Aberdeen
Western Peripheral Route (AWPR) - unofficially referred to as the ‘Aberdeen bypass’,
this major route opened in 2019 and links the old A90 at Stonehaven to the south with
Dyce in the north.

In terms of older respondents in Aberdeen, a group were surveyed at a sheltered
housing community in Hazlehead. Being a sheltered housing complex, however, obvi-
ously not all residents were necessarily from the Hazlehead area originally, with several
participants having moved from other parts of Aberdeen (and some from the Shire)
to retire in Hazlehead. Hazlehead is an area in the west end of Aberdeen with an
estimated population of just over 5000 (ibid.). Unlike Kincorth, which was constructed
by city planners in the post-war period, the land at Hazlehead was acquired earlier
in the 1920s in order to provide municipal housing - much of which is now in private
ownership (Aberdeen City Heritage Trust, 2019). Sitting on the edge of the city, Ha-
zlehead was planned with plenty of green space in mind and is home to Hazlehead Park
- Aberdeen’s largest park.

In central rural Aberdeenshire, respondents were surveyed in the Garioch area and,
moving further west, in the town of Alford. The Earldom of Garioch was first created
under the reign of William the Lion (1165 - 1214), with the Royal Burgh of Inverurie
at its centre (Mcrae, 2006). The label is still used for certain local administrative
purposes, with Garioch being one of the committee areas of Aberdeenshire Council.
Within this area, informants were surveyed in Inverurie itself, as well as smaller sur-
vey groups in neighbouring Oldmeldrum, Logie Durno and Fetternear (which are all
within a six mile radius of Inverurie).13 Economically, the Garioch was at one time
concerned primarily with agricultural endeavour. However, changing times brought
a diversification of industry with the building of the Aberdeenshire Canal (connect-

12Since the writing of this thesis, the Scottish Government has published the results of the new SIMD
2020. However, this thesis will refer to the previous 2016 results as the majority of the field-work for
this study was carried out in 2017-18

13Administratively, Oldmeldrum is currently technically part of the Formartine committee area
within Aberdeenshire Council. However, geographically, for the purposes of this study, it has been
treated as part of the Garioch due to its close proximity to the other locations. Indeed, the town’s
famous distillery is named Glen Garioch, proving the town’s historical association with the area.
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ing Inverurie with Aberdeen) at the start of the 19th century and the opening of the
Inverurie Locomotive Works in 1902. Such developments saw Inverurie’s population
increase fourfold in the space of a hundred years. In what turned out to be a timely
transition, the Loco Works closed in 1969 just as the town entered its next period of
expansion as a result of the discovery of North Sea oil. This development in the 1970s
resulted in Inverurie becoming an important commuter hub for Aberdeen. Currently,
32% of Inverurie’s working age population makes a daily commute to Aberdeen for
work (Aberdeenshire Council, 2019c). Nearby Oldmeldrum has similarly expanded,
with a 60% increase in population reported between 2001 and 2011 alone (LVS, 2018).
39% of the Oldmeldrum working age population travel daily to Aberdeen city for work
(Aberdeenshire Council, 2019d). In terms of deprivation, the Garioch area is generally
prosperous but with pockets of relative hardship (SIMD, 2016). The average household
income in Inverurie is £34,313 - just short of the Aberdeenshire average (Aberdeenshire
Council, 2019c).

Figure 4.6: Central rural Aberdeenshire survey locations (Map data: Google 2020)

Some 15 miles southwest of Inverurie, I also visited two groups of respondents in
Alford. Alford sits in the Howe of Alford - a flat area of land in the valley of the
Upper River Don. Surrounded by good farming land and as the home of the Aberdeen
Angus cattle breed, Alford has a rich agricultural history. However, in recent times,
a proliferation of new housing developments in Alford have catered for an increase
in population (up 22.9% from 2006 to 2016) as the town expands. According to the
Scottish Government-commissioned USP figures, around a quarter of all working-age
people living in Alford make a daily commute to Aberdeen. In terms of social depri-
vation, measured zones within the town and surrounding region all place within the
8th to 10th deciles, meaning that the Alford area is among the 30% least deprived in
Scotland.

77



Figure 4.7: North Aberdeenshire coastal survey locations (Map data: Google 2020)

Moving north along the coast, younger respondents were surveyed in Banff and Pe-
terhead. I also visited a group of older participants in the coastal town of Newburgh.
Newburgh is a small town on the Ythan Estuary, placed almost halfway between Ab-
erdeen and Peterhead. With a population of approximately 1500, the town is one of
the smaller survey locations visited. Rates of deprivation are low in Newburgh, with
just over half of the town’s working age population making a daily thirteen mile com-
mute to Aberdeen, and a further 9% travelling to nearby Ellon for work (USP, 2015).
While Newburgh is classified by USP (2015) as a town which is reliant on neighbour-
ing towns for assets and jobs, Banff and Peterhead are described as towns which are
slightly more independent (although not fully so). Both Banff and Peterhead have long
histories as fishing ports: Peterhead is currently Europe’s largest fishing port; Banff,
by comparison, no longer serves as a significant commercial port. In terms of transport
links, both Banff and Peterhead were once connected to the rest of the North East
by rail; however, both towns lost their railway stations in the 1960s as part of the
Beeching cuts. The main A90 road links Peterhead with Aberdeen in terms of road
traffic (with a journey time of around 50 minutes) and 12% of Peterhead’s working
population undertake this daily 32 mile commute. Banff is slightly less accessible and,
with a journey time of an hour and ten minutes to Aberdeen, is even further outside of
the ‘commuter’ zone, with only 7% of working age residents making the daily 46 mile
journey. According to Aberdeenshire Council (2019f), both towns have unemployment
rates above the Aberdeenshire average of 2%: Banff at 4% and Peterhead at 5% (com-
pare this to Inverurie - 2%, Banchory - 2%, Ellon - 2%). Peterhead is described by USP

78



(2015) as ‘extremely mixed in terms of demographics’ due to a mix of affluence and
deprivation. While the town is Britain’s busiest fishing port, almost half of Scotland’s
fishing quotas are controlled by companies owned or partly owned by just five wealthy
families - one based in Peterhead itself, one from Fraserburgh, one from Aberdeen,
and two from England (Massey, 2018). The average household income in Peterhead is
£25,001, compared to the Aberdeenshire average of £36,220 (Aberdeenshire Council,
2019e). In Banff, this figure is even lower at £24,170 (Aberdeenshire Council, 2019a).

Figure 4.8: South Aberdeenshire survey locations (Map data: Google 2020)

Keeping to coastal locations, ten miles to the south of Aberdeen I surveyed a
large group of older respondents in the small settlement of Muchalls. Muchalls lies
in Kincardineshire and is a former fishing village. Perched on the clifftops between
Newtonhill and Stonehaven, Muchalls once had its own train station; however, this
closed in the early 1950s and the Aberdeen to Dundee train now speeds past the
village without stopping (Duck, 2015). Economically, the SIMD scores the area as
being in the 9th decile, placing it among the least 20% deprived zones in Scotland.
Further specific economic information about Muchalls itself is not available due to it
being counted as part of the larger Newtonhill in most sources.

Finally, in Moray, a substantial number of younger participants took part in Elgin.
I also visited an older group of respondents in nearby Duffus. With a substantial
population of around 26,000, Elgin is the administrative and commercial centre of the
Moray region. According to the SIMD (2016), Elgin is a mixed-bag, with some areas
of the town measured as being within the 20% most deprived in Scotland, while other
parts of the town are within the 10% least deprived (with other parts falling somewhere
in between). The town is connected to both Inverness and Aberdeen by the main A96
trunk road and good rail links. However, due to its distance from Aberdeen (66 miles by
road), people in employment in Elgin are much less likely to commute to the city, with
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less than 1% of working age residents making the daily journey (USP, 2015). Instead,
people from Elgin are much more likely to work somewhere along the Inverness-Elgin
A96 ‘corridor’, with significant levels of employment in manufacturing, wholesale and
retail, and public administration and defence (HIE, 2014).

Figure 4.9: Moray survey locations (Map data: Google 2020)

It is this link with defence which makes the demographics of this area slightly
different to that of the rest of the North East, due to the presence of the Royal Air Force
(RAF). Nearby RAF Kinloss (which closed in 2012) and RAF Lossiemouth (currently
the largest and most active fast jet base in the RAF) have resulted in a significant influx
of personnel to the region. As a result, the informant groups I surveyed in Moray had
much higher rates of individuals originally from outwith the North East and from
outwith Scotland. This was especially true of the older group of female informants I
surveyed in the small village of Duffus, just five miles north of Elgin: of the fourteen
participants, only four were originally from the Moray area; the remaining ten all hailed
from outwith the North East of Scotland and the majority of them had moved to the
area as the result of military service (in most cases, that of their husbands). However,
rather than discount these responses as ‘non-local’, I feel it is important to include such
individuals as part of the community when considering language perceptions. Many of
the women had lived in the area for several decades, raising their families there and
remaining in the village post-retirement. As I found in other locations where ‘incomers’
were surveyed, these informants had plenty to say about local use of language (and
in many cases, more to say than the ‘local’ speakers!). As such, I think this provides
an interesting avenue of investigation when exploring how perceptions are formed and
how they might disseminate within a community.
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4.9 Final Methodology - processing the data

Once the data was collected, it was processed using several different methods. As
previously mentioned, when using continuous rating scales with bipolar adjectives, I
took care to vary them so that not all positive or negative evaluations appeared on
one side of the survey. Therefore, these had to be reverse coded once in SPSS. This
was done so that all subjective evaluations coded from negative to positive, with the
most positive response being the highest possible numerical answer. Results for the
degree-of-difference are presented in a format which allows perceptual difference to be
compared against actual geographic distance. For the place and speaker evaluation
data, results from the continuous rating scales are presented using boxplots. On each
box, the central line graphically depicts the median score, while the top and bottom
edges of the box mark the 25th and 75th percentiles. Therefore, the ‘box’, referred to
as the interquartile range (IQR), contains the middle 50% (or H-spread) of the data.
The ‘tails’ extend to the most extreme data points not considered as outliers, while
the maximum and minimum outliers are plotted individually using the ‘x’ symbol.

All map data was processed using QGIS - an open source geographic information
system which allows users to create, edit, visualise, analyse, and publish geospatial
information. For the map data produced by tasks in which respondents completed
hand-drawn maps, the process was as follows: firstly, the maps were batch-scanned
and organised according to the informant they belonged to and where the data was
collected from; the maps were then georeferenced so that the boundaries drawn by infor-
mants could be related to actual geographic coordinates (in this instance, using OSGB
1936/British National Grid references); each map was then individually analysed and,
as Figure 4.10 overleaf illustrates, polygons were drawn around notable features (for
example, where an informant had drawn an area labelled ‘Doric’); these polygons were
then combined according to whatever features they represented to create composite
files of all responses.14

These composites were then used to create heat-maps showing where informants’
responses were most likely to appear. In order to create a heat map, the polygon
data is aggregated, resulting in an interpolated surface which shows the density of
occurrence. This density of occurrence is calculated by assigning a density value to
each raster cell. Ten equal-interval bands were then applied to divide responses using
a graduated colour scheme. The resulting shaded heat-maps represent the number of
hand-drawn areas which enclose or intersect with each grid square, meaning that the
areas of highest agreement can be visualised.

For the speaker placement task, informants’ arrangement of the voices on their map
were firstly scored according to accuracy of their answer, e.g. ‘1’ = accuracy within
10 mile tolerance, ‘2’ = accuracy within 20 mile tolerance, ‘3’ = accuracy outwith

14N.B. because polygons are drawn with a straight-line tool and the boundaries of the North East
are not straight, this may result in some inconsistencies around the coast whereby the shading slightly
overhangs or falls just short of the coastline.
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tolerance. Further visualisation of these voice placements have then been created by
physically plotting each answer on a composite blank map in QGIS so that the responses
of different groups can be compared. To make this possible, each voice placement was
coded with the relevant informant number, age, roots, and survey location in a ‘master’
database of placements so that they could then be filtered to create different maps used
to compare responses according to demographic factors.

Figure 4.10: Drawing polygons in QGIS

For the final page of the survey, designed to collect qualitative data, responses were
inductively coded using NVivo. ‘Inductive’ coding involves the formulation of themes
based on the researcher’s interpretation of the data; as opposed to the ‘deductive’
approach in which the researcher creates the themes first and then applies them to the
data in a top-down manner. By means of this inductive coding, several themes and
resulting subcategories have been created which will be used in order to discuss the
different ideas which emerge from the informants’ responses.
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5 Results

This section will introduce the results of the study, presenting these in the order they
appeared in the survey. Firstly, some of the details gathered in the participant infor-
mation cover page will be discussed and their potential relevance to future findings
introduced - these will be revisited at several points throughout the investigation of
the remaining results. The chapter will then move on to a stage-by-stage breakdown
of the key findings from the five main tasks: draw-a-map, degree-of-difference, place
evaluations, speaker placement, and speaker evaluation. In each section, the findings
will be presented followed by some discussion of their implications. This discussion will
be presented on a section-by-section basis rather than as a separate succeeding chap-
ter. The conclusion chapter which follows this one will then attempt to draw together
the different strands of discussion to formulate some overall observations. Qualitative
data gathered from open-ended survey questions and recorded conversations will be
discussed in a final section but also interspersed throughout in order to supplement
results or provide further insight where appropriate.

5.1 ‘Own speech’ findings

In the opening ‘personal details’ section of the survey, informants were asked to rate
their own speech. As mentioned previously, terms such as Doric or Scots were not
employed here so as not to influence responses in upcoming parts of the survey. Instead,
informants were asked to place their own speech on a sliding scale from English to
Scottish (this time on a 150mm continuous rating line rather than the 70mm ones used
elsewhere). The rationale for asking this question is the understanding that native
speakers in Scotland operate somewhere on a continuum between English (or rather,
Scottish Standard English) and more dense varieties of Scots. As Millar (2018: 3) notes,
most Scots ‘"commute" along this continuum on a day-to-day basis’, code-switching
according to their circumstances or fellow interlocutors. However, ‘commuter’ distances
will presumably vary, and this initial question was intended to measure speakers’ own
perception of their place on this continuum.

The findings for this self-placement task are stark: across the informant sample,
older respondents consistently self-identified as more Scottish in their speech than their
younger counterparts. When broken down according to the roots of the informants, the
results are more or less uniform (see Figure 5.1). It does not seem to matter which part
of the North East people are from: on average, the younger informants consistently self-
evaluate their speech as being somewhere around the middle of the spectrum (half-way
between Scottish and English), whereas the older respondents place themselves (quite
significantly) towards the Scottish end of the continuum. This is concordant with
documented reports of dialect levelling and lexical attrition in the region (as discussed
in section 3.6.4), and suggests that younger speakers do not strongly self-identify as
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Scots speakers in the same way the older speakers seem to. The only area in which
these results diverge is for those informants whose roots lie outwith the North East. In
these results, the younger and older informants’ return similar median scores. However,
this data is not very useful as it does not differentiate between those who have moved
to the North East from places in the rest of Scotland and those who have moved from
further afield.

Figure 5.1: Informants’ evaluations of their own speech

While the median scores suggest a general disparity between older and younger
informant ratings, a more in-depth analysis of these survey results can reveal more.
Using a boxplot chart, a better idea can be gained of the distribution of results and the
level of agreement which exists in each survey location. In almost all survey locations,
the boxplots illustrate a wide range of responses, from those who consider their speech
to be entirely English to those who consider their speech to be entirely Scottish; but,
within this wide-ranging distribution of responses, areas of agreement are evident.
For the older informants (Figure 5.2), the results for Aberdeen, Garioch, Newburgh,
and Muchalls show a similar pattern in that ‘own speech’ evaluations are dispersed
across almost the full range of possible responses (0-150) and also that the majority
of responses clearly coalesce at the more Scottish end of the scale - with relatively
high median scores for each place. The shorter Alford boxplot may suggest a higher
level of agreement there, but the sample size for this survey location was much smaller
than the rest and, as such, a boxplot may not provide a helpful representation of these
results. Nevertheless, across all older informant groups, there seems to be considerable
evidence of heightened feelings of ‘Scottishness’.
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Figure 5.2: Older informants: ‘own speech’ evaluations (sorted by survey location)

Figure 5.3: Younger informants: ‘own speech’ evaluations (sorted by survey location)

In the breakdown of the youngsters’ responses (Figure 5.3), the results are much
more varied. Firstly, the chart emphasises the importance of considering the Aberdeen
informants separately where possible, given that they are clearly two groups with very
different feelings about their own language use. The median scores for Inverurie, Pe-
terhead, and Elgin informants all fall around the mid-point of the scale, with the long
tails for the latter two survey locations illustrating a wide range of responses. The
shorter tails on the Inverurie boxplot, on the other hand, suggest that there is gen-
eral agreement among these young Garioch informants that they place somewhere ‘in
between’ English and Scottish speech, with no-one marking their own speech towards

85



either extreme end of the scale. The Banff results are the most striking and convey
a higher level of agreement among informants than in any other survey group. The
potential implications of these results will be revisited in the discussion of findings from
the draw-a-map, place evaluation, and speaker evaluation tasks where appropriate.

As well as providing their response on a sliding scale, space was also provided for
informants to add any further comments on the topic. Obviously, not all informants felt
the need to further explain their response; but among those who did, some interesting
ideas emerge. These ideas seem to group around certain themes: the first of these being
the idea of speaking differently depending on context and audience. For example, from
the older age group:

• Depends who I am speaking to - Jean (Newburgh)

• Depends who I’m speaking to!! Teaching/school - English. At home much more
Scottish - Shona (a retired teacher from Muchalls)

...and from the younger age group:

• School - speak English. Home - Scottish (Doric) - Robyn (Banff)

• When at home I speak more Scottish than in public - Iona (Banff)

• Speak Scottish at home but most of time at school I speak English - Morgan
(Banff)

• I speak Doric/Scottish at home and English at school so people can understand
me - Ella (Alford)

• I speak more of an accent at home - Elspeth (Alford)

• If I am speaking to a local my speech becomes more Scottish - Ethan (Alford)

• I speak differently at school than I do with family and friends - Alexandra (Alford)

• Speak more English at school. Speak Doric at home - Emily (Alford)

Firstly, there are several statements here which attest to association of Scots lan-
guage with domestic settings; as opposed to English, which is regarded as the language
of education, formality, and efficient communication. When considering the role of
Scots language in the education system, that we find more of these types of responses
from the younger informants than from the older informants is perhaps surprising.
Whereas use of Scots was once met with punishment in the classroom, moves have
been afoot in recent decades to encourage pupils to speak in their native tongue. How-
ever, these comments suggest that many youngsters still regard their local dialect as
something separate from school - something preserved for domestic or informal con-
texts. Obviously, there is only so much that can be inferred from such short written
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responses; however, none of the comments above allude to this being something which
is particularly torturous to these speakers or something which causes them upset or
difficulty. Rather, most comments seem to assume a rather matter-of-fact tone. This
apparent division of language (‘English at home vs. Doric at school’) lends some cre-
dence to the idea of the two varieties existing in some state of diglossia in the North
East, at least psychologically. While the suggestions of Macafee (1997) and Millar
(2005, 2018) that the diglossic relationship between SSE and local varieties of Scots
is in decline would likely hold true in any linguistic observation, these results suggest
that, when it comes to perceptions, these divisions still persist in the minds of speak-
ers. This mental partitioning of language echoes previous findings on the perceived
‘appropriateness’ of the different varieties.

Other comments make use of the word ‘slang’ as a synonymous term for non-
standard speech. For example:

• I use Scottish slang with my friends - Holly (Aberdeen)

• I wouldn’t use many slang words - Ella (Aberdeen)

• I don’t use much slang. I speak quite proper English - Scott (Aberdeen)

Described linguistically as an ‘informal register’, the term ‘slang’ is a controversial
one, and one sure to raise the hackles of many when used in this context. However, it
should not be surprising that some speakers may regard Scots as such. The term itself is
a pervasive one, with mainstream news outlets publishing article after article discussing
‘Scottish slang’, when what they are really writing about is the Scots lexicon. Millar
(2005, 51) laments this linguistic self-deprecation by speakers, citing Kloss’ observations
about the effects on a literate populace of exposure to a ‘prestigious related language’:

the speakers of these languages are willing to put up with their present
status. They feel and think and speak about these languages in terms
of dialects of the victorious tongues rather than in terms of autonomous
systems. To some extent these two features – acceptance of the social
status of the mother tongue and underrating of its linguistic status – may
be interdependent (Kloss, 1967, 36).

Although Kloss does not categorise Scots as such, it is not difficult to compare
his words to the situation of the Scots-speaking populace and their daily exposure
to standard English. This ‘underrating’ of linguistic status definitely seems apparent
in the final informant’s quote (above) in which the respondent draws a direct link
between ‘slang’ on the one hand and ‘proper English’ on the other. It also appears
evident in the responses of self-declared speakers of Scots in the first set of comments
when commenting on the manner in which they revert to English for official, vocational
and educational means. The underlying feeling is one of accepted linguistic inequity
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- all languages are not, it seems, created equal. However, as suggested by Ryan’s
(2018, 45) recent study of Glaswegian adolescents, while use of the term ‘slang’ may be
accompanied by feelings of incorrectness or even ‘shame or embarrassment’, the term
can also be of ‘important social value’ in terms of expressing solidarity or conveying
aspects of identity.

5.2 Label findings

As discussed in the Methodology section, the final part of the map task asked respon-
dents to complete the sentence: “If I had to give the speech of the North East an overall
name, it would be ____”. Respondents were then encouraged to draw a boundary
illustrating the speech area represented by this label on their map, if they had not
already done so. Despite coming after the hand-drawn map task in the survey, I am
going to analyse the results of this question first, before then advancing to examine
the map data in more detail. This is because these all-encompassing labels for North
East speech provide a ‘zoomed out’ view of how informants regard the language of
the region. In contrast, the hand-drawn map data provides a much more detailed
understanding of informants’ perceptions of intra-regional variation.

For the means of exploring the answers to this question, some responses have been
recoded into larger supercategories. This was not required for Doric, Buchan, North
East, or English as these are more clearly defined terms; however, supercategories were
employed in the following instances:

Table 5.1: Label supercategories

Some other labels are gathered under the term Other : these are mostly ‘oncers’,
and include offered labels such as colloquial, very local, and singing way. Because these
do not clearly fit into one of the supercategories listed above, they have been collated
together under Other.
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5.2.1 Overall findings

Of the 320 informants, 273 offered a label of some sort. 47 left the section blank. This
is our first suggestion that this may not be a clear-cut question with an obvious answer
for all North East residents.

Figure 5.4: Labels offered by informants

To an outsider, the linguistic landscape of the region would lead most to assume that
‘the Doric’ is the established name for the local dialect, with the term having currency in
local newspapers, news bulletins, businesses, works of local literature, local dictionaries,
cultural events and festivals. Overall, however, only 41.7% of informants supplied the
term Doric when asked to label the speech of the North East. Although this is by
far the most frequently offered term (see Figure 5.4), it is perhaps not the majority
that may be expected. The reason for this is not immediately clear, but could be
explained by one of three possibilities (or, indeed, a combination of the three): 1)
The Doric label is, as the data suggests, in competition with other intralocal (e.g.
Buchan, Aberdonian) and supralocal terms (e.g. Scots, English); 2) The Doric label
is not considered by some informants to be an all-inclusive term for the North East,
but rather something more localised to certain parts of the region; or, 3) There is not
a commonly understood clarity regarding what the Doric actually is or might cover.

Among the other terms offered, there is not a clear coalescence of responses around
any one given label. There is, however, variation within each of these response-sets,
dependent on factors such as the age, survey location, and roots of the informant.
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Such influencing factors will be discussed in the upcoming sections. The relatively
lowly status of Scots as an offered label is of particular interest as is the almost non-
existent use of English as a label to describe the speech of the North East: these
amounted to only 6.4% and 1.6% of responses respectively. When compared to the
most recent Scottish census data (compiled in 2011), in which the North East recorded
some of the highest rates of self-declared Scots speakers in the country, these figures
seem striking. The 2011 census was the first to include a language question on the use
of Scots. In the language section of the survey, members of all households were asked
the questions detailed in Figure 5.5.

Figure 5.5: Language questions asked by Scotland’s Census 2011
(National Records of Scotland, 2018)

.

In their discussion of the pre-census testing and implementation of these questions,
Eunson et al. (2009, 8) comment on the difficulties surrounding the inclusion of the
term ‘Scots’:

...understanding of what is meant by ‘Scots’ is very varied and there is
considerable confusion... from those who think Scots is simply the version
of English spoken by Scottish people (essentially English with a Scottish
accent), to those who think it is a dialect spoken in particular parts of
Scotland, to those who feel it is an old language that hardly anyone speaks
any more. A further interpretation which emerged... was that Scots means
‘bad English’ or ‘not proper English’ which people should be encouraged
not to speak.
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This is followed by a cautionary note on the census data, which warns that:

The number of Scots speakers will either be overestimated or underesti-
mated, depending on which interpretation data users apply. The question
will not yield any meaningful data on Scots and potential data users should
be made aware of this. We cannot see any way to solve this problem in the
context of the Census.

The lack of the term Scots in the supplied terms offered by respondents in this study
supports these concerns as it is proved not to be a label readily offered by speakers to
describe the speech of their local community; instead, many opt for a more local term
- Doric. While census figures for North East Scots speakers were high (for instance,
119,078 Aberdeenshire residents self-identified as Scots speakers (Scots Language Cen-
tre, 2013)), these could perhaps have been even higher had more regionally specific
terms been offered alongside or under the banner of ‘Scots’.

5.2.2 Factors affecting label given

Age

Figure 5.6: Labels offered - sorted by age group

When organised by informant age, the results produce some further interesting
results. With recent linguistic studies reporting dialect levelling and lexical attrition
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among younger North East speakers and the ‘own speech’ results in the last section
showing that youngsters are less likely to rate their speech as ‘Scottish’ than their older
counterparts, the finding that the younger informants are slightly more likely to offer
the Doric term as a label for overall North East speech feels like a significant one.
Admittedly, this difference is not huge (43.5% of younger informants supplied Doric as
their preferred answer, compared to 39% of older informants), but it is unexpected given
the aforementioned reports of linguistic homogenisation in the region. One explanation
for this is the preference for Doric at the expense of other regional terms. As mentioned
in section 5.17, Doric is a relatively recent label and was preceded by terms such as
Aberdeenshire and Buchan. As Figure 5.6 illustrates, the term Buchan has been lost
entirely amongst the younger informants. This is significant given that responses from
teenagers in Peterhead (one of the Buchan area’s most populous centres) formed a
key part of the younger informant data set. The disappearance of this Buchan term
and the simultaneous rise of Doric suggests that the latter is still growing in salience,
displacing older terms as it gains ground.

Another observable divergence in the age-differentiated data is the presence of pe-
jorative terms in the labels offered by the younger informants. Pejorative responses
accounted for 9.4% of younger informants’ responses, compared to only 0.8% of older
informants’ answers. The pejorative responses included such terms as chavvy, tinky,
trash, disgusting, annoying, rough, aggressive, and improper. The inclusion of such
terms in the younger data, and its relative absence in the older responses, could sim-
ply suggest a level of frankness among the adolescent informants not found in their
older counterparts. However, they also point towards an element of linguistic preju-
dice towards the speech of the region. While some of the terms (disgusting, annoying,
aggressive) provide commentary on subjective attributes (and thus suggesting the exis-
tence of a more audibly pleasing alternative), others are clearly more focused on social
judgments (chavvy, tinky, trash). This perceptual linking of non-standard speech vari-
eties with derogatory social evaluations (explored further in section 5.3.5) is not new,
nor is it limited to ‘folk’ evaluations. As Mcleod (2001, 13) reports:

In early 2001... the BBC Scotland website derided Scots as mere “Ned-
speak”, using a derogatory term for the urban lower classes and implying
that Scots is nothing more than the low-prestige patois of this low-prestige
community.

This is a stereotype perpetuated in popular culture in Scotland, with frequent
mention made to ‘neds’ and ‘bams’ in BBC Scotland comedies such as Chewin’ the Fat
- a sketch show featuring a recurring piece in which imagined news broadcasts were
accompanied by a ‘Ned interpreter’, Rab McGlinchy, who would appear in his shell-
suited finery in a corner of the screen to translate the news into urban Glasgwegian
dialect. More recently, another BBC Scotland comedy, Scot Squad has featured a
sketch entitled ‘The Bam Whisperer’ in which a police officer specialises in being able
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to translate the unintelligible utterances of local delinquent youths. Although these
particular (arguably West Coast-centric) terms do not show up in the labels offered by
the youngsters, terms such as chavvy and tinky have similar contemporary connotations
of low-social status, as well as an association with anti-social behaviour. Lawson (2014,
152) suggests that due to a widespread unawareness of the syntactical and grammatical
differences between Scots and Standard English, many speakers may consider varieties
of Scots to be ‘incorrect’ variations of English, with such views lending themselves
to what is often described as the ‘Scottish Cringe’ phenomenon - the sentiments of
embarrassment and diminished self-worth felt by Scots towards overt demonstrations
of Scottish cultural and linguistic identity (Unger: 2010, Niven: 1998). As I will go on
to discuss, these pejorative social evaluations feature prominently in the more specific
hand-drawn map data.

Survey Location

When broken down by survey location, the data becomes more challenging to inter-
pret in parts. This is because there are a few locations where I was not able to source
both young and older respondents, meaning that the overall data for a survey location
may be skewed by an overloading of either younger or older data. As mentioned in the
Methodology section, the older respondent sample is more patchy and intended as a
supplementary comparison point to the younger data. The younger data, however, is
more comprehensive and covers a wider spread of North East communities.

Figure 5.7: Labels offered by younger informants - sorted by survey location

For the younger respondents, Figure 5.7 demonstrates a clear preference for the
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Doric label among informants from Inverurie (Garioch), Peterhead, and Banff. That it
is favoured by Garioch youngsters is perhaps no surprise: this has long been considered
a heartland of the Doric. That youngsters from Banff and Peterhead should also be
favouring this label, however, is more interesting and seems to be a further indication of
the abandonment of the historic Buchan dialect label in favour of the more universal
and emerging Doric. The Alford informants’ offerings for an inclusive North East
dialect term are more dispersed. However, as will be explored in the results from their
hand-drawn maps, this lower percentage for the Doric label could be because they have
a much narrower and more localised perception of where the dialect is spoken.

Informants’ roots

As mentioned in the methodology, as well as recording where they were born, infor-
mants have also been categorised according to their ‘roots’ (a more holistic judgement
based on where they are from and where they spent the largest part of their formative
years). Filtering the respondents in this way allows separate consideration of those
informants whose roots lie outwith the North East and who have moved to the region
at some point. Again, as with all other groups, Doric emerges as the predominant
term, suggesting this term has salience among native speakers and incomers.

Figure 5.8: Labels offered by informants with roots outwith the North East

The term Buchan also appears, albeit at a much lesser frequency; crucially though,
this was only supplied by older respondents and exclusively in locations where the
term Buchan was also offered by their peers. This suggests that, while they may not
always assimilate linguistically, those moving to the area from elsewhere are likely to
pick up the local terminology about language. Finally, use of the English label is low
and suggests a recognition that what is spoken in the North East is something quite
different.
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5.3 Draw-a-map findings

In this section of the results, I will discuss the findings observed through the analysis
of informants’ hand-drawn maps. In the course of the survey, participants completed
two hand-drawn maps: one of the whole of Scotland and another of just the North
East. As the aim of this study is to investigate intra-regional perceptions of speech,
only the results of the second map (concerning just the North East) will be considered
for the purposes of this thesis; the whole-of-Scotland maps will be retained for future
research. With 320 respondents’ maps to analyse and with each of these maps con-
taining potentially numerous hand-drawn boundaries and accompanying annotations,
this is a considerable amount of data to consider.

In order to simplify the discussion of these results, I have employed three different
approaches to the data: the first is to consider the data-set as a whole, investigating
the number of boundaries drawn and the types of comments which have accompanied
these; the second uses a content analysis to draw out several of the recurrent themes
or ideas emerging from these comments and explores these by creating heat-maps to
reveal areas of agreement; and then, finally, the third approach will include a more
in-depth view of the comments provided by informants from different areas, drilling
deeper to take a look at some of the most interesting hand-drawn maps and exploring
some of the more qualitative material which cannot be observed from heat-maps and
numerical data alone.

5.3.1 Completion rates

Before progressing to discuss the specific evaluative commentary provided by the maps,
I want first to consider the completion rates for the maps and the types of comments
supplied by the informants. In the instructions given to informants, they were asked
to divide the region into sections based on where they believed different speech areas
to exist and then label the areas they had drawn with a descriptor and/or any extra
information they wished to provide about the way people from a certain place sound
or their personal opinion of a certain variety. In total, this resulted in 1003 lines being
drawn, accompanied by 784 comments. Across the whole sample of 320 informants,
this averages out at 3.13 lines drawn per participant - however, this number is under-
standably skewed by instances in which some respondents left their maps mostly blank.
When broken down by survey group, the average number of lines drawn varies from
around 2 - 4 per person in most locations, with the exception of a few groups.

The first of these is the group of older informants surveyed in Aberdeen City who
returned an average of only 1.05 lines drawn per person. This is because several mem-
bers of the group left their maps completely blank saying they knew very little about
the way people in the North East of Scotland spoke, while most others only marked
out a couple of locations as being of interest. This apparent lack of awareness about
the wider North East from the older Aberdeen informants will be revisited in future
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discussions, particularly when considering the case of missing data. The second group
to record a lower-than-average number of lines drawn per person is the younger group
of informants surveyed in Kincorth, Aberdeen. Their maps return an average of 1.36
per person: when compared to the averages for other younger survey groups (e.g. Dyce,
Aberdeen - 2.62, Inverurie (Garioch) - 3.89, Elgin - 2.26, Peterhead - 3.88), this seems
low. Closer inspection of their hand-drawn maps (Figure 5.9) reveals several instances
in which the North East is reported to be ‘all the same’ in terms of how people speak,
while several other maps display a city-centric focus, commenting only on Aberdeen,
Inverness, and Dundee. Only three maps from the Kincorth respondents comment on
any perceived variation within non-urban parts of the North East - and, even then,
the information provided is minimal. Evans (2013, 77) suggests that responses which
claim that ‘everyone sounds the same’ could be viewed as ‘resistance of the ideology
offered by the questionnaire’: the ‘ideology’ in this case being that there is linguistic
differentiation within the North East (given that this is what the survey is asking them
to comment on). The suggestion that this lack of detail could be a calculated response
is a possibility; however, my feeling is that such responses from the Kincorth youngsters
is as a result of a genuine lack of awareness about non-urban speaker communities in
Aberdeenshire and Moray.

Figure 5.9: Example maps from Kincorth (Aberdeen) youngsters

The third survey group to return outlying results is the younger informants from
Banff. This group recorded by far the highest number of lines drawn per person with
an average of 5.44. This is a result of many detailed maps. This is partly due to the
attention paid to both very local variation (which will be discussed later in this chapter)
and variation across the region as a whole. One possible explanation for the amount of
detail offered in the Banff youngsters’ maps is their level of engagement with the topic
of Scots language. Banff Academy has a well-established Scots language focus within
its curriculum. The class I visited at Banff were studying for the Scots Language
Award: a course accredited by the SQA which covers such topics as the historical
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development of Scots, while also providing pupils with the opportunity to interact with
existing Scots texts and to create their own (SQA, 2014). The school has also been
involved in many Scots language initiatives such as a designated Scots Language Week,
increased partnerships with outside creative and research partners, extra curricular
activities, and even the creation of policy documents in Scots (in the shape of the 2018
Aiberdeenshire Bairns’ an Young Fowk’s Chairter) - all aimed at raising the status of
Scots in the classroom so that it can be recognised as a language which is capable of
sitting alongside any other (Needler, 2019). Therefore, the heavily annotated maps
from the Banff youngsters could be a by-product of increased knowledge of Scots (and
of variation within Scots) as a result of their studies; or it could just be a sign of
increased enthusiasm for the topic given that they have chosen to study Scots as a
subject, thus resulting in heightened engagement with the map-drawing process.

While the drawn lines can be easily counted and processed using GIS technology,
the comments which accompany them are somewhat more complex to categorise. In
order to discuss these, I will take my cue from Montgomery (2018, 151) who draws on
the suggestions of Long (1999, 213) by dividing responses into those which comment on
either non-linguistic or linguistic characteristics. Within these classifications, further
subcategories are supplied (in this case, exemplified with responses from my informants’
maps):

• (i) Non-linguistic characteristics

(a) Attributes (e.g. rough, farmer, chavvy, posh)

(b) Comprehensibility (e.g. easy to understand, hard to understand)

(c) Classification/Comparison (e.g. English, true Doric, broad, same as x )

• (ii) Linguistic characteristics

(a) Paralinguistic (e.g. soft, fast, nasal, loud, harsh-sounding)

(b) Phonetic (e.g. ‘they pronounce their Ks with the phlegm in their throats ’)

(c) Prosodic (pitch/intonation e.g. lilting, sing-song)

(d) Lexical/Morphemic (specific examples, e.g. Dundee - ‘peh’ (pie))

Within these categories, Montgomery further expands on Long’s offerings by divid-
ing sections i(a), i(b) and ii(a) into comments with either negative or positive connota-
tions. This requires some judgement calls to be made regarding certain comments: for
example, posh is generally considered as pejorative, while comments on identities such
as fisher or farmer seem to be either positive, negative, or comparative depending on
the context of their usage and the comments which accompany them. However, despite
these complications, I have tried to apply my judgement to the comments in a manner
which prioritises consistency. Using these parameters, the final categorisation of the
types of comments supplied is as follows:
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Comments about non-linguistic characteristics:
Attributes Comprehensibility Total

+ - + -
Classification/
Comparison

76 157 10 39 321 603
Comments about linguistic characteristics:
Paralinguistic Total
+ - Phonetic Prosodic Lexical/Morphemic

36 60 22 22 41 181
= 784

Table 5.2: Categorisation of comments

Montgomery(2007) reported a tendency for informants’ commentary regarding non-
linguistic characteristics to outweigh that provided for linguistic characteristics, and
this certainly seems to hold true here: of the 784 comments made, only 181 are ‘lin-
guistic’ in their nature, with the remaining 603 remarking upon ‘non-linguistic’ as-
pects of identity. This is an inversion of the results recorded by Long (1999) in Japan,
where respondents were far more likely to comment on linguistic characteristics than
non-linguistic ones. Montgomery (2018) suggests that an abundance of non-linguistic
comments in the results of his research puts England (and, in this case, also Scotland)
more in line with the findings of Hartley & Preston (1999) in the US. However, just
because these comments are not purely ‘linguistic’ in their nature, does not mean that
they have nothing to tell us about people’s perception of language. Indeed, in this
study, the reason for the high frequency of comments categorised as ‘classification’ or
‘comparison’ is due to the informants dedicating much time to assigning places labels
such as Doric, not so Doric, proper English, broad Scottish, etc.

As is perhaps human nature, the amount of negative comments outnumber the
positive ones. This is reflective both of Hartley & Preston’s (1999) U.S. study, which
found that a preference for negative labels was ‘ubiquitous’ among their informants, and
Montgomery’s (2018) findings in England. In the following sections, I will investigate
the most frequent evaluative comments to appear in the hand-drawn maps, consider-
ing terms which can be counted as attributes (in this instance: posh, farmer/fisher,
teuchter/toonser, chavvy, normal) and those which serve to provide some sense of clas-
sification or comparison of language varieties (in this instance: Doric, English, Gaelic,
broad).

5.3.2 The Doric area

Of all the terms to arise from the hand-drawn maps, Doric is the one which appears
with the most frequency (n=167), with around half of all maps featuring a boundary
drawn to represent where it is perceived to be spoken. Using heat-map technology, these
boundaries can be plotted and combined to produce visualisations of where North East
informants believe the Doric to be spoken. To produce a visual representation of the
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areas of most agreement, the boundaries drawn by informants have been aggregated
and graduated shading applied. Therefore, the heat-maps represent the density of
occurrence of the Doric boundary, with the different gradations of shading marking
the number of lines which enclose or intersect with each grid square. Put simply: the
darker the area, the higher the level of agreement among informants.

Firstly, I will consider the responses from all respondents. As Figure 5.10 illustrates,
the North East-wide picture of where Doric is spoken firmly places the perceived ‘cen-
tre’ of the Doric as lying to the north of Aberdeen, including the town of Peterhead
and its inland neighbours. A relatively strong area of agreement is also maintained
throughout much of the Buchan corner and in the agricultural centre of Aberdeenshire.
Perceived notions of the Doric area then appear to radiate out from this heartland,
weakening in strength as they pass Elgin to the northwest and approach Montrose to
the south. Thinking back to the chapter concerning documented linguistic boundaries
in the North East (see section 3.3), this area of highest agreement correlates roughly
with the Mid-Northern A area presented by Millar (2007).

Figure 5.10: Doric label - as drawn by all informants

However, this heat-map, while providing a useful overview of perceptions, does not
necessarily present the full picture. The reasons for this are two-fold. Firstly, the
survey sample does not contain an even spread of participants from all parts of the
North East: for instance, the only southern informants were located in Muchalls, just
to the south of Aberdeen - had I been able to source informants from further south
(towards Montrose, for instance), this may or may not have altered the southern spread

99



of the Doric boundary. Similarly, more informants were surveyed in the Garioch area
(n=61) and in Aberdeen (n=58) than in Peterhead (n=42) or in Alford (n=35): such
discrepancies may further pull the results one way or the other. Secondly, not all
informants in all survey locations supplied comparable mentions of the Doric, meaning
that the aggregated heat-map of all responses is inevitably skewed towards places
in which the term was provided more frequently. Therefore, it is useful to consider
the Doric boundary as drawn by informants in different survey locations: and, when
examined in this manner rather than considered as a whole, some interesting findings
emerge.

Before introducing the heat-maps for each survey location, it may be prudent first
of all to consider the rates with which the Doric label was mentioned by each group and
to break down, where applicable, the amount of references to it by younger informants
versus older informants.

Survey
location

Total
no. of

references
to Doric

References to
Doric ÷
by no. of
informants

No. of
references
to Doric

(sorted by
age group)

References to
Doric ÷
by no. of
informants
(sorted by
age group)

Aberdeen 22 0.37 y = 19
o = 3

y = 0.46
o = 0.17

Garioch 35 0.57 y = 15
o = 20

y = 0.58
o = 0.57

Alford 25 0.71 y = 22
o = 3

y = 0.81
o = 0.38

Banff 15 0.71 y = 15
o = n/a

y = 0.71
o = n/a

Peterhead 37 0.88 y = 37
o = n/a

y = 0.88
o = n/a

Newburgh 14 0.48 y = n/a
o = 14

y = n/a
o = 0.48

Muchalls 8 0.38 y = n/a
o = 8

y = n/a
o = 0.38

Elgin 11 0.20 y = 4
o = 7

y = 0.09
o = 0.5

Table 5.3: Doric mentions compared by survey location

As the table above summarises, the highest number of references to theDoric came from
informants in Peterhead, followed closely by those in the Garioch area. However, both
of these areas benefited from high numbers of respondents. Therefore, it is necessary to
consider the amount of references to Doric in relation to the amount of people surveyed
in any one place. I have presented this by dividing the number of references to the
term by the number of informants, rather than presenting the results as percentages.
This is because, in some cases, informants may have drawn more than one boundary
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for Doric and, although this was relatively uncommon, I felt it was important not to
misrepresent the data as the ‘percentage of informants who drew a boundary for the
Doric’ or ‘Doric mentions per informant’ when, for example, one informant may have
mentioned the term twice. When considered in these terms, Peterhead remains at the
top of board, followed by strong showings from Banff and Alford, and followed then
by the Garioch informants. There is then somewhat of a drop-off, with informants
in Muchalls, Newburgh, Aberdeen, and Elgin returning much less frequent mentions
of the term. The top four in this table are comprised of locations in rural central
Aberdeenshire and the north-east Banff and Buchan coast, lending credence to the
idea that these are the ‘heartlands’ of the dialect and also that the Doric area might
roughly align with the Mid-Northern A area.

When considering how these figures hold-up when broken down by age category,
it is interesting to note that there is also a significant degree of variation. In Alford,
adolescents mentioned Doric on their maps at over double the rate of the older group.
A similar gap is also evident in Aberdeen, where younger respondents marked a Doric
area on their map at a much higher frequency than older informants. In Peterhead,
teenagers mentioned the Doric dialect on their maps with the highest frequency of
any group across the whole of the North East; meanwhile, only 17 miles along the
coast in Newburgh, a group of older informants returned much less decisive results. In
the Garioch area, however, the figures are relatively stable, with only the smallest of
margins separating the responses of the younger informants from those of their older
counterparts. This stability across the age groups could signify a confidence in the Gar-
ioch area that they are, and always have been, part of the Doric-speaking North East.
In turn, the proliferation of younger informants referring to the Doric in other areas
(when compared to older informants) suggests that the perceptual boundaries for the
term are widening to include places in which local speech may once have been referred
to in other terms, e.g. Buchan. The only survey location in which this young/old
result is inverted is in the Elgin area - here, far fewer of the younger informants name-
checked Doric when compared to the maps of the older informants in nearby Duffus.
However, very few of these map-annotations were used to self-identify the Elgin area
as being Doric-speaking; rather, as will be discussed further in the presentation of the
corresponding heat-map, the older informants applied the term mostly to central, rural
Aberdeenshire - perhaps demonstrating a wider knowledge of the North East than the
younger informants.

Despite providing some interesting findings, only considering the number of times
informants mention the Doric label is quite clearly not enough - this is because not
every mention of the term can be taken as a mark of self-identification. For example, as
suggested by the Elgin results, respondents in one location could return a high number
of Doric mentions, but only in order to distinguish that it is being spoken somewhere
else. For this reason, it is necessary to further investigate these mentions of Doric by
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mapping where people perceive it as being spoken.
Starting with the city of Aberdeen (see Figure 5.11), compared to the composite

map of everyone’s responses, there appears to be a narrowing of the band of highest
density to the immediate hinterlands of Aberdeen, encompassing most of the commuter
belt around the city. This density of agreement then tapers off towards the south and
west of the region. There is acknowledgement of Buchan and Banffshire as being part
of a wider perceived Doric-speaking area, but the highest concentration of agreement
definitely seems to radiate out from the city. This composite map is largely made up
of the responses of the youngsters in Aberdeen, as the older respondents (as discussed
in the previous section) failed to provide much detail during the map-drawing task.

Figure 5.11: Doric label - as drawn by Aberdeen informants

Moving out into Aberdeenshire, the picture changes again - this time to show a
slightly more far-reaching perception of the Doric-speaking North East. In this heat-
map of responses from Garioch informants (Figure 5.12), the areas of highest agree-
ment are more fragmented but seem to centre on rural Aberdeenshire, with the survey
location, Inverurie (the ‘heart of the Garioch’), firmly at its core. The area of agree-
ment includes Aberdeen city and also acknowledges the northeastern-most part of the
Buchan corner as a place where Doric is also spoken to a significant extent.
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Figure 5.12: Doric label - as drawn by Garioch informants

Figure 5.13: Doric label - as drawn by Peterhead informants
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In this Buchan corner, the heat-map showing responses from Peterhead informants
provides another slightly different perspective. When compared to the previous heat-
map of the Garioch responses, this map is narrower in its focus. According to these
informants in Peterhead, the Doric dialect is very much a product of the northeastern-
most corner of the region. This is evident from the high density of agreement around
Peterhead itself, extending outwards to encompass much of the Buchan and Formar-
tine areas before lessening in strength as it travels southwards and westwards. As
only youngsters were surveyed in Peterhead, this further supports the rejection of the
Buchan dialect label amongst the younger generations. It would have been interesting
to see how the older generations’ responses would have compared. The closest compar-
ison available is in the responses of the older informants surveyed in Newburgh where,
as discussed previously, the Buchan label was shown preference over that of Doric as
an inclusive term for North East speech.

Figure 5.14: Doric label - as drawn by Banff informants

Around the coastal corner in the other direction from Peterhead, informants in
Banff supplied a slightly different view of the boundaries of the Doric label. While the
Peterhead youngsters’ results were concentrated mostly in the Buchan corner, the Banff
youngsters perceive the boundary as extending further westwards to include themselves
as part of the centre of Doric-speaking in the region. When compared to the maps
from other survey locations, this visualisation of the dialect area is the most ‘generous’
in terms of inclusivity, marking Doric as being spoken over a relatively wide area.

Moving inland to Alford, the combined results produce a heat-map which tells a
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very different story (Figure 5.15). Here, the heat-map illustrates a perceptual shift
westwards, with Alford informants placing the boundary for the Doric dialect far fur-
ther west than any other respondent group. Alford is situated in the northeastern-most
corner of the dark shaded area which then extends southwards and westwards to in-
clude much of Strathdon before reaching down into Upper Deeside. The comparative
lack of recognition for areas such as the Garioch or Banff and Buchan presents this as
a very isolationist view of the Doric and one which places it firmly in the most remote
rural reaches of Aberdeenshire. This is especially interesting given that much of this
area would have been traditionally Gaelic-speaking up until the 19th century. As will
be explored later in this chapter, part of this strong claiming of Doric as a very ‘local’
phenomenon may be tied up with some Alford informants’ close identification with the
idea of a ‘farmer’ identity - one which they may perceive as setting them apart from
other parts of the North East.

Figure 5.15: Doric label - as drawn by Alford informants

In Elgin (and in nearby Duffus), the number of informants drawing an area la-
belled Doric was relatively low and, as a result, the heat-map appears rather chaotic.
However, this is the first heat-map in which it is clear that the informants do not
necessarily strongly self-identity with the Doric label. Of the 56 informants in Elgin,
there were only 11 mentions of Doric on their maps. For those few who did provide the
term, while some have included themselves and their neighbours along the Moray and
Buchan coasts as part of the Doric-speaking region, the highest density of occurrence
focuses mostly on central Aberdeenshire, some 50+ miles to the south of Elgin. This
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relative lack of identification of the Doric area, combined with the lack of clear-cut
agreement as to where it is spoken, suggests that Doric is not something the Elgin
speakers particularly identify with in any great sense. This confirms Elgin as being
on the periphery of where we might consider the Doric area as extending to include -
as suggested by the composite map of the highest areas of agreement for all responses
(Figure 5.10).

Figure 5.16: Doric label - as drawn by Elgin informants

In Newburgh, there is a similarly low-number of returns for the term Doric (Figure
5.17). However, as has previously been mentioned, the Newburgh informants (all of
whom belonged to the older age category) showed a stronger preference for the Buchan
dialect tag. This may explain why the heat-map of their responses including Doric
seems to mostly omit the Buchan corner and the north coast, instead placing Doric as
being spoken further south in rural central Aberdeenshire and the areas surrounding
the city of Aberdeen.

Finally, the older-age group of informants surveyed in Muchalls supplied responses
for the Doric which places it firmly in rural, central Aberdeenshire; but not, inter-
estingly, south of Aberdeen where they are located. This could mean two things: 1)
that the informants in Muchalls do not consider the area south of Aberdeen to be part
of the Doric-speaking area; or 2) that the composition of this group (which included
many informants who had moved to Muchalls but had their roots in other parts of the
North East) has influenced their perception of where ‘real’ Doric is spoken. In reality,
the answer is likely to be a bit of both.
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Figure 5.17: Doric label - as drawn by Newburgh informants

Figure 5.18: Doric label - as drawn by Muchalls informants

107



Aside from the heat-maps, there are instances in which informants’ classification
of the Doric area are not straightforward. This was due to several maps referencing
different types of Doric, as well as some passing judgement on where they believed
‘true Doric’ to be spoken. The trio of maps in Figure 5.19 provide some examples of
this. The first map is from an older respondent in Newburgh; the second from an older
respondent in Fetternear (Garioch); and the third from a youngster in Peterhead.

Figure 5.19: Three maps illustrating perceived ‘types’ of Doric

In all three maps, informants offer differing ideas of where certain ‘types’ of Doric
are spoken, commenting on locations in relation to other places (i.e. as being Buchan
Doric or Aberdeen Doric). The second and third maps seem to disagree on where the
‘ultimate’ Doric is spoken. The second map places the ‘true Doric’ as being spoken in
an area roughly covering a triangle between Inverurie, Huntly, and Turriff; while the
third map designates the title of ‘Doric stronghold’ to the Buchan corner, extending
southwards to include most of the eastern coast of the region as speaking a similar
variety - beyond this, they describe the bulk of Aberdeenshire as home to an ‘outer
Buchan Doric accent’, suggesting that this is a different type of Doric to that spoken
in the Buchan corner and along the coast.

In summary, one point all informants seem to be able to agree on is where Doric
is definitely not spoken. In all composite maps, it is agreed that the area labelled as
Doric does not extend as far as Inverness or Dundee. To the south, Montrose serves as
a reasonably definitive cut-off point; while, to the northwest, boundaries consistently
come up short of Inverness. The reasons for this - and the strong evaluations attached
to both Inverness and Dundee - will be discussed later on in this chapter.

However, Doric appears to be an elastic term - stretching and shrinking to suit the
perspectives of informants from different parts of the region. In the heat-maps for Ab-
erdeen, Garioch, Peterhead, Alford, and Banff (compared in Figure 5.20), informants
place themselves as integral to their perception of the Doric-speaking region. This sug-
gests that being Doric is an important part of their identity. What is most interesting
about these results though is the way these informants ‘claim’ the term Doric as their
own, shifting the boundary to construct a view of the North East which preserves their
identities as Doric speakers, but also maintains their local distinctiveness from others
in the region.
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Figure 5.20: Side-by-side comparison of Doric heat-maps from
different locations (with the survey location represented in yellow)
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There is precedence for such fluid perceptions of local labels and distinctions in other
perceptual dialectology studies. In his study of adolescents in Southwest Germany,
Svenstrup (2016) found that labels relating to the local variety, Schwäbisch, were ‘open
to negotiation’ and could ‘vary from situation to situation’, observing that ‘what is
agreed upon as Schwäbisch in one situation may be contested as such in another’.
‘Shifting lines’ are also spoken about in Montgomery’s (2007, 2015) findings regarding
the perceptual placement of the North/South divide in England. In his study, as a
result of their proximity to the ‘agreed’ location of a North-South divide, informants
from Crewe were found to ‘shift’ the boundary line southwards in order to include
themselves as part of the ‘Northern’ region and distance themselves from the South,
which they described as being full of speakers who were ‘posh’ and ‘up themselves’.

Clearly, the situation with these North East informants is a different scenario in
that it is not a binary case of a ‘here’ or ‘there’ dividing line; however, it does seem
to present a type of shifting nonetheless - one in which, perhaps due to intra-regional
identity issues, a dialect name prompts feelings of local ownership among speakers
rather than a sense of pan-regional belonging. By contrast, in other survey locations
such as Elgin and Muchalls, informants seem more comfortable with marking the Doric
region as being elsewhere, thus suggesting that it is not so important to their own sense
of local identity.

5.3.3 Other evaluative terms

Broad

Although the issue of the Doric and where it is perceived as being spoken was
identified early on as being one of the main questions for this study, it is by no means
the only evaluation of interest. From examining the hand-drawn maps, many more
recurring annotations have emerged. One of the most prominent of these is the issue of
broadness. The use of broad as a descriptor of speech is not unique to the North East.
The OED points out that, while ‘broad’ does have a historical, now obsolete, meaning
of language being ‘coarse, unrefined, vulgar’, it also serves the purpose of describing
a variety ‘with a broad pronunciation or "accent"; with the vowels of dialectal or
vulgar speech’ and ‘perhaps originally: with "wider" or "lower" vowel-sounds (i.e.
with the back or the front oral cavity more dilated); but commonly used of a strongly-
marked dialectal or vulgar pronunciation of any kind, e.g. "broad Yorkshire", "broad
Devonshire", "broad Cockney", Broad Scotch n. the Lowland Scottish vernacular’.

As a term for speech, broad appears to be in common parlance and is used as a non-
linguistic descriptor of any variety which is clearly ‘local’ or which deviates significantly
from the perceived ‘standard’. It is therefore unsurprising that it appears with some
regularity in the hand-drawn maps of the North East informants. While not mentioned
with the same frequency as Doric, there are 50 mentions of broadness in the collated
maps, making the term a valid one to investigate.
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Figure 5.21: Broad label - as drawn by all informants

When plotted on a heat-map (Figure 5.21), there is a clear agreement that broadness
correlates with the far northeastern corner of the region, coalescing predominately
around the towns of Fraserburgh and Peterhead. This echoes my own feelings (which I
put forward in section 4.6.5), that, despite a lack of sociolinguistic research in the North
East to definitively summarise intra-regional differences, it is generally considered that
- in terms of modern-day usage - the dialect is spoken most conservatively in the
coastal communities of the Buchan corner. This shows that, while the Doric boundary
is seemingly flexible and is the term used by informants across the region as a marker
of local identity, there is an understanding among some informants that speakers in the
far north-east corner of the area speak the dialect in its ‘broadest’ form. This reiterates
the belief conveyed in some previous maps (see Figure 5.19) that there is a ‘true Doric’
spoken in this part of the region and that it is the ‘stronghold’ of the dialect.

Gaelic/English

While much of the map data is focused on the Doric dialect (a dialect of Scots),
the maps also contain references to English (in reference to some speakers from certain
places being more English or speaking proper or the ‘best’ English) and some mentions
of Gaelic - the Celtic language now mostly spoken in the West Coast of Scotland and
parts of the Highlands and Islands.

Overall, the maps contained 13 references to Gaelic. I must admit that the fact this
label appeared at all was a surprise to me. Gaelic is not really part of the present-day
linguistic landscape of the North East, and I did not think it it would feature in the
map responses. However, what materialised was a perception of Gaelic as something
spoken on the periphery and presumably extending beyond the limits of the region.
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Figure 5.22: 2011 census
- Gaelic speakers

(Image by SkateTier,
CC-BY-SA 3.0

(Wikimedia Commons))

All mentions of Gaelic were located
in relation to or close to the city of Inver-
ness. When compared to the most recent
census results, this appears to be quite
perceptive on the part of the informants.
While Inverness is by no means the cen-
tre of the language (with Gaelic speakers
comprising less than 10% of the popula-
tion as opposed to more than 50% in parts
of the Outer Hebrides), it could be seen as
acting as a ‘gateway’ into Gaelic-speaking
Scotland - as illustrated by the 2011 cen-
sus figures (see Figure 5.22).

In this respect, rather than being per-
ceived as a specifically ‘Gaelic-speaking’
city (which I don’t think any of the re-
spondents would have claimed if ques-
tioned further on the matter), it could
be that informants are rather imagin-
ing Inverness as some sort of line in
the sand: a line beyond which language
use is markedly-different from North East
speakers. In terms of identity, this could
also represent a dividing line between
‘highland’ and ‘lowland’ culture.

However, Gaelic is not the only language mentioned in the informants’ maps. Given
that English (or rather, Scottish Standard English) is the primary language of educa-
tion, media, business, and administration in the North East, there are remarkably few
mentions of English as a variety in the map responses. From 320 maps, the data con-
tains only 23 mentions of English. When mapped, these mentions are, again, clearly
grouped in the far northwest of the region, reaching highest intensity around the city
of Inverness (see Figure 5.23).

There are also some mentions of English in relation to the city of Aberdeen, but
nothing in comparison to those made in reference to Inverness. Some informants also
marked parts of rural Aberdeenshire and Moray with this label, but only to express
a sense of some places being a ‘mix’ of English and Doric, or to comment on some
places which have experienced ‘English influence’ (for example, one informant marked
out Findhorn - home to the Findhorn Foundation eco-village - as being a place which
has been subject to English influence due to there being an English population here).
The references in the direction of Inverness, however, were mostly complimentary in
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Figure 5.23: English label - as drawn by all informants

their nature, with informants commenting on the city and its surrounds being home to
the best English, the nicest English, or well-spoken English. This association is nothing
new: Inverness has long been associated with the ‘Queen’s English’. In 1834, the
origins of this association were discussed in the Chambers’ Edinburgh Journal:

In point of languages, the people of Inverness, laying the lower orders out
of the question, may almost be said to transcend those of all other Scottish
towns, the capital not excepted. The common solution of this mystery,
is, that they received a correct English pronunciation from the soldiers of
Oliver Cromwell; but it seems rather attributable to the simple circum-
stance, that the people here do not learn English in their infancy through
the medium of broad Scotch, but make a direct transition from Gaelic
into pure English. In proportion as the colloquial English used in Scot-
land comes into use in the town, the tone of speaking will be found to be
proportionably lowered in quality (Chambers & Chambers, 1834, 396).

There is a lot to unpack in this historical observation. Aside from the prescriptive
overtones (correct English, pure English, lowered in quality), there is a definite sense
here of Inverness speech being at the top of the pile in terms of prestige forms spoken
in 19th century Scotland. However, this account does not only confirm this favourable
perception of Inverness speech; it also comments on the possible historical and societal
reasons behind it. Anecdotally, I have been informed several times in passing conver-
sation that the reason Invernesians speak the ‘best English’ is due to the presence of
nearby Fort George. This is an explanation which predates the Chambers’ Journal:
some sixty years earlier, Samuel Johnson made mention of the influence of Cromwell’s
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troops, commenting that, ‘[t]he soldiers seem to have incorporated afterwards with the
inhabitants, and to have peopled the place with an English race; for the language of
this town has been long considered as peculiarly elegant’ (Johnson & Boswell, 1775,
reprinted 2006). To the modern ear, this explanation contains an unfortunate un-
dercurrent of colonial sentiment, positioning the English troops and their seemingly
superior language as a ‘civilising’ force on the local population; but, as Chambers &
Chambers acknowledge, a more likely explanation for the association of Inverness with
the ‘best English’ is simply that neither English nor Scots have been natively spoken in
the city and surrounding area for as long as they have been in other parts of the coun-
try. As a once primarily Gaelic-speaking region, Scots has not had the same amount of
time to take hold in Inverness (and in other parts of the Highlands and Islands) as it
has in places such as Aberdeenshire. However, as Millar proposes in an interview with
Urquhart newspaper, this may no longer be the case and it could be that, as use of
Gaelic in the city recedes, ‘Inverness is becoming more Scots’ with Invernesians moving
towards speaking ‘Scots in a very broad sense’ (Robert McColl Millar, interviewed in
Urquhart, Feb 12 2007).

Regardless of the current linguistic situation in Inverness, the results as presented
in Figure 5.23 suggest that traditional perceptions and historical observations of the
variety spoken in Inverness are still holding fast. The language spoken in Inverness may
no longer be the ‘pure English’ that it once was lauded as, but the positive evaluations
seem to persist. Similarly, Gaelic may no longer be spoken in the area in anywhere
near the numbers that it once was, yet some informants still identify Inverness as being
different from them in this regard. This is consistent with Diercks’ (2002) findings
that opinions of neighbouring speech communities may far outlive previously existing
differences between places. Linguistically, Inverness may be gravitating more towards
the Scots spoken elsewhere in Scotland; but for some North East speakers, it still
represents the ‘other’.

Posh

A less purely-linguistic, but nevertheless interesting, term which reappears in the
hand-drawn maps is the idea of speakers from a certain place being posh. While this
does not necessarily point to a linguistic evaluation of speech in the same way broadness
seems to, evaluations of poshness serve a slightly different purpose. In the case of
the North East, it is probably safe to presume that when a speaker refers to other
speakers as being posh-spoken, they do so in a slightly pejorative context. Calling a
speaker community posh feels as though it contrasts in intent with other more positive
evaluations of people being well-spoken or speaking a nice variety (as have just been
discussed with the case of Inverness).

The hand-drawn maps returned 27 instances of poshness being mentioned. As
Figure 5.24 shows, the heat-map of compiled responses presents an unclear picture of
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agreement, featuring several areas of higher agreement but disparately spread through-
out the region. The reason for this lies with the spread of informants who offered posh
as a map annotation. Of the fourteen survey groups (spread over eight locations), only
informants from three groups provided mentions of poshness on their maps. These
were youngsters from the secondary school-age groups surveyed in Peterhead, Banff,
and Alford. While there is some agreement across the three survey locations that Ab-
erdeen city and its immediate surrounding areas are posh, other perceptions of posh
vary slightly according to their place-specific view of the North East. For instance,
several informants in Alford name-checked Huntly speakers as being posh (accounting
for the shaded area of agreement in the centre of the map). In Peterhead, informants
focused their evaluations of poshness in two directions: firstly, along the coast towards
Inverness; and secondly, towards the city of Aberdeen and the more populous centres
of Formartine and the Garioch, name-checking such places as Inverurie and Ellon. For
the teenage Banff informants, evaluations of poshness are to be found within a very
local context, with nearby Gamrie (Gardenstown) being marked out for this purpose.

Figure 5.24: Posh label - as drawn by all informants

But why these places? Firstly, the focus of Banff, Peterhead, and Alford youngsters
on Aberdeen and its immediate hinterlands as a target for evaluations of poshness
suggests that some of the teenagers from these rural and coastal communities may
consider themselves as being socially (and perhaps ideologically) in opposition to the
urban, economic centre of the region. Interestingly, none of the teenage informants in
Inverurie offered such evaluations - but nor did they self-claim the Doric identity label
quite as strongly and as specifically as their peers in Banff, Alford, and Peterhead.
Inverurie is also the closest to Aberdeen of these four locations and the one most
connected to the city in terms of commuter habits and transport links. Therefore, it
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could be that in these non-urban places where youngsters have a strong sense of Doric
or local identity, there is a desire to protect this by marking more urban areas as posh
and, in turn, characterising them as lacking in the authenticity or ‘local-ness’ they
perceive themselves as possessing.

In terms of the more locally-focused perceptions of poshness, it is necessary to con-
sider these in the context of each individual survey location. When I first realised that
some Alford teenagers had singled out Huntly as being posh, my first reaction was one
of confusion. Both towns are quite similar demographically and have similar histories
as agricultural market towns. However, it then occurred to me that possibly the only
experience these Alford youngsters may have had of Huntly would have been to visit its
secondary school for inter-school competitions (whether they be sporting, cultural, or
academic events). The secondary school at Alford is housed in a modern, recently-built
campus, which in 2015 replaced the old academy building - a sprawling building with
a small original schoolhouse and additional multi-floor teaching blocks added in the
second half of the twentieth century. By comparison, the secondary school in Huntly
differs in that the central part of the school campus is an impressive early Victorian
building with a grand archway. The school, constructed in 1839, was designed by
Archibald Simpson, the famous Aberdeen architect whose portfolio included Marischal
College in Aberdeen, and the city’s Triple Kirks. The school also differs in name from
other secondary schools in the region: whereas all other state secondary schools in Ab-
erdeenshire follow the format ‘(Placename) Academy’, the secondary school in Huntly
is named ‘The Gordon Schools’ - named so after its founder, the Duchess of Gordon.
Although this is just a speculative theory, this could be a reason why some Alford
teenagers perceive Huntly as posh - especially given that their experience of the town
and its speakers is likely to be quite limited.

The focus of some Peterhead informants on Ellon as being home to posh speakers
feels more straightforward. In terms of towns of considerable size, Ellon is Peterhead’s
closest neighbour to the south. Therefore, it make sense that there may be some ani-
mosity or feelings of rivalry towards Ellon from the Peterhead youngsters. According
to the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation, when compared to Peterhead, Ellon’s so-
cioeconomic position seems much healthier. In terms of income, the average household
in Ellon is £13,000 a year better off than their counterparts in Peterhead (Aberdeen-
shire Council, 2019e). This could play a part in Peterhead teenagers forming pejorative
notions of their neighbours in Ellon being posh. In terms of the Banff informants, cer-
tain evaluations of poshness are formed on a more micro-regional scale, concentrating
on small communities just along the coast from them. The small village of Garden-
stown (known locally as ‘Gamrie’) is name-checked by some Banff informants as being
posh. In this case, marking the Gamrie speakers as posh appears to serve the function
of further ‘othering’ them. The annotation was accompanied on several occasions by
other descriptors - namely religious and inbred/all one family.
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With these evaluations combined, it seems clear that the posh label is one used
by informants as a means of separating themselves from those they do not wish to
be seen as similar to. Montgomery (2012b, 654) comments on similar findings in
northern England in which the South was repeatedly labelled by informants as posh or
posher than the North of the country - a move described as motivated by the desire
to mark a clear divide between the North and the South and reflective of informants’
preoccupation with marking their own ‘Northern-ness’. These findings in the North
East of Scotland reflect a similar tendency for informants to use posh as a speech label
aimed at putting distance between themselves and the perceived ‘other’.

Farmer/Fisher

North East farmer/fisher identities are also represented in the map responses of
some informants. These intra-regional identities (closely tied to traditional industries
in the region) were discussed at some length in section 2.2.2. However, references to
them in the hand-drawn maps are sporadic, occurring as follows:

Survey
location

Mentions of
farmer-speak

Mentions of
farmer ÷
by no. of
informants

Mentions of
fisher-speak

Mentions of
fisher ÷

by no. of
informants

Aberdeen
1

y = 1
o = 0

0.02
y = 0.02
o = 0

0
y = 0
o = 0

0
y = 0
o = 0

Garioch
2

y = 2
o = 0

0.03
y = 0.08
o = 0

6
y = 0
o = 6

0.1
y = 0

o = 0.17

Alford
11

y = 11
o = 0

0.31
y = 0.41
o = 0

7
y = 7
o = 0

0.2
y = 0.26
o = 0

Banff
4

y = 4
o = n/a

0.22
y = 0.22
o = n/a

5
y = 5

o = n/a

0.27
y = 0.27
o = n/a

Peterhead
4

y = 4
o = n/a

0.1
y = 0.1
o = n/a

3
y = 3

o = n/a

0.07
y = 0.07
o = n/a

Newburgh
2

y = n/a
o = 2

0.07
y = n/a
o = 0.07

3
y = n/a
o = 3

0.1
y = n/a
o = 0.1

Muchalls
1

y = n/a
o = 1

0.05
y = n/a
o = 0.05

1
y = n/a
o = 1

0.05
y = n/a
o = 0.05

Elgin
4

y = 3
o = 1

0.07
y = 0.07
o = 0.07

4
y = 2
o = 2

0.07
y = 0.05
o = 0.14

Table 5.4: Frequency of farmer/fisher -speak mentions
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As evidenced by the number of mentions, these terms were not provided with any
great frequency in most of the survey locations. For the majority of groups, references
to fisher or farmer -speak are made by only a handful of respondents. Obviously, as with
the Doric mentions, it is important to acknowledge that there is not parity in terms of
the sample size of each group, hence I have employed the same method of dividing the
number of mentions by the number of informants in order to provide a more comparable
figure. Doing so reveals two locations in which the terms are mentioned with notable
frequency: Alford and Banff (higlighted in green above). Because no older people were
surveyed in Banff, and because no older people used the terms in Alford (partly due
to low informant numbers and poor engagement with the map task), this provides two
comparable groups of youngsters among whom there appears to be some investment
in these terms. It is important to point out, of course, that most youngsters in these
locations did not mention farmer or fisher -speak on their maps; however, the fact that
more youngsters in these locations did mention farmer or fisher -speak than informants
from any other location is noteworthy and represents a buck in the general trend.

Figure 5.25: A young Alford informant’s map illustrating the farmer/fisher distinction
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This raises the question: why these two locations? Of all the locations in which
young people were surveyed, Alford and Banff are arguably the most rural and the
most ‘off-the-beaten-track’. Although both towns are of a considerable size (enough so
to be described as towns rather than villages), they are much smaller in comparison
to Aberdeen, Elgin, Inverurie (Garioch), and Peterhead. It could also be argued that
they represent opposing sides of the historical fisher/farmer dichotomy - Alford being
a market town in the centre of Aberdeenshire’s agricultural heartland which was once
home to a busy cattle mart, and Banff being a once-thriving fishing port. This di-
chotomy is reflected in the reciprocal nature of the results. Although some youngsters
in both locations only mention the label most closely associated with their hometown
(e.g. Alford - farmer, Banff - fisher), they are also the only locations in which the
contrasting term is provided with any real degree of frequency (see Figure 5.25 for
an example of this from an Alford informant). This suggests that these are identity
markers being used in opposition to each other by these youngsters. The fact that it
is younger informants from Alford and Banff who are doing so suggests that these are
places in which group identity markers linked to traditional industries are still being
preserved - although, only to a certain extent, given that many youngsters made no
mention of them.

The only other people to make reference to these traditional industry-defined identi-
ties with any noticeable frequency were the 35 older informants surveyed in the Garioch.
In this instance, there were no references to farming, but six references to fish(ing)/(er)-
speak. In this case, it seems that it is being used as a means of identifying coastal
speech as a slightly different variety and as something apart from the speech of other
communities in the region.

Teuchter/Toonser

Another set of terms which could be interpreted as contrasting descriptors are that
of speakers being either teuchter and toonser. These terms represent another traditional
division within the North East: that of the split between the country (teuchters) and
the city (toonsers). While the meaning of toonser is fairly transparent (meaning,
literally, ‘someone from the town’ - and, specifically in a North East context, someone
from the city of Aberdeen), the story behind the term teuchter is more difficult to
decipher. The Dictionary of the Scots Language (DSL) defines teuchter as ‘A term
of disparagement or contempt used in Central Scotland for a Highlander, esp. one
speaking Gaelic, or anyone from the North, an uncouth, countrified person’. The
DSL comment that ‘no satisfactory etymology has been found’ for the term, but that
various theories have been proposed with some suggesting it may derive from Gaelic
based on its resemblance to other occupational nouns in the language; while others have
put forward a possible link to Scots teuch meaning ‘tough, rough or coarse’ (although
there is less evidence for the latter suggestion). References to this term in the map task
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were varied in terms of spelling and included: teuchter, tuechter, choughter, chuchter,
and chookter.

Figure 5.26: Toonser/Teuchter illustration from Robert
Gordon University Aberdeen’s (2013) Doric Dictionary

Combined, the hand-drawn maps contained 23 annotations including either toonser
or teuchter. Of these mentions, over 80% were made, once again, by youngsters in
Alford and Banff. However, these mentions are not equally spread across the two
groups: some Alford youngsters refer to both toonsers or teuchters on their maps;
Banff youngsters refer only to the latter. This is in contrast to the fisher/farmer
labelling which seemed to be used contrastively to indicate notions of the ‘here’ and
‘there’ in a fairly consistent fashion. In the case of teuchter/toonser, the Alford and
Banff teenagers’ usage varies and the reason for this variation lies in the fact that the
Banff youngsters do not seem to be using either term as a means of self-identification,
whereas the Alford teenagers are (see Figure 5.27 for two examples of this).

Figure 5.27: Examples of toonser/teuchter maps
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For the Alford teenagers, all six mentions of teuchter are drawn with bound-
aries which include Alford at its centre. The reach of this ‘teuchter-dom’ varies from
informant-to-informant, with a couple of informants expanding it to include much of
the rural North East, but most agreeing on a smaller area local to Alford. Of the six
toonser annotations by Alford youngsters, 100% of them are in reference to the city of
Aberdeen and its suburbs. This suggests that for some of the younger informants in
Alford, this sense of city vs. shire being in opposition is still holding true. However, the
fact that only around a quarter of Alford informants make mention to either notions
of fisher/farmer or teuchter/toonser also points towards such constructions of identity
being more important to some individuals than to others. Unfortunately, I do not have
any further details on the specific family backgrounds of these Alford youngsters, but
it would be interesting to find out if those presenting knowledge of these traditional
North East divisions are part of the farming community in the area.

By contrast, in Banff, seven annotations mentioning teuchter can be found in the
youngsters’ maps, but on no occasion is this used in reference to Banff itself. All bound-
aries drawn for teuchter lie to the immediate south of Banff in rural Aberdeenshire.
There are also a couple of mentions of teuchter from Peterhead teenagers. However,
the frame of reference for these seems to be more local and, rather than great swathes
of central rural Aberdeenshire being selected as teuchter, both annotations are made
in relation to a place called Mintlaw - a town which lies only 15 miles inland from Pe-
terhead. Therefore, in the case of these youngsters from coastal communities, teuchter
appears to be used as a means to mark certain inland neighbours as being more ‘coun-
try’.

Rough/Harsh

While identifications such as fisher/farmer and toonser/teuchter are closely tied
to traditional identity issues and while the aforementioned posh evaluation can be
assumed as having possibly negative connotations, there are some annotations on the
hand-drawn maps which can be safely categorised as unequivocally pejorative. Among
these are occasions in which informants assign labels such as rough or harsh to the
speech of a certain part of the region. Of the 320 maps, these terms were used 23
times.

The heat-map for these labels is not quite as clear as others. However, there does
seem to a focusing of some responses on the Dundee area. In Aberdeenshire, finding
agreement is less straightforward, although there is a relatively strong frequency area
in the far-eastern Buchan corner, roughly approaching the towns of Fraserburgh and
Peterhead. Aberdeen and its surrounding areas are also marked as rough or harsh by
some informants. As opposed to the other terms mentioned above, on the surface, these
labels feel more linguistically-specific. They indicate that there is something about the
variety in question which is deemed unpalatable or unrefined by those offering the
evaluation.
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Figure 5.28: Rough/harsh label - as drawn by all informants

In some cases though, the labelling of variety as harsh is not explicitly pejorative: for
example, the area of agreement in central Aberdeenshire is due to a few youngsters from
Alford and Dyce attributing harsh consonants to perceived Doric speakers in the area,
with one Alford younger commenting on their tendency to use Doric deep and throaty
rough “och” sound(s). This could be in reference to the historical Scots distribution
of /x/ which, in traditional North East dialect, is preserved in words such as nicht
(‘night’), micht (‘might’), richt (‘right’), and fecht (‘fight’). However, while some
such as these seem to be based on valid linguistic observations, there is no doubting
that such evaluations also draw on non-linguistic perceptions of certain communities.
This becomes clear when the results for rough and harsh are compared with the more
frequent evaluations discussed in the next section.

Chavvy/Ned/Junkie

An explicitly pejorative set of terms which occurs with frequency in the hand-drawn
maps concerns the idea of perceived delinquency or loutishness among speakers. This
is characterised in the maps by annotations such as chav(s)/(vy), neds and junkies.
Other lesser used similar terms include mink(s)/(y) and tink(s)/(y). All of these terms
are used to express a similar evaluation - one of disparagement in terms of perceived low
social status. Of these terms, chav(s)/(vy) appeared with the highest frequency. This
in itself is an interesting example of diffusion. Originally a term found in the South
East of England, and thought to be derived from Romani čhavo (meaning ‘male child’),
the word chav seems to have spread throughout the U.K. and is now part of common
parlance. It is interesting that this term is preferred by youngsters in the North East
ahead of the chiefly Scottish term ned - often misappropriated in folk etymology terms
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as an acronym for Non-Educated Delinquent, but in reality is more likely a pet-form
of the name Edward (as also seen in the colloquial English term teddy-boy). Of the
other annotations, the label junkies has clear connotations of implied drug-use and
other unfavourable social activities, whereas mink(s)/(y) and tink(s)/(y) are terms
both used historically as insults towards the travelling community but now extended
to have a broader frame of reference.

Across all of the hand-drawn maps, terms which could be included under this um-
brella were utilised 43 times. This makes it one of the highest frequency annotations
across the whole survey. Notably, however, all 43 of these annotations were provided
by younger informants. No older informant offered such a term. The reason for this is
likely to be a combination of factors: firstly, that some of the terms - such as chav and
ned - are relatively recent lexical developments and may not feature in the everyday
vocabulary of the older speakers; secondly, that local rivalries may be more keenly felt
by the adolescents of the region; thirdly, that economic disparities in the region may
have been exacerbated in recent years as a result of post-industrial hardship, the decline
of traditional industries, and austerity; and, finally, it may just be that the teenagers
are not afraid to simply say what they think. Whereas older informants might hold
back from passing such judgements lest they be perceived as ‘rude’, maybe this is not
something the youngsters are so concerned about.

Figure 5.29: Chav label - as drawn by all informants

As Figure 5.29 shows, the areas of highest agreement for these pejorative labels
centre on, to a lesser extent, the city of Aberdeen, and to a much greater extent,
the city of Dundee. There is also a smaller and less significant area of agreement
in the Buchan corner. In terms of distribution by survey location, only youngsters
from Banff failed to make mention of at least one of the aforementioned pejorative
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terms. In Alford, Inverurie, and Elgin such mentions numbered less than five in each
instance: as a result, representing the responses using an overall heat-map does not
produce a satisfactory visualisation. The highest number of mentions were recorded
by youngsters from Aberdeen (n = 18) and Peterhead (n = 13). For the youngsters
in Elgin, the aggregated map data is limited as it is only comprised of a handful of
responses - however, three out of the four annotations are focused on Dundee, while
the remaining mention is in reference to Aberdeen and its surrounding hinterlands.
Although the number of mentions from teenagers in Alford and Inverurie are relatively
low, when combined (n = 8), they produce a heat-map which could be interpreted as a
more ‘rural’ perspective (although Inverurie is now a sizeable town, it is still arguably
‘rural’ in comparison to Aberdeen). Therefore, Figure 5.30 presents comparative heat-
maps for these three survey locations: Aberdeen, Peterhead and Inverurie/Alford.

Figure 5.30: Chav(vy) - three illustrative maps from
Aberdeen, Peterhead and Inverurie/Alford

By comparing these responses, some clear differences emerge in terms of which
speech communities this chav evaluation is being directed at. For the more rural
Aberdeenshire informants, the responses are quite varied and, as the lighter shaded
areas show, take in some large parts of the region. However, there is a strong area of
agreement around the city of Aberdeen. The Peterhead youngsters differ slightly in that
their map presents a small area of agreement just inland of Peterhead - this is because
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of several maps in which nearby Mintlaw is marked as chavvy. This, coupled with
the aforementioned discussion of some Peterhead youngsters singling Mintlaw out as
teuchter, suggests some stigmatised views towards the town, most probably as a result
of local rivalry. Considering side-by-side the responses of the Peterhead and Aberdeen
informants, the strength of feeling towards Dundee really begins to become apparent.
As Scotland’s 3rd and 4th biggest cities respectively, rivalry between Aberdeen and
Dundee has long been attested, with football matches between Aberdeen F.C. and
Dundee United F.C. termed the ‘New Firm’ derby from the 1980s onwards (as a nod
towards the notorious ‘Old Firm’ rivalry between Celtic F.C. and Rangers F.C. in
Glasgow). Although separated by 67 miles of road, they are neighbours in city-terms -
Aberdeen’s other closest city-neighbour is Inverness, some 104 miles away. Therefore,
if the city of Aberdeen is considered as the foremost perceptual ‘centre of gravity’ for
the Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire region, it makes sense that some youngsters may, in
turn, construct their own sense of identity in opposition to those from Dundee.

Of course, if this study was conducted again in Dundee, it is almost certain that
similar negative evaluations of the North East would be provided. A quick search on
Google for ‘Aberdeen/Dundee memes’ illustrates the negative stereotypes associated
with both cities:

Figure 5.31: Online memes regarding Aberdeen and Dundee

Obviously, there is no way of knowing who made these memes or where they came
from, but they do supplement the idea of there being a perceived cultural divide be-
tween Aberdeen and Dundee: one in which Aberdeen is considered as somewhat of
a rural backwater, while Dundee is mocked for its perceived urban deprivation. This
commonly held stereotype is echoed in the maps of some young informants in which
Dundee was referred to as ‘Scumdee’ - a derogatory title for the city which has attracted
much criticism for its insulting nature.15

15For example: https://www.thecourier.co.U.K./fp/news/local/dundee/525251/creatives-shelve-
scumdee-social-media-venture-angry-backlash-name/
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It could be argued that terms such as chavvy or minky are outrightly social eval-
uations rather than linguistic ones, but this is where the grey area between these two
spheres of perception comes to the fore. These annotations were offered in notable
frequency by informants in a task in which the only prompt was for them to ‘divide
the regions into sections based on where (they) believe different speech areas to exist’.
Therefore, it would be unfair to write off these evaluations as not pertaining at all to
language. However, what the use of these terms does suggest is a close link between
negative social evaluations and subsequent stigmatisation of the relevant language va-
rieties.

Figure 5.32: Example map - Jaky - Elgin informant

The above map (from a youngster in Elgin) makes use of the stereotypes alluded to
in the aforementioned memes, by characterising Aberdeen speakers as sheep and those
from Dundee as pure jaky eh. Jakey is a derogatory term, described by the OED as
being ‘chiefly Glasgow’ which refers to ‘A homeless person or tramp, esp. one who
habitually drinks large quantities of cheap, strong alcohol’. However, this is not the
only interesting point about this annotation. The inclusion of ‘eh’ is an apparent
reference to the sentence-final interjection which is often associated with Dundee and
nearby Fife speakers, and is oft-parodied by comedian Brian Limond (known as Limmy)
in his series of vines titled ‘That Accent’ (in which a character makes repeated use of
this feature only to be greeted with disdain every time by his West-Coast friend).16 In
this particular instance, this evidence of actual linguistic knowledge accompanied by a
clearly pejorative annotation supports the claim that social perceptions and linguistic
perceptions can be closely linked.

16https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ein57OSrqoA
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Normal

Of all the annotations featured on all of the maps returned by informants, the one
which perhaps amused me the most was the recurring appearance of the term normal.
This term was not employed by any of the older respondents, but it did feature on the
maps of 16 younger informants. Although this is not a huge amount in relation to the
number of people surveyed, these mentions of normal were fairly evenly distributed
across the six locations in which teenagers were surveyed: Aberdeen (n = 4), Alford
(n = 2), Banff (n = 2), Elgin (n = 2), Garioch (n = 3), Peterhead (n = 3).

In almost all cases, normal was used in relation to the informants’ own home town
and the variety spoken there, with the exception of the informants from the Garioch
survey group (in Inverurie) whose maps contained annotations marking both Inverurie
and Aberdeen as being normal, possibly as a result of Inverurie’s close proximity to
the city and the weakening perceptions of the country/city divide (more of which will
be discussed in section 5.5). Hartley & Preston (1999) found similar results in North
America in which Michigan informants labelled their own home area as normal. In this
case, the researchers categorised such evaluations under the banner of ‘standardness’.
Evans (2016) also reports instances of repondents labelling their home area as normal,
suggesting ‘they are unaware of the perceptions of their own region as non-standard’
and highlighting ‘the complexity and the importance of locality with regard to spatial
perceptions and linguistic variation’. Is that also the case here? That youngsters from
different parts of the North East perceive their local speech as the standard? Instinc-
tively, given that English has been identified by many informants as the language of
education, business, and formality in the region, I think that this is unlikely. However,
the marking of one’s own home area as normal or as having no accent is a move which
may suggest some degree of linguistic security on the part of the individual offering such
an evaluation - although, obviously, this cannot be extended to apply to all informants
from a place given that it was not a label offered in any great number.

Hard to Understand

A final term which appeared with some frequency in the map responses was con-
nected to the idea of speakers from certain places being hard to understand. This is also
an evaluation tested for in the place evaluations task - the results of which will be dis-
cussed in the upcoming section 5.6. In the draw-a-map task, meanwhile, 38 comments
were made regarding this. When mapped (see Figure 5.33), the areas of agreement
form part of an increasingly recurring pattern whereby the most attention is paid to
the Buchan corner and the city of Dundee. The evaluation of the Buchan corner, and
specifically of the towns of Peterhead and Fraserburgh and their surrounding areas,
as being hard to understand aligns broadly with previous map findings for labels such
as rough/harsh and broad. Dundee also featured significantly in aggregated maps for
rough/harsh and chav(vy).
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Figure 5.33: Hard to understand label - as drawn by all informants

While the findings for hard to understand roughly correlate with these previous
findings, there is one aspect of the data which stands out as being of particular interest.
When examining the evaluation of the Buchan corner as being hard to understand, it
would be easy to assume that this is an outsiders’ view of the area: that it must be
the opinion of other speakers from elsewhere who consider speakers from Peterhead,
Fraserburgh, and the rest of the Buchan corner as being somehow more difficult to
comprehend. However, this is is not solely the case.

Figure 5.34: Hard to understand - as drawn by Inverurie and Peterhead informants

Figure 5.34 compares the responses of two teenage groups of informants: one group
from Inverurie (in the Garioch area), and another group from Peterhead (in the Buchan
area). The Inverurie youngsters offering this evaluation have aimed it towards either
the Buchan corner or the city of Dundee. This is not surprising, as both locations
are potentially home to speakers whom Inverurie youngsters may consider to be ‘the
other’ in some manner of thinking. Compare this to the aggregated areas drawn by the
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Peterhead youngsters, and a different picture emerges: one in which some Peterhead
teenagers self-identify as being hard to understand.

Figure 5.35: Hard to understand - example maps from Peterhead youngsters

In terms of map responses, this self-identification manifests itself in a couple of
different ways. In Figure 5.35, which compares four map responses from Peterhead
teenagers, Maps A and B illustrate the first type of response: the labelling of Peterhead
(and, in one case, Fraserburgh) as being places containing speakers of Doric who, as one
informants puts it, outsiders would hardly understand. Meanwhile, Maps C and D single
out the city of Aberdeen, but not in order to make a comment about the city itself or
how difficult or easy its speakers are to understand. Rather, the city is labelled in order
to point out that speakers from Aberdeen do not understand people from Peterhead.
As Informant D writes, people from Aberdeen don’t understand us 24/7. As a result,
these maps were not included in the aggregated heat-map of responses, as they are
labelling a place but only in order to make a comment about the understandability of
a different place. Nevertheless, they still warrant discussion as they present a different
angle on the responses offered by the Peterhead youngsters. Whereas informants in
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other survey locations tended towards labelling other places as hard to understand,
these Peterhead youngsters appear to be aware of their status within the North East.
Frequently singled out by those from elsewhere as being hard to understand or broad,
some speakers in Peterhead seem to recognise that they are different from other parts
of the region. This, of course, may be based in linguistic reality. As I have mentioned
previously, there is a lack of actual research documenting linguistic variation within
the North East, but there is a general feeling that the most conservative forms of the
local dialect are most probably being spoken amongst the communities of the Buchan
corner.

5.3.4 Further examination

To consider the hand-drawn maps only in terms of the labels discussed above would be
to do them a disservice as they contain much more in the way of useful information,
especially in terms of the subjective annotations which accompany the identifications
of distinct areas of speech. In order to investigate these in more detail, I will present
some further quantitative and qualitative findings from across the survey locations:
the quantitative discussion will focus on the frequency with which informants from the
same survey location remark upon certain places and speakers, while the qualitative
discussion will draw upon individual examples of hand-drawn maps in cases where they
help to illustrate a point of interest. In order to organise these loose threads, I will
firstly consider them in terms of the different types of perceptual focus they may be
illustrating.

A city-based focus?

Prior to this discussion, and in the interest of avoiding an overly-repetitive pre-
sentation of results, it should be noted that across all survey locations, the cities of
Aberdeen, Inverness, and Dundee were mentioned with the highest overall frequen-
cies. Across the map responses of the 320 informants, Aberdeen was remarked upon
131 times, Dundee 119 times, and Inverness 104 times. In hindsight, this could be
because of the inclusion of the black dot markers (discussed in section 4.7.2), which
may have inadvertently drawn informants’ focus towards these places. However, this
fixation with cities does correspond with findings from Montgomery’s research in Eng-
land in which he found ‘an overwhelming dominance of city-based dialect areas in the
responses given by informants from the three survey locations’ (Montgomery: 2007,
342). While he also conceded that this could be due to the use of city location dots on
the otherwise-blank map provided to informants, he draws comparisons with Inoue’s
research in England in the 1980s and observes a broad shift from county/region-based
divisions to more city-based areas. Montgomery (ibid.) hypothesises that this could be
due to cities being ‘focal point(s)’ of the most salient dialect areas drawn by informants
and links this to Trudgill’s (1999: 84) prediction about ‘city-based (dialect) regions’
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arising as a consequence of levelling and diffusion.
While this city-based focus does seem to be appearing to some extent in the results

of this study, I would be cautious in claiming any convincing move towards city-based
dialect regions. The reason for this is the appearance of many other labels (such
as Doric) which are not geographically linked to one particular place with any real
consistency. Also, despite the prevalence of Aberdeen, Inverness, and Dundee in map
annotations, there are some survey locations in which other places leapfrog these three
cities in terms of overall mentions. In order to measure this, a ranking system was
employed in which mentioned places were assigned a rank based on the number of times
it was drawn on a map plus the number of distinct comments written about it. For
example, if someone drew a boundary for ‘Alford’ and wrote Doric speakers. Throaty
‘och’ sound, then this would contribute a score of 3 towards the overall ranking score for
‘Alford’, as there has been an identification of place accompanied by two clearly distinct
comments: one about the classification of the variety spoken there, and one which
is commenting on perceived phonological aspects (as per the non-linguistic/linguistic
characteristics as set out in section 3.4).

A more local focus?

As stated above, mentions of the cities of Aberdeen, Inverness, and Dundee feature
relatively highly in the rankings for most survey locations. Peterhead and Fraserburgh
also consistently appear towards the top end of the ranking tables for many survey
groups. Nevertheless, there are some places where this general trend is interrupted
both by informants’ references to their own town and by the frequent inclusion of
references to other, often more local, communities of speakers.

For instance, in the collated map responses of the Banff informants, while Aberdeen
retained first place in terms of the most mentions/comments, Dundee and Inverness are
pushed down the table by Banff itself as well as nearby Fraserburgh, Gardenstown, and
Peterhead. This shows a sphere of focus which is more keenly trained on the section
of coastline which starts in Banff and runs around the Buchan corner to Peterhead.
Whereas Peterhead and Fraserburgh are settlements of a considerable size, the inclusion
of Gardenstown as one of the most-mentioned speaker communities is noticeable. This
Banff-fixation with Gardenstown (known locally as ‘Gamrie’) was touched upon in
section 5.3.3 when it was singled out by some Banff informants as being posh-spoken.
Other comments about the village included religious and inbred/all one family (see
Figure 5.36 below for an example). These comments, accompanied by the fact that
the village overleaps other more commonly commented-upon places in the rankings,
suggests that there is local stigma evident here. In addition to this, Gardenstown is
not name-checked by participants from any other survey location. This is a reminder
that while there are speaker communities which are salient on an macro-regional scale
(e.g. Aberdeen, Inverness, Dundee), micro-regional perceptions are also of significance.
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Figure 5.36: Local detail - example map from a Banff youngster

This focus on more local areas is also evident in the map responses of the Elgin
respondents. While Aberdeen, Dundee, Elgin itself, and Inverness occupy the top
four places in the ranking of mentions/comments, these are followed by Burghead,
Buckie, Findhorn, and Hopeman - all of them coastal villages which sit along the
Moray Firth. These towns received next-to-no comments from informants from other
survey locations: Buckie was commented upon a couple of times by other informants
for being very broad or really Scottish, but the other towns are not mentioned in
the maps of participants from anywhere other than Elgin. When they are included
in the maps of Elgin informants, they are accompanied by comments regarding the
fisher nature of the people who live there, as well as micro-regional observations of the
varieties spoken there. For example, in a couple of Elgin maps, Burghead is marked
as: Broch / Burghead Doric. The name ‘The Broch’ is a Scots relative of the Modern
English word burgh and exists in the North East as a nickname for both Burghead and
Fraserburgh. However, as attested by the map data, its association with Fraserburgh
is more commonly known. Outside of the Elgin data, all references to Broch speakers,
or Brochers, are made in relation to Fraserburgh. Therefore, these Elgin references to
Burghead as the Broch represent a much more local frame of reference.

This notion of a local frame of reference manifests itself in a slightly different way
in the map responses of the teenage informants from Peterhead. In all other survey lo-
cations, the highest ranked place in terms of mentions/comments was either Aberdeen
(top-ranked in 5 of the 8 survey locations) or Dundee/Inverness (top-ranked in one
survey location apiece). However, in Peterhead, the top spot is occupied by Peterhead
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itself, followed closely in second by nearby Fraserburgh. Aberdeen, Dundee, and In-
verness then follow (in that order). This self-prioritisation in terms of mentions builds
on the findings from the previous sub-chapter in which some youngsters from Peter-
head appeared very keen to mark their own speech as somehow ‘different’ to the rest.
The fact that these Peterhead teenagers should then single out Fraserburgh as their
second-most-mentioned speaker community also alludes to local priorities in terms of
identity construction. In the majority of the Peterhead informants’ maps, Fraserburgh
is marked in order to comment on its ‘difference’ from Peterhead or to pass judgement
on the variety that is spoken there. Such comments from the Peterhead teenagers about
Fraserburgh speakers include: chavvy, rough, harsh vowels, broad accent, deep voices,
annoying, fast talking, very Doric, more Doric, different to Peterhead, totally different,
“kain”, “ana kain”. Some of these broadly pejorative evaluations are overtly referring to
linguistic characteristics, whereas others refer to more non-linguistic aspects of identity.
The final two comments refer to a very specific phonetic distinction between the two
varieties (as identified by these two informants) with regard to the word ken - which
in many dialects of Scots is used to mean ‘know’, e.g. I ken fit you mean (‘I know
what you mean’). These comments suggest that the Fraserburgh pronunciation of the
vowel in this word is perceived as being articulated higher in the mouth - possibly
/ken/ rather than /kEn/. The flagging of very specific phonological differences such
as these may signal a desire among some Peterhead youngsters to distance themselves
from Fraserburgh.

Across all of the map responses, Aberdeen topped the overall rankings in terms of
total number of mentions/comments. The vast majority of these responses referred
to the city as a homogeneous speaker group. However, some participants’ maps did
reference the fact that there is also variation within the city, but such responses were
infrequent. This was mostly acknowledged by informants from Dyce - a suburb of Ab-
erdeen, at the northwestern edge of the city limits. Towards the bottom end of the most
frequently identified/commented-upon places by Dyce informants, four specific areas
of the city feature: namely, Dyce itself, the city centre, Torry, and Mastrick. With the
exception of comments directed towards Torry, such commentary on variation within
the city does not appear with any noticeable frequency in the maps of participants
from any other survey locations. These contributions can be mostly categorised as
‘classification/comparison’ comments. For example, according to one Dyce informant,
Dyce is described as more Doric (than Aberdeen) - a comment which perhaps attempts
to align Dyce (a suburb on the edge of Aberdeen) more closely with its Aberdeenshire
neighbours than its city ones. This can also be seen in some of the comments towards
other parts of the city. For instance, the city centre is described as somewhere where
people talk minky. This distinction, in which Aberdeen is considered as separate to
its ‘Doric-speaking’ hinterlands, crops up several times in the map responses of these
Dyce informants:

133



Figure 5.37: Doric/Aberdeen distinction - example maps from Dyce youngsters

However, some other informants from Dyce take the opposite view and describe
inner-city speaker communities as being more Doric or more Scottish. The informant
whose response is shown in Figure 5.38 comments on Doric as being stronger in the
city than in the country and talks about Dyce’s awkward position in between country
& city :

Figure 5.38: Dyce/Torry distinction - example map from Dyce youngster

This awkward position may be one reason for the variance in responses in Dyce, with
some informants marking the city as less Doric/Scottish and others marking it as
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more so; Dyce’s position on the periphery of the city means that the school draws in
youngsters who live both in Dyce itself and those from the more rural communities
closest to the suburb. However, whether the Dyce informants consider Aberdeen as
‘Doric’ or not, most seem to agree that Dyce is different to certain other parts of the
city. Torry is singled out by a few Dyce informants as one such place. Torry is an
area of Aberdeen situated on the south bank of the River Dee. Once a self-contained
fishing village with Royal Burgh status, ‘Old Torry’ was gradually decimated - first
by the redirecting of the River Dee in the 1870s, and again a century later by the
1970s expansion of the harbour and quay area at the beginning of the oil boom. What
remains of Torry now exists as part of the city of Aberdeen and is one of the city’s
most deprived areas (SIMD, 2016).

Torry attracts similar attention from informants in certain survey locations outwith
Aberdeen - in fact, it is the only named area of the city to do so. Three informants in
Muchalls comment on Torry, with comments such as Toonser in Torry and Torry differ-
ent from Aiberdeen. It is also mentioned infrequently by informants in Newburgh and
the Garioch - but, as with Muchalls, only by older informants. No younger informants
outwith Aberdeen make mention of it. The nature of the comments from the older
Newburgh and Garioch informants are interesting: a reference is made to the Torry
Quine in one map - referring to June Imray, a local broadcaster and journalist from
the 1970s/80s who was also well-known for her musical persona, ‘The Torry Quine’.
Another map comments that (in) Aberdeen, different areas use different dialect, i.e.
Old Torry, West End. Tichenor (2012, 59) uncovered similar results, finding that Torry
was frequently identified as a ‘distinctly broad form of Aberdonian speech’, as well as
discussing maps which also made reference to ‘Torry quine(s)’. These somewhat dated
references - to a 70/80s media personality and to ‘Old Torry’, which was dismantled in
the 1970s - could suggest that the distinctiveness of Torry speech is a perception with
its roots planted in historical difference.

In summary, the level of local detail provided in the map responses is dependent on
the survey location and perceptual frame of reference of its informants. In many of the
survey locations, as evidenced with the aforementioned examples from Banff, Elgin,
Peterhead, and Aberdeen, some informants are capable of producing increased levels
of detail when it comes to commenting on very local variation. This is consistent with
Preston’s finding that, having firstly drawn heavily stigmatised areas, informants are
inclined to add ‘local areas more frequently’ (1999, xxxiv) and reinforces the theory
that groups define themselves in relation to each other, often on a very ‘local’ basis.
Moreover, these results link to Montgomery’s (2014) idea of bare proximity. Bare prox-
imity refers to the theory posited by Preston above, also supported by the perceptual
geographers such as Gould & White (1986), that ‘home or "near to" areas receive
higher recognition levels than others’ (Montgomery, 2014).
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Most commented-upon places

Although the mapping data has revealed this hyperlocal element to the results
which can vary from place to place, there were some speaker communities which, as
mentioned previously, were almost universally remarked upon by informants across the
region. The top five most commented-upon speaker communities were, in descending
order: Aberdeen, Dundee, Inverness, Peterhead, and Fraserburgh. These were the clear
front-runners in terms of the number of comments and there is a considerable drop-off
after Fraserburgh in 5th place. Therefore, my focus will be on these five perceived
speech communities. In this section I will use the classification framework introduced
in section 5.3.1 to discuss the types of comments these places received.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the cities of Aberdeen, Dundee and Inverness
received the most attention in participants’ hand-drawn maps. At a more local level,
however, there is much variation, and I have proposed that the propensity for comments
about these three cities does not necessarily suggest a city-based focus of the sort
evidenced in studies south of the border. Nevertheless, what informants have to say
about these cities is interesting and the high frequency of comments for each suggests
that the cities are a shared focal point of sorts for almost all North East informants -
even if there are more intricate perceptions of variation being supplied on a more local
level. Although I have resisted endorsing an emerging city-centric perceptual focus
among informants, it is difficult to ignore the high number of comments made about
Aberdeen compared to other places in the North East. It does suggest that the city
is of significant importance to most in the region and is, to some extent, a peg on
which informants hang ideas about local identity: whether that be to identify with the
city and its speakers, or to mark them as ‘the other’. The top five is completed by
the towns of Peterhead and Fraserburgh: coastal towns in the Buchan corner, an area
which has already received much attention in the map data discussed so far.

Table 5.5: Top five most commented-upon places - types of comments
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Rather than dissect the results place-by-place, I am going to discuss the distribution
of comments according to the type of comments (as shown above). This is to avoid
repetitious explanation and to provide opportunities for comparison.

Non-linguistic characteristics

Firstly, I will consider the comments which can be categorised as regarding non-
linguistic characteristics. As is evident from Figure 5.5, the majority of the comments
on the hand-drawn maps fall under this category. As a reminder, non-linguistic charac-
teristics include attributes (social commentary), comprehensibility (comments on how
difficult or easy the speakers are to understand) and classification/comparison (com-
ments which seek to confer upon the status of the variety spoken there or to relate it
to the speech of elsewhere).

For all top five commented-upon places, the negative comments about attributes
outweigh the positives. For Aberdeen and Dundee many of these negatives are a
result of informants labelling these places as chavvy, rough, or other such pejorative
comments about perceived socio-economic status. For Fraserburgh and Peterhead,
evaluations tended more towards comments on harshness. The ratio of negative to
positive comments is smaller in the case of Inverness, but the number of negatives
may be surprising given the previous discussion of Inverness being lauded as home
to the best English. Instead, these negative comments come from the flip-side of this
evaluation, when some informants have labelled Inverness as posh as a result of this
perceived standardness.

In terms of comments about comprehensibility, Dundee, Peterhead, and Fraser-
burgh bear the brunt of the negative responses. This corresponds with the hard to
understand map results discussed in the previous section. However, several of the
negative comments about the comprehensibility of Peterhead speakers were made by
Peterhead informants themselves (as was discussed in 5.3.3) - therefore, while these
such comments are ‘negative’ in so much that they are describing the variety as being
less intelligible, they may not actually be inherently negative in terms of their intended
purpose. Of the five places listed, Inverness fares much better than the rest and re-
ceives more positive comments about its comprehensibility than negatives. Again, this
reinforces the common perception of Inverness as home to a more standardised variety.

Most non-linguistic comments can be filed under the classification/comparison
heading. In the case of Aberdeen, which attracted by far the most comments of this
type, this is accounted for by the large numbers of informants from Aberdeenshire and
Moray who commented on the status of Aberdonian speech in comparison to more
rural varieties, e.g. less Doric, different from X. The high number of comments for
Peterhead and Fraserburgh reflect the frequent mentions of these as places where a
broad variety of the dialect is spoken and the number of times the term Doric was
attached to these places. The comments of this type for Dundee also contain several
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mentions of Doric in terms of Dundee being a place where not a lot of Doric is spoken,
but they also include many references to a broad Scottish (rather than Doric) variety.

While the majority of these results for non-linguistic characteristics simply revisit
much of the ground already covered by the heat-map discussion, there is one area of
the findings which merits further exploration: as discussed, Inverness has attracted
many favourable evaluations for being closer to standard English than other varieties;
however, when examined by age-group, this perception does not hold true. When
all comments about Inverness are considered, only 7.6% of the youngsters’ Inverness-
directed annotations are on the topic of Englishness, clarity, or correctness. In com-
parison, equivalent evaluations account for exactly 50% of the responses from the older
informants and include such comments as: well spoken, best English in the country,
clear speaking, pure English, very English, genteel, proper English, good English, very
articulate, BBC enunciation, and more correct English. Also, in further contrast, the
older informants’ comments about Inverness do not contain a single pejorative remark
- their assessment of Inverness is entirely favourable. In comparison, the younger infor-
mants, despite being largely positive, do offer plenty of negative evaluations, with some
describing Inverness speakers as weird or annoying, while others complain that they
speak too slowly and take ages to get to the point - one informant even suggests, for
some reason, that people from Inverness sound like pirates. This disparity between the
older and younger informants’ perceptions of Inverness suggests either that the city’s
prominent reputation as home to Scotland’s ‘best English speakers’ is in decline, or
that this positive status-driven evaluation is one that the youngsters are not yet aware
of. Either way, it seems that these youngsters do not consider Inverness speakers with
the same reverence as their older counterparts do.

Linguistic characteristics

The hand-drawn maps also contain many annotations which can be categorised as
comments on directly linguistic characteristics in which informants share their thoughts
on matters such as how a variety sounds to the ear, which particular features can be
heard and if there are lexical items specific to those speakers.

The first category of this type in Long’s (1999) framework divides comments about
paralinguistic characteristics into those which are positive in nature and those
which are overtly negative. In this context, paralinguistic refers to some sense of voice
quality. With the exception of Inverness, the paralinguistic comments for these top five
places are largely negative. For Aberdeen and Dundee, this includes many comments
describing speakers as having a rough or harsh sounding accent (as discussed in 5.3.3).
These urban varieties also invite some comments about fast speakers and loud talkers,
suggesting some sort of perceived brashness, or perhaps a degree of loutishness in line
with the chav evaluations directed at both cities (as also discussed in 5.3.3). Peterhead
and Fraserburgh are dealt some similar evaluations of harshness and roughness, but
with some added comments about speakers sounding tough or aggressive. Once more,
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Inverness is the outlier. In contrast to the evaluations for the other four places, Inver-
ness speech is frequently described as soft and slow, again emphasising the perceived
clarity and attractiveness of this variety.

Comments made in reference to phonetic characteristics are much harder to
come by. It appears that informants find it quite easy to give an opinion on a variety
in terms of its status or distinctiveness and to comment on the general voice quality of
its speakers; but commenting on specific sound differences is something which seems
to be much more difficult. When sound differences are commented on, the responses
are often quite vague. For example, comments about Aberdeen speech include: some
letters are pronounced differently and long vowels and lots of emphasis on every word.
These observations are so broad that they are difficult to pin to any linguistic real-
ity. However, some comments are more specific: for example, one Alford youngster
remarks that people in Aberdeen say ‘town’ more like ‘toun’ or ‘toWn’. While it is
difficult to definitively reproduce the pronunciation intended by this informant’s or-
thographic representation, they seem to be suggesting a more fronted pronunciation of
the vowel, perhaps as a result of association with the word toonser (meaning someone
from Aberdeen). Another younger informant from Inverurie remarks that speakers in
Aberdeen never pronounce ‘t’s seemingly in reference to glottalisation. T-glottaling,
especially in the intervocalic position or before a pause, is described by Aitken (1982
as an increasingly ‘normal’ feature across Scotland and the rest of the British Isles;
nevertheless, it is one of the ‘most heavily stigmatized features of British English’
(Milroy et al.: 1994, 4) due to common perceptions of it as an ‘ugly and also lazy
sound’ (Wells: Wells (1982), 35). As mentioned in the discussion of the Aberdeen
speaker’s language use in section 4.7.5, McClure (2002) notes that glottalisation is not
a traditionally ‘Doric’ feature, but one which has rapidly spread in Aberdonian speech.
More recently, however, the work of Smith & Holmes-Elliott (2017) in Buckie, Marshall
(2003) in Huntly, and Brato (2012) in Aberdeen have proved that glottal replacement
is advancing - and is, realistically, already well embedded - in North East speech, both
urban and rural. Therefore, an Inverurie youngster singling out Aberdeen speakers
for use of this feature may be an attempt to attach a socially stigmatised variant to
a speaker community from which they wish to distance themselves. Alternatively, it
could be, as in several of the findings so far, that such a perception is based in a more
historical difference rather than the current linguistic reality.

For Dundee, comments on phonetic characteristics include two responses about how
Dundee speakers speak from their throats. As with the previous evaluations suggesting
harshness or loudness, these comments seem to be promoting perceptions of unattrac-
tiveness, this time by suggesting that there is a guttural quality to Dundee speech. A
further five comments are also made about specific pronunciation features which are
perceived as being distinctly ‘Dundee’. The first of these is reference to what McClure
(1997, 179) describes as Dundee’s ‘best known shibboleth’: the monophongisation of
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the vowel in words such as pie to [E(:)]. A further informant writes only "awryt pal" in
quotation marks as shown, presumably to imitate the type of utterance they believe a
Dundonian would produce. The vowel represented in this informant’s spelling of awryt
(‘alright’) seems to be the back open-mid [O] vowel. This is a pronunciation which can
be found in much of central Scotland, but one which differs from the more open back
/A/ vowel which would be found in this context in much of the Mid-Northern area,
which might instead be written as something closer to aaryt.

The handful of phonetic characteristics offered for Inverness are fairly vague, with
one person commenting on the variety’s apparently pure vowels, which - although im-
possible to pin down - is still an observation with overtones of perceived linguistic
superiority. Similarly, the phonetic comments for Peterhead and Fraserbugh are also
quite ambiguously broad, containing several mentions of different vowel qualities. What
is interesting about these comments is that they appear in pairs and are all from the
maps of Peterhead youngsters: in these maps, Fraserburgh is marked as having harsh
vowels and Peterhead is marked as having pronounced or softer vowels by compari-
son - again emphasising the specific rivalry between these places as perceived by the
Peterhead teenagers.

References to prosodic characteristics are similarly scarce, with the exception of
some directed at Inverness. These comments all refer to Inverness speech as having a
sing-song, musical, or lilting quality. Tichenor (2012) also reflects on similar findings
of informants describing Highland English in general as having a discernible ‘lilt’. At
present, there appears to be no existing literature to support this evaluation of Inverness
English (or Scots). There has been some research into the prosodic characteristics of
Orkney and Shetland speech (van Leyden & Heuven, 2006) and some investigation of
peak delay in Caithness English (van Leyden, 2004), but Inverness is much further
south than this. Nance (2015) discusses lexical pitch accent contrast in Scottish Gaelic
(a prosodic feature that she found to no longer feature in the speech of young Gaelic
speakers), commenting on the tendency for English in Lewis (in the Outer Hebrides)
to be described as ‘sing-song’ or ‘lilting’. Nance (ibid., 16) speculates that this is
‘presumably due to the variety of pitch patterns used’ and that it ‘may be the result
of borrowing from the lexical pitch accents of Gaelic’. Therefore, the informants’
associations of Inverness speech with such prosodic qualities may be a result of an
extension of this perception of Highlands and Islands English sharing this ‘lilting’
Gaelic-influenced intonation.

Comments which refer to specific lexical or morphemic characteristics vary in
frequency from place-to-place, but remain relatively infrequent. In terms of the big
cities, while such comments about Inverness or Dundee are particularly scarce, there
are some aimed towards Aberdeen. In comments about Aberdeen, one Dyce teenager
remarks on Aberdonian’s use of yous ; but use of yous(e) as the second personal plural
is widespread and not just limited to Aberdeen. It is commonly found among speakers
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from Scotland, Ireland, and the North of England, with Wales (2004) also citing some
instances of it from Southern English speakers in the BNSC. Similarly, one Inverurie
teenager suggests that people in Aberdeen say ‘like’ all the time. Presumably referring
to discourse-marker and quotative like, this comment also refers to a feature found
across the English-speaking world and not one which would normally be regarded as
specifically characteristic of Aberdeen speech. One thing both youse and discourse
marker/quotative like have in common is that they are generally socially stigmatised
features and often the target of prescriptivist comments. Therefore, by specifically
attaching these global features to Aberdeen, these young Aberdeenshire informants
may be expressing their disapproval of the city’s speakers in a more subtle fashion.

On further investigation, I discovered that the Inverurie youngster commenting on
Aberdonians’ use of like was the same informant who commented on glottalisation in
Aberdeen. On reviewing her personal information, I also realised that this teenager
(A.) had spent most of her childhood in Kincorth - an area of Aberdeen. However,
this does not seem to be a place she looks upon with particular fondness in terms of
its speakers. Her map, shown in Figure 5.39, also contains a remark that people in
Aberdeen swear a lot. In her responses to the next task in which participants were asked
to rate places on a series of evaluative scales, A. rates her new hometown of Inverurie
much more favourably than Aberdeen in terms of the pleasantness of its speakers.
Therefore, these map comments linking Aberdeen speakers with socially stigmatised
language features could illustrate a desire on her part to disassociate herself from her
previous surroundings and assimilate with her new community.

Figure 5.39: Map comments supplied by A.
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Other informants’ comments about Aberdeen include some which could be consid-
ered as broadly morphemic in that they discuss a perceived lack of standard enun-
ciation. Remarks include: shorten words (Lana - younger Garioch informant), cut
words short (Cathie - older Muchalls informant), and running words together, no vow-
els (Christine - older Newburgh informant). Another Muchalls informant comments
on Aberdeen speech as being sloughily which I think must be a misspelling of slovenly.
This would certainly tie in with these evaluations which seem to have negative conno-
tations of ‘lazy’ speech. As far as I am aware, there is no linguistic evidence to support
any of the above-mentioned features as being specifically-Aberdonian; but, as with
other linguistic characteristics which have been mentioned, they feed into a general
negative perception of the city and its speakers.

The small numbers of comments directed at Peterhead and Fraserburgh in this
category are a curious mix. This includes two comments which attribute the phrase fit
like? to Peterhead: one from a Peterhead youngster and another from an Aberdeen
youngster (see Figure 5.40). Fit like? (meaning ‘how are you?’) is a greeting commonly
associated with the North East dialect. This narrowed perception of it as being specific
to Peterhead, therefore, is surprising but it could be representative of the phrase’s status
as a ‘classic’ Doric saying and, in turn, indicative of Peterhead’s status as a particularly
broad -speaking Doric stronghold in the minds of the younger informants.

Figure 5.40: Map from young Peterhead informant (left); Map
from young Aberdeen informant (right)

For Fraserburgh, one Newburgh informant comments that speakers add ‘ie’ to ev-
erything - again, this use of a diminutive is a traditional feature of North Easts Scots,
narrowed in specificity by the respondent. One Banff youngster attributes the word
grunny (‘granny’) to Peterhead. This surprised me at first as I thought that this was
a fairly standard North East pronunciation: personally, I have always referred to both
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of my grandmothers as such. To try and understand this, I contacted the teacher from
Banff to ask if he knew anything about the pronunciation of the word among youngsters
in the area. He messaged a former pupil, Robert, who provided this written response:

"Well me mysel say granny and maist oh my bunff17 pals wid say granny,
but I’ve a few fowk I kain fae up the broch way and peterheed and they aa
say grunnie."

While, obviously, this is just the anecdotal evidence of one youngster, it does cor-
respond with the comment made in the map response and suggests that perhaps this
particular pronunciation is just not that common in Banff, but is perceived as being
more common in Fraserburgh (‘the Broch’) and Peterhead. This is another example of
variation being perceived on a more hyperlocal level.

5.3.5 Discussion

Discussion of these map findings has been interspersed throughout the presentation of
the results. Nevertheless, there are some final points I would like to consolidate and
expand on. To conclude this exploration of the map data, it can be summarised that
the draw-a-map task has yielded several findings. The first of these is with regard to
the perceived boundaries of the Doric dialect, which provokes both agreement and dis-
agreement among informants: agreement in terms of its southernmost and westernmost
limits, with most informants placing the Doric boundary as extending to no further
south than the Montrose basin and not much further northwest than Lossiemouth; but
disagreement in terms of where exactly in the North East the Doric is spoken, with
boundaries seeming to shift according to survey location. This regional claiming of
the dialect label suggests that it is a salient marker of local identity in the region.
However, unlike other labels for distinctive dialects of Scots (such as Glaswegian, Dun-
donian, Shetland), the term Doric has no in-built geographic reference and, as such,
local speakers are able to adapt it as they wish to refer to whoever they want to include
as part of their own construction of what the Doric means.

I was recently at a Scots language conference presenting some of the findings of
this shifting Doric label in a talk entitled ‘In Search of the Doric’ and, later in the
day, another speaker showed a map of Scotland illustrating pronunciations of ‘white’
(based on data from the Linguistic Atlas of Scotland, compiled in the 1970s) and light-
heartedly suggested that if I wanted to ‘find’ where Doric is spoken then this map was
as good a suggestion as any, as the North East was clearly demarcated as different
from the rest due to its <wh> to /f/ pronunciation. Aside from the fact that I suspect
it might be quite difficult to find a current younger speaker of the dialect who retains
this pronunciation - my own experience of North East dialect is that the <wh> to /f/

17Amusingly, Robert refers to Banff as bunff, using the same vowel change from [A] to [2] as is found
in the granny/grunny distinction.
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pronunciation is now only consistently maintained in interrogatives - these linguistic
isoglosses evidently do not cleanly transfer to speakers’ perceptions of their own dialect
and its boundaries. Thinking back to Iannàccaro & Dell’Aquila’s (2001) reference to
etic and emic isoglosses, this illustrates the clear difference between the two. An
etic isogloss refers to the linguistic boundaries constructed by those from outwith the
community: to the outsider, the question of where the Doric is spoken does not pose
too many difficulties. Several linguistic isoglosses exist (for instance, the <wh> to /f/

pronunciation, the [i] vowel in words such as steen (‘stone’), the use of nae instead
of ‘no’ or ‘not’, and so on) which clearly mark the North East dialect as possessing
several features not found elsewhere in Scotland. In contrast, an emic isogloss refers to
boundaries which are co-constructed by the community in question and, in this sense,
the map data has found that this does not equate to one all-encompassing Doric area.
Rather, the Doric identity is constructed at a more local level.

The second key discussion point is found in the results for the appearance of evalu-
ative comments other than Doric in the hand-drawn map responses. In the literature
review, I discussed at length many of the traditional divisions which have been doc-
umented as existing within the North East. The first of these is the fisher/farmer
distinction - a division which was prominent in the literature. However, this distinc-
tion is not quite so prominent in the map findings, apart from a couple of places where
it is still persisting in the minds of speakers - but only just. In Alford and Banff
some youngsters demonstrated investment in these traditional identities, but this was
by no means found among all youngsters from those places. This suggests that these
traditional divisions are now tenuous in the minds of most younger speakers and this
is not surprising given that these communities are no longer as distinctly fisher or
farmer as they once would have been. Nevertheless, the fact that some teenagers still
make reference to them shows that such ideas do persist to an extent, perhaps among
those who are the most closely tied, either directly or ideologically, to the traditional
industries of these communities. The youngsters from Banff and Alford also feature
prominently in the discussion of the results for the use of the teuchter/toonser labels,
accounting for 80% of all annotations featuring these labels. The fact that these tra-
ditional divisions only feature noticeably in the responses of these two groups feels
important. As I have already suggested, this may be due to the fact that, of all the
locations in which youngsters were surveyed, Banff and Alford are the most remote and
therefore perhaps the most likely to still have speakers who retain some sense of these
historically-salient identities. In hindsight, it is a pity that no older informants were
surveyed in Banff and that such a small sample of older participants were surveyed in
Alford: more map data would have provided an insight into what extent these terms
have currency among older speakers and allowed a proper comparison between the age
groups to be conducted.

In terms of the big three cities which emerge in the results - Aberdeen, Dundee,

144



and Inverness - all three receive very different types of attention. Comments directed
at Aberdeen vary quite significantly depending on the survey location, ranging from
those which are clearly pejorative in their nature to those which are fairly neutral
observations of the differences between the city and the shire. At the most positive
end of the scale, Inverness speech receives many favourable comments. While this is
particularly true of the older informants, this reverence for Inverness speakers is not
so overtly expressed by the younger respondents, although it may still be covertly
expressed through paralinguistic comments such as soft, slow, smooth, gentle and calm.
In contrast, Dundee emerges as a much-maligned focal point for North East informants.
As the heat-maps have demonstrated, it is a centre for negative social evaluations such
as chavvy(ness) and a magnet for more borderline social/linguistic evaluations as rough
or harsh. Linking back to Montgomery’s (2014) bare proximity concept, he also links
this to the idea of cultural prominence (or cultural salience as he has also termed it in
previous studies). Cultural prominence, he proposes, results in informants possessing
heightened metalinguistic knowledge of certain places. This can be as the result of
different factors, including heightened media exposure or prominent public discourse,
which may conspire to increase the bare proximity effect ‘through virtual means’ and
bring ‘"far-away" areas "closer" to respondents’ (ibid.). It could be that this is part of
the reason for the prominence of these top five places in the map responses - the big
three cities of Aberdeen, Dundee, and Inverness especially. Cities, by their very nature,
are likely to act as regional hubs to some extent, and it is realistic to say that speakers
will have increased exposure to these places through broadcast and print media as
well as through new emerging realms of public discourse - for example, through online
memes, as discussed in the case of Dundee. Therefore, the cultural prominence of these
cities in a wider Scottish-content could explain why they feature so frequently in the
responses of the informants.

One key difference apparent across the hand-drawn map data is the types of com-
ments offered by the different age groups. Two of the most frequently offered evalu-
ations - chav(vy) and posh - were only supplied by informants from the younger age
group. No older informants used these terms. That is not to say that they did not
express these sentiments; they just did so in more subtle terms - referring, for instance,
to harsh-sounding varieties or talking about speakers who are very proper. It appears,
on summary, that the teenage informants are more direct when asked to supply their
thoughts about language and much more blunt in the descriptions they supply. By
comparison, the older informants are more likely to indirectly critique the language
varieties they have chosen to comment on, employing more diplomatic evaluations.

Across all responses, comments about linguistic characteristics are, for the most
part, vague. There are some comments which point towards documented linguistic
characteristics (for example, the [E(:)] vowel in Dundee), but the majority are too
ambiguous to be able to confidently match to a specific feature. However, although
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such comments as harsh vowels, don’t pronounce words properly, or cut words may
be vague, they all serve the ideology held by informants about these places and are
consistent with wider evaluations about social attraction. If a large number of North
East informants maintain that Dundee is chavvy, then linguistic comments such as
harsh vowels and blunt tone are perhaps to be expected. Similarly, if Inverness is
raised up as an example of the best speech, then comments about clear speakers and
soft or smooth qualities feed into this perception. Pearce (2012, 21) describes such
comments on voice quality as ‘embedded in a discourse of evaluation’ in which they
carry ingrained evaluative meaning. However, they do present somewhat of a ‘chicken
and the egg’ scenario: is Inverness speech perceived as the ‘best’ because it is soft and
smooth and calm, or is it reported as soft and smooth and calm because these are the
qualities we would expect of the ‘best’, most ‘attractive’ variety? Similarly, is Dundee
chavvy because the people there use harsh vowels, or do informants project their
prejudices of the city by reporting the use of ‘unattractive’ features? As the upcoming
speaker placement task will uncover, perceptions and actual linguistic knowledge are
not always well aligned.
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5.4 Missing values

In an earlier discussion regarding maps which claimed that North East speakers all
sound the same, the ideas of Evans (2013, 66) were introduced in which she suggests
that ‘non-conforming’ data should be analysed and given due consideration rather than
simply ‘thrown out’. While she warns that not just any incomplete response should be
analysed, she encourages the investigation of any ‘consistent type of noncompliance to
a specific survey task’ (ibid., 63). With this in mind, before presenting the results of
the responses collected in the degree-of-difference and place evaluation tasks, it may be
prudent to pause briefly and consider the issue of reoccurring gaps in the responses. In
survey-based data collection, missing responses are often omitted and do not usually
feature in overall discussion of results. However, I feel that, due to the nature of certain
survey tasks, emerging patterns in terms of what was left blank and by whom does
merit some investigation. In the verbal pre-survey instructions, rather than ‘sticking in
any old answer’ and rendering the responses meaningless, informants were advised just
to leave a location blank if they really had either no idea about where the place was
or not even a tentative feeling about how people from that place spoke. This means
that by looking at the missing data for informants, an understanding begins to form of
who knows the most (or, rather, who thinks they know the most) about intra-regional
language variation and blind spots in certain informants’ perceptual construction of
the region start to emerge.

This applies only to the responses for the degree-of-difference and place evaluation
tasks. The speaker placement and speaker evaluation tasks were completed by almost
all participants as they required no concrete prior knowledge of any given place and its
speakers. Similarly, the map-drawing tasks allow for a less restricted response, giving
informants the opportunity to write about what they do know or think. For the degree-
of-difference and place evaluation tasks, there were 48 data points for informants to
complete. By calculating the percentage of completion by survey location, we can start
to investigate what observations may be gleaned from any missing values.

Survey locations
Overall completion rates

(of 48 possible data
points per informant)

Elgin 48.8%
Aberdeen 67.9%
Garioch 70.8%
Peterhead 77.4%

Banff 78.1%
Alford 80.2%

Muchalls 81.4%
Newburgh 86.7%

Table 5.6: Completion rates for the degree-of-difference and
place evaluation tasks, arranged by survey location
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As the table above demonstrates, informants in Elgin returned much lower com-
pletion rates than participants from any other survey location. This is not surprising
given that Elgin is located at the uppermost northwestern corner of the area being
considered, and therefore many of the locations asked about in the survey were some
distance away.

The second lowest overall completion rate is found with the Aberdeen informants.
In order to understand this Aberdeen result, however, it is necessary to break the
results down further into age groups. In terms of overall completion rates across all
survey locations, the percentages for the younger informant groups remain fairly stable.
However, the older informants’ completion rates in Aberdeen present a different story.
In Aberdeen, the two younger groups from Dyce and Kincorth completed 78.5% and
82% of the possible data points respectively. This is a healthy return rate and is
much in line with the averages from other locations. However, the older Aberdeen
informant group fall far short of this - they only managed to complete an average of
39.3% of the available data points. It is their poor completion rate which drags the
overall Aberdeen figure down to sub-70%. According to Evans (2013, 63), repurposing
‘unusable’ responses as ‘outliers’ allows the researcher to examine ideologies about
language and, while I am hesitant to put forward a concrete suggestion as to what
might be behind this difference, when listening back to the recording of the Aberdeen
informants’ survey session, I came across this comment:

I’ve lived all my life in Aberdeen, never been out of it... don’t know any
other places - Jessie (older Aberdeen informant)

This was a feeling I picked up on from quite a few informants during the older Aberdeen
group session - that their knowledge of the North East was often patchy. It was also
something that was commented on by older speakers from outwith Aberdeen when
talking about people from the city:

Aberdeen folk get Mugiemoss and Monymusk confused... They think Tarland
is the end of the world - Elsie (older Alford informant)

This remark from an older Alford resident implies that Aberdonians have little
awareness of the rural hinterlands, with the observation that Tarland (32 miles from
Aberdeen) is like the ‘end of the world’, thus stereotyping city-dwellers as insular folk
with few reasons to venture into ‘the Shire’. While it could be argued that this lack
of awareness of matters outwith the city is reflected in the older informants’ missing
responses, the same cannot be said of the Aberdeen youngsters, suggesting that the
divide between ‘country’ and ‘city’ could be lessening over time. As illustrated in
Figure 5.41, the Aberdeen youngsters appear to be much more confident in offering
their opinion about speakers from across the North East in terms of their ‘degree-of-
difference’, whereas the older informants are more reticent in their responses.18

18Figures 5.41 and 5.42 only show completion rates for the degree-of-difference task and do not in-
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Figure 5.41: Degree-of-difference task completion rates for older and
younger Aberdeen informants

Moving forward, this issue of missing data will be addressed at certain points in
the study as it can offer some explanations for certain anomalies or instances in which
the results are unclear. However, aside from its usefulness in interpreting specific
findings, there are some patterns within the data completion rates which merit further
investigation. The most noticeable of these is the high completion rates for data points
concerning Aberdeen, especially among younger informants.

If, for example, this is explored with the Garioch informants’ completion rates
for the degree-of-difference task (see Figure 5.42 overleaf), Aberdeen emerges as the
clear front-runner in the youngsters’ data, with 92.3% of informants returning a valid
response. Compare this to the older informants’ completion rates and there is a much
higher rate of missing data, with only 71.4% valid responses. This pattern repeats itself
in the two other non-Aberdeen locations where both older and younger informants were
surveyed. In Elgin, 94.4% of the younger informants completed the degree-of-difference
question concerning Aberdeen, compared to only 64.3% of the older informants.

Similarly, in Alford, the completion rate for the teenagers when it came to Aberdeen
was 100%, compared to a slightly lesser rate of 87.5% from the older informants. In
both Peterhead and Banff, where only teenagers were surveyed, the completion rates for
the Aberdeen question were 97.6% and 100% respectively. This clearly demonstrates
Aberdeen as a place of perceptual significance for teenagers from across the region,
with completion rates for the degree-of-difference question regarding the city never
dipping below 92%, regardless of the survey location. Even teenagers in Elgin - who are
separated from Aberdeen by a travelling time of around an hour and a half - returned
more valid responses for Aberdeen than for any other location they were questioned

clude the overall completion rates referred to above in Table 5.6 which also include the place evaluation
task.
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about (despite some being much closer to home).

Figure 5.42: Degree-of-difference task completion rates for older and
younger Garioch informants (included to illustrate the pattern for higher
completion rates of the Aberdeen data point among younger informants).

Considered as a whole, these high completion rates of the Aberdeen data point
from youngsters across the North East suggests that the city is very much a place
of cultural prominence in the minds of these teenagers. It may also point towards
an emerging notion of Aberdeen as the perceptual ‘centre of gravity’ with every-
thing/everyone/everywhere else radiating out from it. This is a hypothesis which will
be tested further in the upcoming discussion of the study’s findings. Further discussion
of missing data/completion rates will also be included in future segments if considered
to be appropriate to the understanding of certain results.
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5.5 Degree-of-difference findings

As outlined in section 4.7.3, the degree-of-difference task encourages informants to think
of their location as the ‘centre of the universe’ and to rate speakers from everywhere else
accordingly. For these purposes, informants were presented with the names of twelve
populations centres in the North East: Elgin, Banff, Fraserburgh, Peterhead, Ellon,
Huntly, Inverurie, Banchory, Stonehaven, Aberdeen, Laurencekirk, and Ballater (refer
back to Figure 4.2 to see these places on the map). Several overall patterns emerge
from this data; however, some findings also suggest more micro-regional subtleties.
Therefore, it stands to reason that such responses should be viewed according to where
they were collected. The responses will also be further examined according to age, as
there seems to be a subtle generational shift in some locations in terms of perceptions
of ‘difference’.

In my examination of the collated data, I have chosen to compare mean scores for
degree-of-difference with the actual distance in miles (as the crow flies) between loca-
tions. While some previous studies have employed adaptations of the ‘little arrows’
technique in which arrows are used to connect places rated as being similar to form
perceptual isoglosses (which can then be compared with known linguistic isoglosses),
my main concern with employing this method was that it may not transfer well to an
area such as the North East: firstly, because it is so sparsely populated (levelling out at
approximately 100 people per square mile in Aberdeenshire; compared to some regions
in the North of England, for instance, where the average population density can be ten
times that amount); and, secondly, because the perceptual isoglosses informants are
being asked to provide are in relation to more subtle differences within what is linguis-
tically regarded as only three clear dialect areas (as opposed to studies, for example
in the North of England, where there are many clearly defined dialects inhabiting a
similarly-sized geographic area).

Therefore, my analysis of the data is primarily concerned with the relationship
between distance and difference - looking for instances in which informants may over-
shoot or underestimate the perceived difference of speakers from a certain location in
relation to its actual geographic distance. While the reasons for such mismatches may
not always be clear, I will attempt to offer possible explanations where appropriate.
Although distance and difference are measured using different units, the comparative
charts allow certain trends to be observed, such as reoccurring patterns across survey
groups and differences between the responses of younger vs. older informants from
the same location. I will firstly examine data from the four survey locations in which
both adolescent and older informants are represented (namely: Aberdeen, the Garioch,
Elgin, and Alford), before examining the other locations in which data was gathered
from either age group. For each survey location, I will present the results, followed by
some brief location-specific discussion of the findings. These discussions will then be
drawn together to form some overall observations.
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5.5.1 Survey location - Aberdeen

Figure 5.43 below illustrates this approach in action. In blue, the actual distance in
miles is presented between the first survey location of Aberdeen and the different places
these older Aberdeen informants were asked to rate. This is then compared with the
informants’ mean scores (in yellow) when asked Do people from ____ sound the same
or different to speakers from Aberdeen? The higher the mean score, the more different
speakers from a place were perceived to be; the lower the mean score, the more similar.

These first set of results, gathered from the older (60+) Aberdeen informants, illus-
trate quite clearly that perceptual difference does not always equate to actual distance.
While, in terms of the trend, some results align more-or-less with the actual distance
to a place, others seem to be doing something different. Noticeably, evaluations of the
coastal communities of Fraserburgh and Peterhead ‘overshoot’ themselves in terms of
perceived difference when compared to other places of relative distance. Some signs of
an urban/rural divide may also be present in the manner in which towns such as Ellon
and Inverurie (which are both within thirty minutes travelling time of Aberdeen) are
not rated as being as similar as their relative closeness suggests they should be.

Figure 5.43: Degree of difference judgments from older Aberdeen
informants

When comparing these to the responses from younger Aberdeen informants (see
Figure 5.44), some differences emerge. In this chart, the younger informants’ mean
scores (in green) can be compared with those of their older counterparts (whose mean
scores are represented by the yellow-dotted line). Firstly, and perhaps most noticeably,
the results reveal an almost-uniform decrease in perceived degree-of-difference, with the
mean scores for all locations being evaluated as ‘closer’ to Aberdeen in terms of the
similarity of their speakers (with the exception of Huntly and Ballater, which show only
a marginal difference, and more notably, Banchory - the potential significance of which
will be discussed further below). Compared to the responses of the older informants,
the scores for Fraserburgh, Peterhead, Ellon, Inverurie, and Stonehaven are now more
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in line with their relative distance to the city.

Figure 5.44: Degree of difference judgments from younger Aberdeen
informants, compared with those of the older group

Most interesting in these Aberdeen results is the difference in ratings for the towns
of Ellon and Inverurie when comparing older and younger informants’ responses. Al-
though the differences are not huge, there does seem to be some lessening of the per-
ceived difference of speakers from these towns. Ellon and Inverurie lie 15 and 14 miles
to the north and northwest of Aberdeen respectively, and have both undergone a change
in their relationship with the urban centre of Aberdeen in the last few decades. The
effect of the evolution of such towns as commuter hubs will be examined later when
considering responses of informants from Aberdeenshire; but, in terms of city partic-
ipants, the motivations behind this shift are unclear. It is tempting to suggest that
improved infrastructure (including the dualling of the A90 and A96 from Aberdeen
to both towns) could have played some part in making Inverurie and Ellon more ac-
cessible to Aberdonians; but these towns were historically served by the North East’s
once-comprehensive (and now much-depleted) railway network and would therefore
have been within the reach of any city-dweller wishing to go there. A more convincing
argument is that younger Aberdonians perhaps no longer view towns such as these as
explicitly ‘rural’ - which, of course, they are not. Both have almost trebled in popula-
tion since the 1950s and acquired industrial estates, business parks, large supermarkets
and shopping complexes. As sub-regional ‘centres of gravity’ they are now emerging as
economic and cultural forces in their own right, mirroring to some extent the services
and experiences that Aberdeen has to offer. The potential lessening of this rural/urban
divide will be explored further in the analysis of the Aberdeenshire results.

The results for Banchory present a reversal in the trend for younger Aberdeen
informants to rate locations as being more similar to Aberdeen speech compared to
the evaluations offered by their older counterparts. Here, Banchory is marked overall as
more different in the minds of the younger informants than the older respondents. This
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is more difficult to offer an explanation for. One possible explanation is a shift towards
Banchory being considered as a perceived centre of affluence and prosperity in the
North East. Although there is no direct evidence for this in the qualitative comments
collected from the Aberdeen informants, there does seem to be some suggestion of this
way of thinking in responses from other participants.

As results from other survey locations will corroborate, certain places seem to ‘fly
under the radar’ somewhat in this degree-of-difference task. For example, Elgin, despite
being the furthest from Aberdeen (at almost sixty miles away), does not receive a
degree-of-difference score anywhere in line with this geographical distance (from either
age group). This suggests either that the Aberdeen respondents hold no strong opinions
about speakers from Elgin, or - possibly more likely - that they are unsure precisely
about how people from Elgin might actually sound (an observation backed up by the
results of the speaker placement task). Alternatively, it could be a combination of both
these possibilities, combining to form a general ambivalence of sorts.

5.5.2 Survey location - Garioch

As with the Aberdeen informants, the responses of participants from the Garioch area
show a similar focus on Fraserburgh and Peterhead as being home to the most different
speakers, despite not being the geographically furthest away from the survey location.
This is true for the responses of both age groups. Focusing firstly on the results of
the older informants (see Figure 5.45), several of the results align broadly with actual
distance. However, there are some exceptions. For example, Aberdeen is rated as being
slightly more different in comparison to its actual geographic closeness; while Huntly,
in particular, is perceptually drawn ever-so-slightly closer as being similar.

Figure 5.45: Degree of difference judgments from older Garioch
informants

When compared with the responses from younger Garioch informants (see Figure
5.46), there is another general decrease in all levels of perceived difference, with the
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younger informants more willing to regard other places as similarly spoken to them.
Fraserburgh and Peterhead retain their positions as the most different, while most
other locations follow a similar trend to the older informants’ responses, albeit at a
decreased level. The only exception to this general decrease appears in the results for
Huntly (but only very marginally). In terms of interaction with actual distance, the
result for Aberdeen stands out as being of interest. There is a clear dip in the younger
informants’ mean difference score for Aberdeen, bringing it more in line with its actual
distance from the Garioch survey area.

Figure 5.46: Degree of difference judgments from younger Garioch
informants, compared with those of the older group

This difference between the younger and older informants’ scores for Aberdeen
suggests further evidence of a lessening divide between the city and the shire. While
the results for the Aberdeen informants show a ‘drawing in’ of once-rural locations
such as Ellon and Inverurie, these figures suggest a similar shift but from the opposite
perspective, as youngsters in this so-called ‘commuter town’ (Inverurie) appear to be
slightly less inclined to rate nearby Aberdeen speech as markedly different.

Again, as with the Aberdeen informants’ results, the mean scores for Elgin un-
dershoot its relative distance. We can also see this happening to some extent with
Banff which, despite being a similar distance away from the Garioch as Peterhead
and Fraserburgh, is rated as being closer perceptually when considering how similar
imagined speakers are. This seems to point towards the perceptual ‘othering’ of Fraser-
burgh and Peterhead - something which will be discussed holistically at the end of this
chapter.

5.5.3 Survey location - Alford

Moving further away from Aberdeen and further into rural Aberdeenshire, the results
from Alford continue some of these trends. Before explaining these findings, the results
for the older Alford informants do, as mentioned earlier, come with the caveat that
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they are drawn from a relatively small sample size (of only eight individuals) compared
to other groups. Nevertheless, what does seem to be clear from these results - albeit
limited - is a continuation of certain findings evident in the older Garioch informants’
responses: namely, the ‘overshooting’ of Aberdeen in terms of its perceived difference
versus its actual distance, and the ‘drawing in’ of some other rural locations (in this
case, Huntly, Ellon, and Ballater) as being relatively similar (see Figure 5.47).

Figure 5.47: Degree of difference judgments from older Alford informants

When compared with the younger Alford informants, a similar pattern emerges to
the Aberdeen and Garioch results in which there is a general decrease across the board
in terms of degree-of-difference scores. This is with the slight exception of the scores
for Ellon and, most notably, those for Huntly which go in the opposite direction. Also,
as with the Garioch youngsters, the degree-of-difference score afforded to Aberdeen
dips slightly to something more in line with its relative distance.

Figure 5.48: Degree of difference judgments from younger Alford
informants, compared with those of the older group
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Even with such a small sample size for the older respondents, the result for Huntly
seems to be showing something of interest. Among the older informants, Huntly is
rated as being the most similar of all locations; whereas, for the younger informants
it seems to fall back in line with ratings of other places of similar distance. Again,
this could be due to some sort of ‘rural kinship’ shared among older members of the
community, which is not felt to the same extent by the younger informants. It could
also reflect the findings in the map data in which some Alford youngsters singled out
Huntly as being ‘posh’ (discussed in section 5.3.3). The dip in the score for Aberdeen
further suggests a lessening of the rural/urban divide, providing evidence of youngsters
from yet another Aberdeenshire location rating city speakers as being more similar
than their older counterparts consider them to be.

5.5.4 Survey location - Elgin

As with the Alford results, the Moray area scores for Elgin and nearby Duffus should be
treated with some degree of caution: firstly, because the sample sizes are not balanced
(the older group being far fewer in number than the younger group); and, secondly,
because - as mentioned previously - the older group included many individuals who had
originally moved to the area due to the RAF bases in Kinloss/Lossiemouth but who
had been resident in the area for quite a number of years. As Figure 5.49 shows, being
the most northwesterly of all the survey locations, Elgin is quite far away from most of
the places being asked about. However, due to this considerable distance, something
rather interesting seems to be going on with the results. Fraserburgh and Peterhead
are (as the crow flies) a roughly comparable distance from Elgin as places such as
Ellon, Banchory, Stonehaven, Laurencekirk, and Ballater; however, Fraserburgh and
Peterhead are rated overall as more different in comparison.

Figure 5.49: Degree of difference judgments from older Moray informants
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Figure 5.50: Degree of difference judgments from younger Moray
informants, compared with those of the older group

By adding the responses of the Elgin youngsters to the mix, a different picture
is presented. As with the results in the three previous survey locations, the degree-
of-difference scores offered by the youngsters decrease slightly when compared with
the older informants’ responses. With the exception of Ellon, the mean scores seem
to be fairly evenly distributed, possibly suggesting a general ambivalence across the
board. The Elgin youngsters appear to consider almost everywhere as being some-
where halfway between the same and different, which perhaps makes sense given their
peripheral geographical position with regard to the locations being asked about.

The Ellon results seem to present an interruption to this pattern. However, upon
revisiting the data completion rates, it can be observed that the majority of informants
did not provide a response for Ellon meaning that this result is based only on the
responses of 12 informants (from a sample size of 36). This is also true for Ballater,
Laurencekirk, and Banchory which were similarly overlooked by the younger Elgin
informants. With such low completion rates, the results should be approached with
some degree of caution. However, the fact that the completion rates for these places are
so low may tell us something about the Elgin youngsters’ frame of reference. Response-
rates for Aberdeen, Inverurie, Huntly, Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Banff, and Stonehaven
are relatively high in comparison (all recording over 60% completion). The first three
in this list can be easily accessed using the A96 trunk road which runs from Inverness
to Aberdeen, taking in Elgin, Huntly, and Inverurie on the way. In terms of coastal
communities, the high completion rate for Banff may reflect the fact that it is Elgin’s
closest neighbour (from the list of places asked about) when moving along the coast,
while Peterhead and Fraserburgh have attracted plenty of attention across the board,
for reasons which will be discussed later. Stonehaven, meanwhile, appears to be the
anomaly - it is south of Aberdeen and 60+ miles from Elgin; however, it is a renowned
seaside town, popular with day-trippers and may be familiar to the Elgin youngsters
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for this reason. In comparison, Banchory, Laurencekirk, and Ballater probably feature
less prominently on the radar of most Elgin youngsters.

5.5.5 Survey locations - Banff and Peterhead

Moving on now to the locations in which only one age group was surveyed, the results
in Figure 5.51 show the scores offered by teenage informants in Banff, a town some
thirty miles east along the coast from the Elgin participants. For these youngsters,
only Laurencekirk really stands out as being rated as markedly different (which, given
that it is the furthest away and the furthest south of all the locations, is maybe to
be expected). A noticeable gap appears in the data when charting the actual distance
between Banff and places such as as Inverurie, Banchory, Stonehaven, Aberdeen, and
Ballater, and the degree-of-difference ratings afforded to them by these local teenagers.
This suggests that, despite being in a somewhat peripheral geographical position right
up on the northern coast of the region, the Banff teenagers still look towards the
rest of the North East (including their rural neighbours and those from the city of
Aberdeen) as being part of the same broader speech community, albeit not exactly the
same. Contrast this with the results for two similarly-coastal locations a bit closer to
home - Fraserburgh and Peterhead - and there is a slight difference. Thinking back
to the previous idea of there being an ideological fermfolk/fisherfolk split in terms
of how people in the North East perceive themselves, we might have expected the
Banff youngsters to have definitively rated these locations as being the most similar
to themselves - however, this does not appear to be the case. This points towards the
ever-increasing evidence that Peterhead and Fraserburgh are perceived as somewhat
distinct speaker communities by most North East residents.

Figure 5.51: Degree of difference judgments from young Banff informants

Moving further around the coast, this finding partially carries over into the results
from the teenage Peterhead informants. Although their closest coastal neighbour,
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Figure 5.52: Degree of difference judgments from young Peterhead
informants

Fraserburgh, is rated as being the most similar, the result still subtly overshoots the
relative distance between the two locations suggesting that they are not considered
by speakers to be exactly the same. This is interesting because, when looking at the
results from other survey locations, the scores attributed to Fraserburgh and Peterhead
are broadly similar in every instance and seem to move together, suggesting that these
places are perceptually linked in the minds of other North East speakers. This suggests
that, to the outsider, Peterhead and Fraserburgh are part of the same picture - one
in which, as we have seen from the map data, the towns’ speakers are associated
with notions of broadness and general distinctiveness. However, to insiders (in this
case, people from Peterhead), while the two communities may be similar, they are not
exactly the same and the informants seek to express this difference, even though it may
be relatively small.

From the places supplied in the survey, after Fraserburgh, Ellon is Peterhead’s
closest neighbour (separated by only 17 miles). Yet, as with Fraserburgh, the Peterhead
informants do not consider Ellon speakers as exactly the same as them. As discussed
in section 5.3.3, comments about the perceived poshness of Ellon appeared in the
hand-drawn maps of some Peterhead informants. This may explain why Peterhead
informants have not accepted their neighbours in Ellon as part of the same speech
community.

Again, as with results from other survey locations, peripheral locations such as El-
gin, Laurencekirk, and Ballater seem to fly under the radar in that they are geographi-
cally quite removed from Peterhead, but not regarded as overly different linguistically.

5.5.6 Survey locations - Newburgh and Muchalls

The final two survey locations in which only one age group was surveyed are Newburgh
and Muchalls. In these two small coastal towns, 13 miles north and 11 miles south of
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Aberdeen respectively, only older informants were surveyed.

Figure 5.53: Degree of difference judgments from older Newburgh
informants

The results of both groups follow a similar pattern in that Fraserburgh, Peterhead,
and Aberdeen overshoot their relative distance to the informants’ hometowns in terms
of perceived difference, following a consistent trend evident in the responses of other
Aberdeenshire groups of older informants. This is particularly true of the Newburgh
informants’ collective rating of Peterhead, which is only 17 miles north along the coast
from them. This is consistent with some of the Newburgh informants’ comments from
the hand-drawn map tasks in which nearby Peterhead speakers were described as im-
possible to understand - fishermen! and the variety spoken there categorised as broad
or localised Doric. Similarly, Muchalls informants also supplied comments about the
local nature of Fraserburgh speech and their struggles with understanding people from
Peterhead.

Figure 5.54: Degree of difference judgments from older Muchalls
informants
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5.5.7 Discussion

In summary, while the methods used to gauge distance and difference are measurements
on different scales, the use of these comparative charts allow peaks and troughs in the
data to be visualised. They also demonstrate differences in the mean responses when
compared by age group. One definite conclusion that can be drawn from this task
is that difference and distance are not directly analogous concepts. In this closing
discussion, I will consider some of the main findings in turn.

The most obvious finding from this task is the youngsters’ decreased perception of
intra-regional difference. In the four places where both older and younger informants
were surveyed, the teenagers’ mean scores are almost uniformly lower than those of
the older participants from the same location. This suggests that, in these places,
the youngsters perceive intra-regional variation less intensely than the over 60s. That
is not to say that they do not perceive variation (the fact that they produced so
many detailed maps proves that many of them do), but perhaps the magnitude of the
perceived differences between speakers is tempered somewhat. It is possible to consider
this apparent age difference in terms of spatiality theory. Britain (2010, 2-4) proposes
three categories of spatiality: euclidean space, meaning physical space in objective and
geometric terns; social space, meaning how humans move within geographical areas and
how they interact with the space; and, imagined space, meaning the perceptions that
we have of both the euclidean and socialised spaces within which we operate. With
these concepts in mind, youngsters’ generally decreased perception of intra-regional
difference could be due to a renegotiation of the social space of the region. For those
in the elderly informant group, the North East will have undergone significant change
in their lifetimes (much of which was touched upon in section 2.2), with once-small
towns and villages morphing into much larger commuter hubs for Aberdeen, drawing
in new people from different parts of the region and from elsewhere. However, for the
adolescent informants, the current situation is the norm - the only version of the North
East they have known. If the social space of the North East within which people move
and interact has changed, then it stands to reason that this could also influence the
informants’ perceptions of imagined space.

A perhaps more compelling argument, however, is that this age-apparent difference
could be reflective of dialect levelling, a process of supralocalisation, which has been
documented in the North East by sociolinguistic studies such as Mcrae (2006) and
Brato (2016). This is the process by which ‘differences between regional varieties are
reduced, features which make varieties distinctive disappear, and new features emerge
and are adopted by speakers over a wide geographical area’ (Williams & Kerswill:
2014, 149). If the North East of Scotland is experiencing the linguistic effects of dialect
levelling, then it would make sense that the perceptions of younger speakers may also
‘level out’ to some extent. As micro-regional variation among younger speakers is lost
and replaced by supralocal norms, it is not too great a leap of reasoning to forecast
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that micro-regional perceptions of distinctiveness may also decrease in intensity.
Another recurring finding from the degree-of-difference task is the difference in

ratings for the city of Aberdeen among non-urban informant groups. In instances
where younger informants responses can be compared with their older counterparts,
Aberdeen is consistently rated as being less different (considerably so, in some cases)
by the teenagers. While this could just be symptomatic of the general weakening of
perceived difference across the region (as discussed above), it could also suggest a slight
lessening of the perceptual rural/urban divide. This is also reciprocated by the young
Aberdeen informants’ evaluations of some rural locations (mostly in the commuter belt)
as being more similar. According to Woods (2011, 3), ‘The distinction between urban
and rural, between the city and the country, is one of the oldest and most pervasive
of geographical binaries’. However, as Evans (2016, 55) explains, this view has ‘come
under pressure’ in recent years, with theorists noting that ‘the boundaries between
rural and urban areas are being blurred at an accelerated pace by features of modern
society’. In terms of the aforementioned spatiality theory, this could also be another
example of the renegotiation of the social space of the North East influencing the region
as imagined by the informants.

As mentioned throughout, there are several places which appear to ‘fly under the
radar’ when it comes to attracting significant evaluations of being different. This
is despite these places often being relatively far away in geographic terms from the
informants being surveyed. This is most clearly evident, to varying degrees, in the
results for evaluations of Elgin, Stonehaven, Laurencekirk, and Ballater. Thinking back
to the hand-drawn map tasks, these places were either mentioned very infrequently or
not at all. Therefore, I think the relatively low degree-of-difference scores for these
places can be related to a general ambivalence towards them. The fact they are not
mentioned in the hand-drawn maps (when the informants were given the opportunity
to write freely about language variation in the area) suggests that these are not places
the participants feel particularly strongly about. As the compilation of the types
of map comments demonstrated, informants are much more likely to share negative
evaluations than positive ones. I imagine that this is much like responses to writing
an online review about a restaurant: if the meal was one of the best meals you ever
had the pleasure of experiencing, you might be inclined to write a glowing review on
Tripadvisor; similarly, if the meal was a disaster and the customer service appalling,
you are probably going to be even more likely to jump online as soon as you get home
and bash out an indignant response; but if the meal was ‘just okay’, the chances are you
will simply go home and forget about it. This is what I think is happening with these
places in some cases. The lack of attention to them in the map-task suggests that they
are not places at the forefront of the informants’ minds when thinking about distinct
linguistic varieties in the region; and, as a result, their responses about them in this
task are decidedly ‘middle of the road’. They neither offend so much as to be pushed
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away and rated as markedly different ; but nor do they inspire feelings of kinship to the
extent that informants are inclined to pull them close and mark them as part of their
immediate speech community.

On the other hand, two locations which most definitely do not ‘fly under the radar’
are Peterhead and Fraserburgh. Perhaps the most compelling result of this degree-of-
difference task is the manner in which these two places are marked out as being home to
significantly different-sounding speakers by informants from across the region. These
high mean degree-of-difference scores are most noticeable in the responses of the older
informants; however, in cases where there is a comparable group of younger informants’
results to use as a counterpoint, Peterhead and Fraserburgh still tend to pull through as
being at the upper end of the difference scale. The fact that these comparatively high
degree-of-difference ratings are applied to Peterhead and Fraserburgh by informants
from across the region adds to the increasing evidence that the varieties spoken in these
towns are of significant salience among North East speakers. This is corroborated by
the amount of attention paid to them in hand-drawn maps tasks, where they placed just
behind the three big cities of Aberdeen, Dundee, and Inverness in terms of the amount
of mentions/comments directed at them. How all of this translates into more definitive
evaluations of pleasantness, Doric-ness, and understandability will be explored in the
next results subchapter.
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5.6 Place evaluation findings

This section will present the findings of the place evaluation task. In this task, infor-
mants were presented with the same twelve locations used in the previous degree-of-
difference task and asked to rate them in terms of the perceived pleasantness of their
speakers, on whether or not they deemed speakers from these places to be Doric or
not Doric, and in terms of how easy or difficult they are to understand. The rationale
behind this choice of evaluative terms was discussed in more detail in section 4.7.4. In
this section, I will present the findings for each of the evaluative scales in turn, before
finishing with some discussion of the results. For each evaluative scale, the overall rat-
ings will be considered followed by more detailed examination of the most interesting
and conclusive findings. As the boxplots in this section demonstrate, the responses to
these evaluative tasks are varied, with informants making use of the whole range of the
continuous rating scale in many cases. However, while boxplots allow this overall dis-
tribution of the data to be understood, they also provide a visualisation of where there
is the most agreement among informants, with the interquartile range (IQR) showing
the middle 50% of scores. This allows for a more detailed examination of the spread
of the data than a mean or median score alone can provide.

As was discussed prior to the presentation of the degree-of-difference results, it
is important to acknowledge any gaps in the data. Since informants were instructed
to leave a scale blank if they had genuinely no idea about a place or its speakers,
non-responses also carry meaning; conversely, a high response rate for a particular
evaluation has its own implications and may suggest the elevated saliency of certain
speakers or communities. Therefore, underneath each boxplot, the number of responses
has also been included (as n=_ ). This will be used for two purposes: firstly, to
explain instances where a boxplot may be deceptive because of a very small number
of responses; and, secondly, as alluded to above, to discuss what can be gleaned from
differing rates in responses in terms of certain places eliciting more responses than
others (thus suggesting that they may be more at the forefront of informants’ minds
when asked to supply evaluations of this sort).

5.6.1 Pleasantness

This first chart (Figure 5.55) presents the overall ratings of pleasantness as offered by
all informants across all survey locations. The ‘tails’ on each boxplot are far-reaching
in most cases, demonstrating that there is considerable variation in the informants’
responses. Given that this chart represents the responses of all informants, this level
of variation is to be expected if the influence of survey location is presupposed as an
important factor in the spread of results. Nevertheless, there are some places - namely,
Elgin, Ellon, Inverurie, Banchory, and Ballater - which, bar a few outliers, do not
attract any great number of extremely unfavourable responses.
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Figure 5.55: Overall place evaluations of pleasantness (by all informants)

The clearest result, however, is the relative placement of Fraserburgh and Peterhead
towards the lower half of the scale. When compared to the ratings for all other places,
not only are the median scores for Fraserburgh and Peterhead noticeably lower, but the
IQRs also stretch far further towards the unpleasant end of the scale - especially so for
Peterhead. Aside from Fraserburgh and Peterhead, the other locations are consistently
rated as being reasonably pleasant, with most responses making use of the top half of
the scale. The only other, albeit more slight, exception to this is Aberdeen which is
not rated quite so favourably overall - but not to the same extent as Fraserburgh and
Peterhead.

In terms of the number of responses, based on a sample size of 320 informants, the
rate of completion ranges from Aberdeen with the most evaluations (n=271) to Lau-
rencekirk (n=169) with the least. This high rate of response for Aberdeen mirrors the
completion rates for the degree-of-difference task and reinforces previous suggestions
that it is a place of significant salience for most North East speakers.

Young vs. old

When these results are divided by age group, one key difference emerges in terms
of the dispersion of the data. As Figure 5.56 demonstrates, the responses from the
younger informants are quite widely distributed. For example, when asked to rate
Aberdeen speakers, some youngsters rate them as very pleasant and some rate them as
very unpleasant ; but the majority of informants place Aberdeen around the midsection
of the scale. When the two age groups are compared, the dispersion of the data seems to
shrink in the responses of the older age group (see Figure 5.57). For those places rated
as the most pleasant, there is a high degree of agreement among the older informants.
Compare this to the evaluations of the younger informants (see Figure 5.56), and the
ratings are much more spread out. Whereas for the older age group, the issue of
pleasantness appears to be quite clear-cut, this suggests that there is less uniform
agreement among the teenage cohort regarding what constitutes pleasant speech.
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Figure 5.56: Evaluations of pleasantness (by younger informants only)

Figure 5.57: Evaluations of pleasantness (by older informants only)

On the other hand, the results for Fraserburgh, Peterhead, and Aberdeen seem
to evade this general trend, provoking a wider range of responses from both older
and younger informants. The majority of responses for Fraserburgh and Peterhead
are also placed much further down the scale for both age groups. This is furthering
the emerging understanding of these two places as particularly stigmatised speech
communities. In both groups, response-rates remain relatively consistent across the
different place evaluations. For both the younger and the older informants, Aberdeen
remains the most-rated place.

While the breakdown of the results by age group does offer some interesting broad
areas of comparison, in order to analyse the data further it is necessary to also consider
the data in terms of where it was collected. This is because the spread of informants
is not evenly distributed throughout the region: meaning, for example, that there are
more younger informants from Peterhead than there are from Banff, and that there
are more older informants from Newburgh than from Alford. However, one issue which
arises when the results are further subdivided is that the response rates for some survey
locations are very low: for example, there were only eight older informants surveyed in
Alford - this means that, even if only a few fail to provide a response for a certain data
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point, the overall results for that survey location are limited. When represented as a
boxplot, these limited responses may produce a false sense of agreement (which will be
flagged where appropriate). Because of the limitations of this subdivided data, only
key discussion points from the overall data will be considered in this manner. For pleas-
antness, this means examining in more detail the results for evaluations of perceived
speech in Fraserburgh, Peterhead, Aberdeen, and Banchory. While the horizontal axis
in the previous charts contained the names of places being rated by informants, in these
charts the data is arranged according to where it was collected. This is further divided
into ‘older informants’ and ‘younger informants’ for means of easier comparison, but
with the reminder that there were some locations where only one or the other (younger
or older) were surveyed. Therefore, direct comparison is not possible in all cases.

As discussed, the most prominent result in the overall data was the placement of
Fraserburgh and Peterhead towards the unpleasant end of the scale. This was also
found to be consistent when the data was broken down by age group. Figure 5.58
presents the ratings for the perceived pleasantness of Fraserburgh speech, as offered by
informants from all thirteen survey groups.

Figure 5.58: Evaluations of the perceived pleasantness of Fraserburgh speech

For the older informant groups, the results from Aberdeen, Alford, and Elgin are
relatively few in number and, therefore, the boxplots represent the responses of only
a small group from each place. The responses from the Garioch, Newburgh, and
Muchalls are more substantial though, and offer some more reliable observations of
difference. Whereas the results for the Garioch and Muchalls informants are quite dis-
persed, the Newburgh responses are much more concentrated in their agreement. The
comparatively small IQR shows that most Newburgh informants placed Fraserburgh
speech somewhere close to the midway point of the scale. Results from the Muchalls
informants are somewhat similar - the only difference being a wider dispersion of rat-
ings. Meanwhile, the older Garioch informants are slightly more favourable in their
evaluation although, again, the results are dispersed over a wider range.

Among the younger informant groups’ results, response-rates are more stable and,
as such, a clearer comparison of the ratings can be attempted. Median results from
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these groups remain consistently low, with most sitting just around the halfway mark
or below. However, the IQRs illustrate more deviation in the dispersion of the results,
with young informants from Dyce (Aberdeen), Alford, Inverurie (Garioch), and Pe-
terhead consistently rating Fraserburgh as less pleasant when compared to the results
from their peers in Kincorth (Aberdeen), Elgin, and Banff. Building on the discus-
sion of the hand-drawn map findings, these results present further evidence that Dyce
teenagers align more broadly with central Aberdeenshire informants (i.e. those in Al-
ford and the Garioch) than with their city peers. The Peterhead informants’ results
also further confirm the existence on some level of a rivalry between themselves and
nearby Fraserburgh.

Moving on to the specific ratings of Peterhead speech by those from across the
region, while the results are also largely unfavourable (tending towards the bottom
half of the scale), some slightly different patterns emerge. The most evident anomaly
is the boxplot for the older Alford informants; but as the response count conveys,
this is because of a very limited number of responses. As Figure 5.59 illustrates,
the thoughts of the Aberdeen youngsters are more in line with each other across the
two city-based survey locations than they were for Fraserburgh; however, the Dyce
youngsters’ similarity with those in Alford and the Garioch still persists.

Figure 5.59: Evaluations of the perceived pleasantness of Peterhead speech

As with the ratings for Fraserburgh, the informants in Elgin returned the highest
median pleasantness evaluations in both the younger and older informant cohorts. This
suggests that Fraserburgh and Peterhead speakers are perhaps not quite so stigmatised
by these Moray informants as they are by those based in the rest of Aberdeenshire and
Aberdeen. One noticeable comparison point in this data is between the older and
younger Garioch informants, with the teenagers rating Peterhead speech considerably
less favourably. This is also evident in the results for Fraserburgh and suggests that
Garioch youngsters are diverging somewhat from the older generation. This theory will
be tested further when examining the results for Doric-ness. Discussion of the highly
dispersed ratings of Peterhead by actual Peterhead informants will also be deferred
until the upcoming section on informants’ self-ratings of pleasantness.
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Figure 5.60: Evaluations of the perceived pleasantness of Aberdeen speech

Another place to draw significant attention in this pleasantness rating task is the
city of Aberdeen. While not rated quite so unfavourably as Peterhead and Fraserburgh,
it did not rank as highly as other places, especially among the older informants (as was
shown in Figure 5.57). Figure 5.60 presents the pleasantness evaluations for Aberdeen,
organised by survey group. From this, some immediate differences are clear. Firstly,
even though the older Aberdeen informants’ ratings are drawn from a relatively small
sample, there is clear agreement in the marking of Aberdeen speech as a very pleasant
variety. This is compared to a range of slightly less favourable responses from the
non-urban older informant groups. For the younger informants, the teenagers from
Alford mark Aberdeen as less pleasant when compared to the responses of youngsters
from elsewhere: this may reinforce the investment of some Alford informants in the
idea of the teuchter/toonser distinction that was discovered in the analysis of their
hand-drawn maps. Younger Aberdeen informants’ rating of the city’s speech will be
explored in the upcoming section on self-evaluation.

Figure 5.61: Evaluations of the perceived pleasantness of Banchory speech

The final series of place-specific evaluations I want to explore are those for the
town of Banchory. In the chart showing all responses (see Figure 5.55), Banchory
receives the highest median score for pleasantness. When divided by survey group, the
results for Banchory (shown in Figure 5.61) are noticeably different to those presented
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in the previous charts: there is not the same general dispersion of ratings, showing
that unpleasant evaluations of Banchory speech are rare. This is true of the results for
the younger and the older age groups, although the older informants seem to be more
consistently favourable in their evaluations. The one notable exception is the ratings of
the younger informants from Kincorth (in Aberdeen): although their results are mainly
positive, they appear to be slightly less impressed by Banchory speech than others in
the area. As the results for the evaluations of Doric-ness and understandability will
attest, Banchory seems to provoke some interesting evaluations - the possible reasons
and motivations for these will be explored in the concluding discussion section.

Self-evaluations of pleasantness

Before moving on to the ratings for Doric-ness, I want to first consider the pleas-
antness data from one final angle: namely, the degree of pleasantness assigned by the
informants to the speech of the town in which they were surveyed (referred to here
as their ‘hometown’19). Obviously, because only twelve prominent population centres
were asked about in the survey, for certain smaller survey locations such as Muchalls,
Newburgh, and Alford, it is not possible to generate this data. However, for larger
survey locations, considering the participants’ ratings for their hometown can tell us
something about their sense of themselves as speakers. One could hypothesise that
these ratings should be very positive and, as Figure 5.62 demonstrates, this is true for
most survey locations.

Figure 5.62: Ratings for the perceived pleasantness of the informants’ own hometowns

Interestingly, there is less of a spread of responses among older informants on this
matter as they consistently rate the speech of the city/town in which they are currently

19‘Hometown’ here referring to the place in which the informant is resident and is therefore part of
the local speech community
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resident as very pleasant. In comparison, ratings from the younger informants are
more dispersed in some locations. This is most noticeable in the results for Peterhead.
From a decent-sized sample of 41 responses, the boxplot presents a range of ratings
spread quite evenly across almost the full scope of the scale, with the median settling
somewhere around the midpoint. This suggests that there is a lack of agreement on
this matter in Peterhead: some of the teenagers consider the speech of their hometown
to be very pleasant ; some regard it as not very pleasant at all; while many others think
it is somewhere in between.

Figure 5.63: Peterhead pleasantness results - sorted by gender

On further investigation (see Figure 5.63), the disperse nature of these results is
mostly due to the responses of the girls in the group. While the boys are mostly in
agreement that Peterhead speech is pleasant and presumably something to be proud
of, the ratings from the girls in the survey group are less conclusive. Not only is
their median score much lower, but their responses are also spread more evenly over
a much larger range. In terms of looking for this gender difference elsewhere in the
younger informants’ results, the findings from Inverurie (Garioch) and Elgin show no
remarkable difference, while the group composition in Banff contains too few male
informants for a useful comparison to be made. In Aberdeen, there is a more robust
ratio of 23 boys to 18 girls. However, these are spread across the two different survey
locations in Aberdeen - Dyce and Kincorth - and, in the latter, the class I surveyed was
composed only of boys. As previous results have suggested, the results from Kincorth
and Dyce are different enough to warrant individual investigation of each survey group
rather than considering them as one homogeneous ‘Aberdeen’ category. In terms of
the pleasantness of Aberdeen speech, dividing these results by gender sheds more light
on the results of the Dyce youngsters in particular.

While in Figure 5.62 the results for the Kincorth versus the Dyce informants suggest
a substantial difference in responses, the youngsters’ ratings when divided by gender
present a more graduated decline. As Figure 5.64 suggests, while the medians are
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Figure 5.64: Aberdeen pleasantness results - sorted by location and gender

similar, the distribution of the boys’ responses in Dyce are skewed more towards the
pleasant end of the scale than the responses of the girls from the same school. For
the Kincorth boys, ratings for the pleasantness of Aberdeen speech are much higher
and suggest a heightened sense of pride in their own variety. Thinking back to the
evaluations of ‘own speech’ discussed in section 5.1, this Kincorth group also topped
the chart for the highest self-evaluations of Scottish speech - as opposed to English
(see Figure 5.3). This suggests that this small group of Kincorth boys have a strongly-
created sense of their own linguistic identity.

5.6.2 Doric-ness

In hindsight, asking informants to rate places based on perceived Doric-ness is maybe
erring towards overkill given that the term generated a lot of attention in the hand-
drawn maps; therefore, to avoid repetitious analysis, this discussion of Doric-ness will
be focused only on new ideas to emerge from the data gathered in this task. Whereas
the map task allowed spontaneous responses, this task provides more targeted ratings.
As a result, Doric-ness evaluations are attained for places such as Banchory which
were not mentioned by informants in their hand-drawn maps. Figure 5.65 presents
the overall place ratings for Doric-ness from all informants. An inversion of sorts is
evident from this chart when the extremes of the responses are considered: places such
as Fraserburgh and Peterhead which were rated poorly for pleasantness now place at
the top of the scale for Doric-ness ; similarly, places which received very favourable
ratings for pleasantness (e.g. Banchory, Stonehaven) are marked as being not quite so
Doric as elsewhere. In terms of completion rates, Aberdeen, once again, receives the
highest number of evaluations.
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Figure 5.65: Overall place evaluations of Doric-ness

When compared to the heat-map of Doric boundaries drawn by informants in the
hand-drawn map task (see Figure 5.66, with added placenames for clarity), this overall
chart of ratings matches up with the broad picture of the perceived Doric area: Elgin,
Ballater, and Laurencekirk are placed on the periphery of the area, as is reflected
by relatively low Doric-ness ratings for these places. On the map and on the chart,
Fraserburgh and Peterhead are marked as notably Doric speaking. Weakening slightly
in intensity, Banff, Huntly, and Inverurie then form the wider Doric-speaking region.

Figure 5.66: Heat-map of all Doric boundaries drawn - with placename labels

In the boxplot chart, Ellon places alongside these locations; but, on the map, it
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finds itself in the area of highest agreement, most probably because of its proximity to
Peterhead. As mentioned previously, these results may be coloured by the fact that
there is not an even spread of informants from across the North East. Therefore, the
areas of highest agreement can be expected to vary slightly from survey location to
survey location. Nevertheless, this comparison does reinforce emerging ideas about the
‘inner circle’ and outer boundaries of the ‘Doric’-speaking North East.

Young vs. old

Figure 5.67: Younger informants: place evaluations of Doric-ness

Figure 5.68: Older informants: place evaluations of Doric-ness

When these ratings of Doric-ness are divided by age, some clear differences can
be noted (see Figures 5.67 and 5.68). For the older informants, relatively high ratings
of Doric-ness are applied to Fraserburgh and Peterhead, followed by Ellon, Huntly,
and Inverurie. However, in the responses of the younger informants, the distinctly
Doric area is narrowed in focus, with central Aberdeenshire places dropping down,
leaving the northern coastal locations of Fraserburgh, Peterhead, and Banff as the Doric
frontrunners. In terms of average figures, Fraserburgh and (especially) Peterhead are,

175



in fact, rated very highly as Doric by all younger informant groups, regardless of where
they were surveyed. This broadly mirrors the heat-map results for broadness (see Figure
5.21 which presented the coastal communities of the Buchan corner as the perceived
stronghold of the dialect). Aberdeen is also offered a more prominent position among
the responses of the youngsters than in the ratings of the older informants. However,
as the upcoming results will highlight, the youngsters’ responses are better understood
when broken down by survey location, especially when considering how they rate their
own hometown.

In the overall evaluations from the older informants, the other prominent finding is
the positioning of Banchory, which receives the second lowest median rating of Doric-
ness (the lowest being Elgin, which - as has already been established - seems to be
considered by most as being right on the edge of the perceived Doric-speaking area).
This result for Banchory is almost the direct inverse of the older informants’ overall
positive evaluations of pleasantness. This seems to mirror their favourable reactions
towards Inverness in the map tasks in which it was praised for being home to the most
‘English’ speakers and, in turn, the ‘nicest’ or ‘loveliest’ spoken variety.

Self-evaluations of Doric-ness

Figure 5.69 presents informants’ evaluations of Doric-ness when asked to rate their
own hometown. As mentioned before, this data is not available for every survey loca-
tion, as not every survey location was featured in the list of places provided for the
purposes of the task. Nevertheless, the data presents some points for comparison.

Figure 5.69: Ratings for the perceived Doric-ness of the informants’ own hometowns

For informants surveyed in Aberdeen, there are some differences between the re-
sponses of three groups. The response-rate from the older informant group is once
again very low and the ratings varied, meaning that the boxplot is not as useful as
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it might have been had there been more data to work with. Among the younger Ab-
erdeen informants, the median scores for the two groups are not too far apart; but
the distribution of the ratings suggests that the Dyce informants are generally more
inclined to describe Aberdeen speech as more Doric.

However, the results for the Garioch informants are much clearer. When asked to
rate the Doric-ness of Inverurie (the Garioch’s biggest town), there is a stark difference
between the ratings of the older informants versus the ratings of the younger informants.
While both groups have some dispersion of responses, the older respondents clearly
place Inverurie as being a very Doric speaking town: in fact, when their average
ratings are compared, they actually rate Inverurie as the most Doric town on the list.
In this sense, the older Garioch informants clearly stake a claim for the dialect and
see themselves as living at the heart of the Doric-speaking region. By comparison, the
younger Garioch informants do not seem to share this strength of self-identification with
the dialect. The youngsters supply a wide range of ratings, but these do not coalesce
to clearly support any definitive classification of Inverurie speech as overwhelmingly
Doric. Surprisingly, on further investigation, these Garioch youngsters actually mark
the speech of Aberdeen as marginally more Doric than Inverurie. This is very much
at odds with the traditional association of the Doric with the rural.

In contrast, the youngsters in Peterhead and Banff strongly rate the speech of their
hometowns as being very Doric. This corroborates the findings of the hand-drawn map
tasks in which these informants firmly planted the Doric dialect in their own corner of
the region (see Figures 5.13 and 5.14). This reinforces the finding that the Doric label
is being embraced by youngsters in this part of the region. As mentioned previously,
the dialect in this corner of the North East may have at one time been more likely
referred to as the Buchan dialect - this was supported by the earlier responses of the
older group of informants in Newburgh who demonstrated an ongoing awareness of this
term. However, the Buchan label was not mentioned by any of the Peterhead or Banff
teenagers at all in the map tasks; instead, they frequently marked the Buchan corner
as Doric-speaking. These high self-ratings for the Doric-ness of their towns help to
confirm this investment in the term and what it signifies.

At the other end of the scale, neither the older or younger informants from Elgin
convincingly argue for the consideration of Elgin as a particularly Doric-speaking place.
This is especially true of the younger group due to the comparatively low number of
responses: just 16 ratings from a group of 42. During the survey session in Elgin, many
of the youngsters seemed quite bewildered by the term Doric and told me they didn’t
really know what it meant. As a result, many of them left the Doric-ness rating tasks
blank. The older informants in Elgin, by comparison, were more familiar with the
Doric label; but, in their answers to the ratings task, they evaluated most of the other
places in the list as being more Doric than Elgin. This shows that they are aware of
the Doric label but do not particularly associate it with the speech of their area.
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5.6.3 Understandability

The informants’ collated ratings for the perceived understandability of speakers from
certain places are slightly less ripe for analysis, mostly because these ratings were
quite positive across the board. As Figure 5.70 demonstrates, overall evaluations on
this scale tend to congregate around more positive evaluations of speakers being easy
to understand. The clear outliers, however, are Fraserburgh and Peterhead which,
although not written off as completely incomprehensible, are generally rated as more
difficult to understand when compared with the other places provided in the survey.

Figure 5.70: Overall place evaluations of understandability

Further investigation of these results does not unearth much in the way of new
findings: in most permutations of the data, the general trend is for most places to be
rated quite highly, while Fraserburgh and Peterhead are scored lower. However, there
is some variation to be found in the teenagers’ ratings of Aberdeen speech. Figure 5.71
includes only the responses of youngsters from outwith Aberdeen and compares their
ratings when asked to score Aberdeen speech for understandability.

Figure 5.71: Non-Aberdeen youngsters’ ratings of the understandability of
Aberdeen speech
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From these results, it is clear that the Alford youngsters are much keener than
teenagers from elsewhere to mark Aberdeen speech as difficult to understand. Think-
ing back to the hand-drawn map task, the Alford youngsters frequently emerged as
somewhat of an outlying group. One such divergence from the other adolescent groups
was the apparent investment of some Alford youngsters in the teuchter/toonser dis-
tinction. This was touched on earlier in this section when the Alford youngsters also
marked Aberdeen speech as more unpleasant when compared to the ratings of their
teenage peers from elsewhere in the region. By negatively evaluating Aberdeen speech,
Alford youngsters may be demonstrating their allegiance to a more rural identity.

Self-evaluations of understandability

At the risk of stating the obvious, informants’ evaluation of their hometowns in
terms of understandability are generally very high. This data is presented below in
Figure 5.72. The Aberdeen older informants’ results stand out as disrupting the general
trend, but this boxplot is based on only four responses (the rest left it blank) and is
therefore not very useful. This chart is included, however, to draw attention to the
responses of the Peterhead teenagers.

Figure 5.72: Ratings for the perceived understandability of the
informants’ own hometowns

While the relatively short tails on the boxplots for the other survey locations sug-
gest a degree of agreement among the informants and a general avoidance of more
negative self-ratings, the Peterhead results are more dispersed. This could account for
those participants whose views on the incomprehensibility of Peterhead speech came to
the fore during the hand-drawn map task. As discussed in section 5.3.3, whereas most
informants’ comments about incomprehensibility were aimed at ‘other’ places, some
Peterhead respondents also marked their own town on the map as being hard to un-
derstand. The motivations behind this are unclear: is this because of these teenagers’
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pride in the local distinctiveness of their speech?; or is it a sign of Peterhead young-
sters being aware of how they are stigmatised by others in the region? Earlier in this
section, when discussing self-evaluations of pleasantness, the teenage girls in Peterhead
offered a wide range of responses; this was in contrast to the responses of the boys,
and indeed the responses of most other groups from across the survey sample, all of
whom placed themselves highly as being pleasantly-spoken. When these evaluations
for understandability are also separated by gender, a similar pattern emerges:

Figure 5.73: Peterhead understandability results - sorted by gender

The boys are largely in agreement about Peterhead speech being easy to understand ;
however, among the girls, there is a wider range of responses. While the IQR is still
comfortably towards the easy to understand half of the scale, the long tail suggests that
not all girls agree. All of this evidence points towards the existence of a group of girls
in the Peterhead sample who are perhaps aware of the salience (and stigmatisation) of
their hometown speech variety.

Figure 5.74: Peterhead ‘understandability’ results - sorted by gender
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This is supported by a further investigation of the answers these Peterhead young-
sters supplied for the ‘own speech’ question at the beginning of the survey in which
the informants were asked to rate their own speech on a scale from English to Scottish.
When the evaluations from the girls for this question are compared with their ratings
for the understandability of Peterhead speech (see Figure 5.74), there appears to be
a small group who rate both their own speech as more English than Scottish and the
speech of Peterhead as more difficult than easy to understand. My first thought upon
seeing these results was that these girls must be youngsters who had moved to the
area from elsewhere, but this proved not to be the case - all but one were Peterhead
born and bred. While this is by no means a finding which can be extended to all the
girls surveyed in Peterhead, it does suggest that some of them are keen to disassociate
themselves from local dialect speakers.

5.6.4 Discussion

If looked at in terms of the bigger picture, there does seem to be some correlation
between pleasantness, Doric-ness, and understandability, but this can only really be
clearly observed in places rated at the extreme ends of each scale. For places which
are not rated particularly strongly one way or the other, the correlation is less obvious.
Fraserburgh, Peterhead, and Banchory are towns which consistently placed towards
the extreme ends of these scales, and Figure 5.75 plots these overall results in order
to visualise this tentative correlation. The perforated lines (linking the median scores)
are included to compare the patterns of distribution.

Figure 5.75: Overall evaluations for Fraserburgh, Peterhead, and
Banchory

As the chart illustrates, this pattern is inverted for the results for Banchory when com-
pared to those for Fraserburgh and Peterhead. This pattern places Doric-ness at odds
with pleasantness and understandability : the latter two of which are ratings found to
correlate with each other strongly (at the p < 0.01 level (2 tailed), by means of a Pear-
son product-moment correlation coefficient test). Peterhead and Fraserburgh, which
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received high overall ratings of Doric-ness are simultaneously rated as less pleasant
and more difficult to understand. Conversely, Banchory is rated as much less Doric
but more pleasant and easier to understand : on further analysis, a statistically signifi-
cant negative correlation at the p < 0.01 level (2 tailed) is found between ratings for the
Doric-ness versus the understandability of Banchory, suggesting that a more ‘standard’
variety is closely associated with heightened comprehensibility in this instance.

Peterhead and Fraserburgh have already been discussed at length in the analysis of
the map responses and noted upon for the evaluations of broadness and often harshness
which have been aimed at them. They were also found to ‘overshoot’ themselves in the
degree-of-difference task, with informants from across the North East putting percep-
tual distance between themselves and speakers from Fraserburgh and Peterhead, even
when this did not match up with actual geographic distance. Banchory, on the other
hand, has not received much attention so far. It did not feature at all in the map re-
sponses (not a single informant made any reference to the town); however, this does not
seem to have stopped it receiving strong evaluations in this current task. Admittedly,
in terms of response-rates, Banchory did not receive as many responses as Peterhead
and Fraserburgh; nevertheless, those who did provide ratings for the town contribute
towards a communal perception of Banchory as somewhere which is favourably looked
upon in terms of social attraction, but not particularly associated with the local di-
alect. Unlike some of the peripheral locations which have been mentioned, Banchory is
geographically situated in the heart of rural Aberdeenshire: so why is it rated as being
so comparatively ‘un-Doric’?

Although, as stated, no comments were offered regarding Banchory in the draw-
a-map task, the degree-of-difference task did include a box underneath each scale in
which informants could provide any further thoughts. Most participants did not make
use of this, but several did pass comment on Banchory. Eight comments make direct
reference to Banchory as being posh-spoken, with a couple of informants also remark-
ing on Banchory’s status as posh and rural. Some other comments refer to the town’s
speakers as proper and quite English or kinda English, while another informant men-
tions incomers. To try and gauge wider ideas about Banchory, I took to Twitter and
searched for ‘Banchory Doric’ as well as terms such as ‘Banchory posh’ and ‘Banchory
English’ as per the comments above. Interestingly, the search for ‘Banchory Doric’
produced many examples of cultural ‘Doric-related’ events taking place in and around
the town, including: a library reading of the Doric version of The Gruffalo; a ‘Hairst
Evening’ of Doric readings at the Banchory Museum; a Doric ‘Bookbug’ session for
children; and even a designated ‘Doric Weekend’, which seems to be have been held
annually at the local library. In some instances, the posts advertising or documenting
such events were also written in Doric, using the dialect to remark on ‘fit rare!’ the
occasion was (meaning ‘how wonderful’ it had been) or that the event had been ‘richt
gweed’ (‘really good’). The photos which accompany these posts show well-attended
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events which seem to be reaching a range of people from across the generational spec-
trum. From this, it seems that Doric is very much part of the linguistic landscape in
Banchory, at least culturally, and that there is enough interest in the dialect to support
the running of such events.

On the flipside, other Twitter searches (as mentioned above) revealed a prevailing
perception of Banchory as a particularly ‘posh’ place: one often associated with per-
ceived affluence, ‘English-ness’, and (‘big C’) Conservatism. These comments included
several lighthearted jibes aimed at the ‘upper-crust’ image associated with the town,
mainly centred on the idea that Banchory is ‘too posh’ for certain things such as dis-
count supermarket chains or budget ready meal ranges. One contributor amusingly
recounts having to stop their vehicle in order to let a peacock cross the road (rather
than the standard ‘chicken’, one presumes!) which is served up as further ammunition
to prove Banchory’s apparent ‘poshness’. Other comments are less jovial and make
observations about the alleged demographic makeup of the Banchory community. In
part, these focus on the perceived hybrid nature of the town’s identity, acknowledging
that Banchory and the surrounding area is traditionally a farming community, but
that it is also one associated with ‘poshness’ and an ageing population. Further com-
ments pass judgement on the perceived influx of individuals from England who are
deemed to have had an influence on the town, while others characterise Banchory as a
predominantly Conservative-voting area.

Bearing this in mind, it could be that the ratings for Banchory gathered in this
task are the result of social biases being projected onto evaluations of language. If
Banchory is stereotypically associated with ‘English-ness’ and ‘incomers’, then it may
be perceptually regarded as less Doric as a result, since the Doric is often linked to
ideas of local authenticity, heritage, and culture. It is difficult then not to read the
inversely positive evaluations of Banchory speakers as pleasant and easy to understand
as a commentary on the social attraction of varieties which are perceived as being
closer to ‘standard’ English. Notably, however, the ratings for Banchory were much
more polarised (e.g low Doric-ness/high pleasantness) among the older respondents;
the younger informants were more neutral in their responses. As the map results for
Inverness also suggested, it seems that the youngsters are not so inclined to consider
standardness or English-ness as a key marker of positive social attraction.

On reflection, these findings suggesting some possible overall correlations between
Doric-ness and pleasantness/understandability are difficult to connect to ideas from the
existing literature. This is because most studies in perceptual dialectology which have
employed a rating of pleasantness have usually included it alongside an evaluation of
correctness. As was discussed in section 4.7.4, correctness was eliminated as a possible
evaluation scale for this study over concerns that informants could interpret it as either
‘correct English’ or ‘correct Scots/Doric’. In France, Kuiper (1999) found that speech
which was evaluated as extremely incorrect was, in turn, regarded as unpleasant, while
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the most correct speech was perceived as more pleasant. As in this study, Kuiper
reports that this is only clearly evident at the extreme ends of each scale. In his
findings, ‘(f)our of the bottom five in the pleasantness task are also in the bottom five
in the correctness task, and the top two in the correctness task are numbers two and
three in pleasantness’ (ibid., 256). Although Doric-ness rather than correctness was
evaluated in this study, a similar pattern has been observed in which correlations are
evident between pleasantness and Doric-ness only for those places which are either
markedly stigmatised or clearly held in high esteem.

In the U.S.A., Preston (1999, xxxiv) summarises the findings of his earlier works by
commenting on the frequency for ‘linguistically secure’ speakers to rate their local area
as ‘uniquely correct’ while also extending evaluations of pleasantness to a larger region;
in contrast, he found that informants from areas of ‘linguistic insecurity’ were more
likely to rate their own area as pleasant while rating a range of other areas as more
correct. While this concept of correctness versus pleasantness does not transfer to the
data from this study, it may be possible to think about the responses of the informants
in terms of what Preston (2011, 28) calls ‘language investment’. Preston (ibid.) draws
on the work of Ryan & Bulik (1982) to discuss the emergence of two types of language
investment in his findings: firstly, ‘status-oriented’ language investment (linked to ideas
of correctness or standardness); and secondly, ‘solidarity-oriented’ language investment
(linked more to evaluations of pleasantness or friendliness).

In terms of this research, it may be possible to regard evaluations of Doric-ness
as ‘status-oriented’, although clearly not in the same way that correctness is in these
other studies. In the U.S.A., Preston found that informants from Michigan rated
their own state as very correct but also shared favourable evaluations of pleasantness
with several other states. These informants were judged by Preston to be from a
place of ‘linguistic security’. By comparison, informants from more southern states
(mainly Alabama) did not single out any area as being especially correct but rated
their own state and immediate neighbours as being particularly pleasant - they were
described as being more ‘linguistically insecure’. Can Doric-ness be substituted for
correctness to examine potential comparisons in this Scottish data? On reflection,
it seems not. Informants from the teenage groups surveyed in Peterhead and Banff,
for example, rated themselves highly for Doric-ness. If this is considered as a status-
oriented evaluation, it can be read as an endorsement of the local dialect and as a
rejection of notions of ‘standardness’ or ‘English-ness’. If this was to be approached
from a prescriptive viewpoint or from a perspective in which ‘standard English’ is the
clearly agreed-upon prestige variety, a high self-rating of Doric-ness would have to
be interpreted as an evaluation of incorrectness. According to Preston’s results from
the U.S.A., we should then consider these informants from Peterhead and Banff as
‘linguistically insecure’ and expect them to rate themselves and other nearby places as
pleasant. As Figures 5.76 and 5.77 demonstrate, this is partially true.
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Figure 5.76: Peterhead younger informants’ ratings of perceived
pleasantness

Figure 5.77: Banff younger informants’ ratings of perceived pleasantness

These Peterhead and Banff informants do rate themselves (highlighted in blue)
as relatively pleasant - the Banff youngsters more so than the Peterhead informants
(whose evaluations, while containing a significant amount of favourable responses, are
more dispersed). However, this is not a positive evaluation they extend to their im-
mediate neighbours as the southerners in Preston’s study did. In fact, the Peterhead
informants reserve their most negative evaluation for their closest neighbours in Fraser-
burgh. Similarly, Banff rate their coastal neighbours - Peterhead and Fraserburgh - as
more unpleasant than places which are much further afield.

Conversely, the youngsters in Elgin returned the lowest Doric self-evaluation. If
we were to consider English as the correct prestige form and Doric as the incorrect
variety, by Preston’s findings, this would make these Elgin youngsters linguistically
secure and, as such, we should expect them to be more generous in their evaluations of
pleasantness for elsewhere. As Figure 5.78 demonstrates, this is not convincingly the
case, with the exception of their ratings for Banchory which, as discussed, has received
quite favourable evaluations of pleasantness across the board.20.

20It should be noted, however, that response rates from Elgin youngsters for this task are relatively
low due to a general ambivalence/ignorance towards the term Doric
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Figure 5.78: Elgin younger informants’ ratings of perceived pleasantness

These results are similar to those found by Carrie & Drummond (2016) in their
preliminary perceptual study of Manchester (used as a pilot for their ongoing Manch-
ester Voices project). In their analysis of draw-a-map responses, they found evidence
of the ‘local dome of preference’ effect: an effect posited by Gould & White (1986)
which suggests that people are likely to regard their own local area positively. This
‘local dome of preference’ effect is clearly evident in the results of this study in the
generally positive self-evaluations of pleasantness and understandability offered for in-
formants’ hometowns. However, the Manchester study also reports a failure to find
evidence of the ‘radiation effect’: an effect described by Fought (2002, 115) as when
‘the positive evaluation of the respondent’s own location spreads out over adjoining
communities’. In the Manchester context, Carrie & Drummond (2016) comment that
‘(i)n fact, pejorative descriptions of neighbouring dialect areas often create distance
between language varieties and hyperlocal identities’. This rejection of the radiation
effect and the issue of hyperlocality seems to be representative of the findings discussed
above for the Peterhead and Banff informants. As did some informants in parts of
Manchester, these Peterhead and Banff teenagers rate themselves positively but offer
pejorative evaluations for some of their closest neighbours. As I will further argue
later in this discussion, these parallel findings could reflect the similar scope of the two
studies - in which informants are asked to evaluate language on a more local rather
than national scale.

This link to the findings of the Manchester study is heartening, because attempting
to fit these North East of Scotland results into the mould sculpted by studies from
elsewhere is sometimes challenging. This is because Doric-ness cannot in any good
faith be described as equivalent to correctness. The Doric dialect spoken in its most
conservative form is, arguably, not English: it is Scots. Whereas many other studies
of this kind have used a correctness scale with a perceived standardised variety of the
language at one end and a more localised, dialectal variety at the other end, this study
uses a scale (Not Doric –> Doric) which essentially has one language at one extreme
(i.e. English, or Scottish Standard English) and another, albeit cognate, language (i.e.
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Scots) at the other. Ideologically, it could be that this changes things somewhat. By
positioning themselves as distinctly Doric, informants could be considered as reacting
against the hegemonic influence of the English language - and more broadly, against
forces which they perceive as a threat to their local distinctiveness, whether on a micro-
regional or on a national scale, both linguistically and culturally. However, this does
not cancel out local rivalries and micro-regional perceptions regarding social attraction.
For example, negative ratings for Fraserburgh and Peterhead regarding pleasantness
and understandability are noted across the board. Yet, other places, such as Banff,
Huntly, and Inverurie, which are also rated as strongly Doric by certain elements of
the survey group, do not attract these same negative evaluations. One possibility
(and probably, I would argue, the most persuasive possibility) is that Fraserburgh and
Peterhead are singled out as being particularly unpleasant or difficult to understand
because of their perceived social unattractiveness. The same can also possibly be said,
to a lesser extent, for some of the informants’ less favourable evaluations of Aberdeen
speech.

The ‘Understanding Scottish Places’ site (USP, 2015) allows like-for-like comparison
of Scottish towns. As well as supporting the previously discussed status of Banchory as
a town of particular affluence, this data indicates that Fraserburgh and Peterhead rank
highly for multiple deprivation dimensions (see Figure 5.79). These deprivation dimen-
sions account for: ‘long term sick, disabled, unemployed, poor health, overcrowded
or no central heating, no qualifications’ (USP, 2015). The chart below presents the
percentage of households which are experiencing two or more of these deprivation di-
mensions.

Figure 5.79: The % of households in each town with 2 or more
deprivation dimensions (data sourced from the USP site)

In terms of what USP class as ‘social grade’, Peterhead and Fraserburgh also have less
people employed in managerial or white collar jobs and a greater percentage engaged in
manual work compared to the demographics of most other towns offered in the survey:
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Figure 5.80: Social grade -% households aged 16-64 (data sourced from
the USP site)

Similarly, in terms of local crime levels, a 2017 council report concludes that:

The crime data reinforces the idea that Aberdeenshire is among the least
crime-affected areas in the country, with a crime rate some 44% below that
of Scotland on a population basis. SIMD data tends to bolster official crime
data – as do local surveys, with 98% of Aberdeenshire residents stating
they feel Aberdeenshire is a safe place to live. However, there are areas
that tend to experience elevated levels of crime and disorder, most notably
Peterhead and Fraserburgh. Indeed, Banff & Buchan and Buchan have
together accounted for over half the total number of recorded crime in
Aberdeenshire since 2010/11 (Aberdeenshire Council, 2017b, 6).

Indeed, further investigation of the figures reveals a crime rate of 445 and 373 recorded
crimes per 10,000 people in Fraserburgh and Peterhead respectively, compared with
an Aberdeenshire average of only 169 (Aberdeenshire Council: 2019e, 2019b). There-
fore, it could be that a combination of these socio-economic realities are contributing
towards a wider negative perception of these two locations which is then bleeding into
evaluations of perceived language. This is also reminiscent of Carrie & Drummond’s
(2016) Manchester findings that ‘perceptions of language varieties within the city are
linked with social stereotypes about their speakers’. I use the term ‘socio-economic re-
alities’ above; however, it would not be fair or truthful to characterise Fraserburgh and
Peterhead as towns of abject deprivation. They are towns which are also home to con-
siderable wealth. As the SIMD (2016) data shows, there are areas of each town which
are among the 20% least deprived in the whole of Scotland. However, ‘social stereo-
types’ as mentioned above usually leave little room for nuanced consideration and, as
such, negative associations that speakers have of these places may be heightened in
their offered perceptions of social attractiveness.
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All things considered, when it comes to these evaluations of pleasantness, Doric-
ness, and understandability, it is difficult to draw clear comparisons between the results
of this task and the likes of Preston’s in North America. I wonder if this could be
because this study is much smaller in its frame of reference: this is essentially a study
of perceived micro-regional differences, whereas the other cited studies are generally
much bigger in their geographical reach. One exception is the aforementioned work
of Carrie & Drummond (2016), conducted on a smaller scale in Manchester, whose
findings about local preference reflect those observed here. This raises some interesting
questions about the scope of perceptual dialectology studies and how this can influence
responses. If this study was to be conducted again on a Scotland-wide or U.K.-wide
scale, would informants be more likely to extend their positive evaluations a bit further?
I think it is most likely that they would. It strikes me that much of these evaluations
seem to be about identifying the ‘other’. In a micro-regional sense, these evaluation
scales present a list of only twelve towns and, from the results, several of them seem to
be ‘othered’ - either negatively or positively. This, as I have explored with the cases
of Fraserburgh, Peterhead, and Banchory, is most likely dependent on very locally-
perceived factors, such as the socio-economic status of a place or its demographic
composition. However, as the hand-drawn map task proved, when the restrictions
are removed (in this case, the restriction being the list of only twelve towns) and
the scope of questioning is opened up (in this case, to the whole North East corner of
Scotland), identities begin to also be constructed in opposition to much bigger and more
distanced ‘others’, as was seen with the generalised stigmatisation of Dundee speech
by the younger informants and the generalised lauding of Inverness speech by the older
informants. In this sense, perceptions of ‘difference’ may be very much dependent on
the scope of the question being asked.

In the Scottish context, this is supported by the previous findings of Abrams &
Hogg (1987) who deployed the matched guise technique with adolescent speakers in
Dundee. Their results found that when the teenagers were asked to compare a Dun-
donian with a Glaswegian variety, the former was rated positively and the latter very
negatively; however, when an RP accent was added to the mix and contrasted with the
Glaswegian, the Dundee teenagers rated the Glaswegian version much more positively.
This supports the idea that in-group favouritism and solidarity are not a fixed concepts
but rather ones which can contract or expand depending on the frame of reference. In
the North East context, Loester (2009, 212) shares a response from one of her Pe-
terhead informants who offered that Doric is ‘an important part of an insignificant
identity’ in that it plays a significant role in the hyperlocal context, but is one which
becomes less important as the scope of enquiry pans out to more international identity
issues; Loester clarifies this focus-shifting, writing that ‘(f)rom a general point of view,
a regional identity will always appear insignificant but when the circles gets smaller,
these regional affiliations do play a vital role’.
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The other notable discussion point to emerge from these place evaluation findings
is the apparent gender differences among youngsters from certain survey locations.
As Figures 5.63 and 5.73 demonstrated, there seems to be some difference between
the responses of the teenage boys compared to the teenage girls when the results from
Peterhead are considered. In these results, the teenage girls rated their hometown lower
in terms of pleasantness and understandability than their male counterparts. However,
this cannot be considered as an overall finding because the same gender difference is not
replicated to any real degree in any of the other teenage informant groups. Admittedly,
some gender differences were discussed in the ratings of the Dyce informants towards
Aberdeen speech, but it may be that this is more to do with how the informants choose
to align themselves either with the city or the shire. This adds a complicating factor to
the understanding of these results and, because the Dyce informants are being asked
about ‘Aberdeen’ as a whole rather than about ‘Dyce’ (as a suburb) specifically, it is
probably not wise to try to conflate their results with those of the Peterhead informants.

It is interesting therefore that the only straight-forward gender difference should be
found among the survey group resident in a town which has been on the receiving end
of highly stigmatised language attitudes from other informants. Peterhead has been
the subject of many pejorative evaluations, both in this current task and in the afore-
mentioned hand-drawn map exercise. Demirci & Kleiner (1999, 279), in their study
of perceptions of Turkish dialects, posit that women may be generally more ‘status-
conscious’ than men based on their finding that the women in their survey offered a
slightly more ‘critical perspective’ towards regional varieties when questioned on pleas-
antness, whereas their male informants tended to express a more ‘relaxed standpoint’.
Such a view draws on the ideas of Trudgill (1972) about gender-based differences.
While most of Trudgill’s findings were about differences in actual language use, his
work in Norwich did also examine respondents’ beliefs about how they thought they
used certain linguistic features. Through this line of inquiry, he discovered that the
women surveyed claimed to use more of a standard variant than they actually did.
On the other hand, the men underestimated their use of standard features, claiming
to use a higher amount of local non-standard variants than they actually did. Trudg-
ill explains these differences by introducing the ideas of ‘overt’ and ‘covert’ prestige:
overt prestige in the sense that the women placed a higher value on the use of more
standard forms; and covert prestige in the sense that the men were more invested in
non-standard working-class forms. In this study, the fact that gender differences were
only clearly observed between the youngsters in Peterhead may be because Peterhead
speakers are more acutely aware of the non-standardness of their local speech as a
result of sustained stigmatisation by others. Whereas this distinctiveness seems to be
a source of pride for almost all of the boys surveyed in Peterhead (with largely positive
self-ratings on all counts), there is a group of girls (albeit, not all girls) who seem
unable to share in this perception of Peterhead speech as an ‘attractive’ variety.
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5.7 Speaker placement and evaluation findings

Up until this point, this study has mostly been engaged in discussion of what could
be termed as ‘imagined language’. Or, in other words, the analysis thus far has been
of people’s perceptions of language when asked to conjure certain varieties in what we
could feasibly call their ‘mind’s ear’. As the results have attested, this has presented a
complex image of the North East and its speakers: one in which they exhibit several
shared ideas about language but in which there is also a great deal of heterogeneity
when perceptions are examined on a more hyperlocal level. Now, the study moves on
to consider the informants’ responses when presented with actual language: that is,
how do they react when listening to ‘real-life’ speakers?

The methodology of this task was discussed at length in sections 4.7.5 and 4.7.6, as
were the particularities of the speech samples provided by the five speakers. However,
to quickly recap: informants listened to one minute speech samples from five North East
speakers: Speaker 1 from Inverurie, Speaker 2 from Elgin, Speaker 3 from Aberdeen,
Speaker 4 from Montrose, and Speaker 5 from Fraserburgh. Informants were asked to
place each voice on a map of the North East and then rate each voice on five evaluative
scales concerning pleasantness, Doric-ness, friendliness, the rural or urban nature of
the voice, and how educated they considered the speaker to be.

The first method used to determine the overall accuracy of speaker identification
was to score each placement on the map depending on accuracy within a 10 mile
tolerance, accuracy within a 20 mile tolerance, or accuracy outside of this tolerance
zone. However, this produced slightly misleading results. The Garioch (Inverurie)
speaker was the most accurately identified voice overall by a considerable degree, with
53.7% of informants managing to place the voice within the 20 mile tolerance radius.
This was followed by the Aberdeen speaker who was identified within a 20 mile radius
by 36.9% of informants. Comparatively, the accuracy rates for identification of the
Elgin, Fraserburgh and Montrose speakers are relatively poor. The poor identification
of the Fraserburgh speaker (with only 23% of informants managing to place it within
20 miles, and only 12.7% managing to pinpoint the voice more specifically within a
10 mile radius) is particularly interesting given that Fraserburgh attracted a lot of
attention in both the hand-drawn map data and in the previously discussed perceptual
tasks regarding difference, unpleasantness, Doric-ness, and lack of understandability.
However, this data also requires a more visual representation: this is because other
interesting things are going on with informants’ placements of these voices which are
not expressed in the numerical data. Also, the 10 mile/20 mile tolerance system does
favour the Garioch voice sample somewhat as it benefits from a bigger ‘catchment area’
for placements due to its more inland location. Therefore, a choice has been made in
this section to display the speaker placements in a more visual manner, examining
their actual placement on the map to allow observation of the patterns in which the
responses are distributed. By examining how the informants’ placements cluster in
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certain places, more insightful connections to their evaluations of the voice can be
observed. In turn, this allows phenomena surrounding the issue of claiming and denial
to be considered more closely. Such observations are lost in a purely statistical ‘points-
based’ examination of ‘accuracy’ - and, as Montgomery (2007, 62) offers, accuracy may
not in fact be the ‘major concern’ of such research given that ‘the matter at hand is
perception, which for many is, in effect, reality.’ That is not to say that this discussion
of the results will not be concerned with the geographical accuracy of informants’
placements of each voice; but, with this in mind, the study will be just as interested in
where informants think a voice is from and how this links to their evaluations of both
the speaker and the place in question.

Therefore, in this chapter, the results of the task will be presented speaker-by-
speaker, e.g. Speaker 1, Speaker 2, and so on. Within each of these sections, the
results for the speaker sample in question will first by analysed on a more ‘zoomed out’
level, before being considered according to more specific demographic divisions within
the informant sample. In the case of the older informants, analysis of their responses
according to where they were surveyed produced some quite muddled results: this is
partly because, as witnessed in the last task, some informant groups were relatively
small in number; but also, secondly, because there are informants within each survey
group who have their roots in another part of the North East and therefore may be
more likely to identify a voice from that area. For example, someone currently living
in a sheltered housing scheme in Aberdeen, but who grew up in rural Aberdeenshire, is
perhaps more likely to be able to identify a ‘rural’ voice than someone who is Aberdeen
born-and-bred. There was also a significant number of older informants whose roots
lay beyond the North East region, either in the rest of Scotland, the rest of the U.K.
or even further afield. Their ability to place local voices is also of interest. This
group has not been closely considered as a separate entity in the previous discussion of
results, mainly because their responses to the degree-of-difference and place evaluation
tasks demonstrated no notable deviation from the responses of the other informants,
suggesting a degree of assimilation to local perceptions of ‘imagined speech’. This was
further illustrated with the case of some older Newburgh informants with roots beyond
the North East referring to local speech as the Buchan dialect - a dialect term only
used by informants in the Newburgh informant group. However, when analysing the
results of these speaker-related tasks, the roots of the informants emerged as a more
important factor.

As a result, for the purposes of analysing older informants’ responses to the speaker
samples, the participants have been divided into four broad geographical groups. While
these groups are not ideal, in that the first two groups cover quite large areas, they
are necessary to produce groups of results large enough to be compared against others
and to provide a reference point for considering the responses of those who have moved
to the North East from elsewhere against the responses of those who are North East
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born-and-bred. As Figure 5.81 presents: Group 1 consists of those older informants
whose roots lie in the far northeastern corner of the region, including those from Banff
& Buchan, Buchan, and most of Formartine; Group 2 consists of older informants
who originate from the more central and southern parts of Aberdeenshire, as well
as a handful of respondents who hailed from Moray; Group 3 is comprised of older
informants originally from the city of Aberdeen; and, finally, Group 4 contains those
aforementioned informants who are not originally from the North East and whose roots
lie further afield.

Figure 5.81: Division of older informants for analysis of speaker
placement/evaluation tasks (overlaid on map from Aberdeenshire Council,

(2017a))

The responses of the younger informants will continue to be considered according
to where they were collected. As discussed previously, the younger informant groups
tend to be much more homogeneous in terms of the ‘roots’ of the participants, given
that most teenagers have not had the same opportunity to move around so much.
The data for this task also does not suffer from the same variation in completion
rates as discussed in the previous degree-of-difference and place evaluation tasks. In
most groups, completion rates for these speaker-related tasks were very high. This
is with the exception of the younger Elgin informants’ evaluations for the Doric-ness
of each speaker, which had a higher number of missing responses due to many Elgin
youngsters being apparently unfamiliar with the term ‘Doric’ (as has been confirmed
in the discussion of earlier results). On each map, the location of the speaker has been
marked either by an arrow (in the ‘overall results’ maps) or by a triangle (in the survey
location-specific maps). Similarly, in the composite maps of the younger informants’
placements, the location in which the data was gathered (i.e. the survey location) is
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marked by a square. For the composite maps of the older informants’ placements, I
would ask the reader to refer back to Figure 5.81 for a reminder of the roots of the
respondents from each group.

Throughout each speaker-section, qualitative data will also be examined. This
will be in the form of a presentation of comments supplied about each speaker in the
open-ended response section which followed the listening task. In this part of the
task, informants were encouraged to share any further thoughts and comment on any
specific features of the speaker’s language which ‘stood out’ or informed their decisions
when placing and evaluating the voice. Following Long’s (1999) schema for categorising
comments, these have been separated into comments about non-linguistic and linguistic
characteristics. Comments about non-linguistic characteristics will be interspersed
throughout the discussion of the placement and evaluation results; comments about
linguistic characteristics will be considered separately at the end of every speaker-
section.

Finally, placements will be considered holistically in relation to the dialect divi-
sions identified by Millar (2007). Then, to conclude the results, correlations between
the ratings of the speaker samples will be examined using Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient tests. This allows an examination of any interaction between
the different evaluative scales which, in turn, may shed light on the ideological factors
associated with rating a voice as, for instance, highly Doric but also quite pleasant.
The chapter will then close with a discussion of the findings, with links to existing
literature.

5.7.1 Speaker 1

Speaker 1 is from Inverurie, in the Garioch area of the North East. As discussed fur-
ther in section 4.7.5, the speaker uses many phonological and morphosyntactic dialect
features in his speech as well as several instances of Scots lexical items. Speaker 1 is
also the oldest of the five speakers - he was in his late fifties at the time of recording.
As will be explored towards the end of this chapter, this may have some bearing on
certain evaluations from certain groups of informants.

Overall results

As most of the maps representing the overall identifications of each voice will attest,
the placements for Speaker 1 are somewhat dispersed. From a sample of 320 informants,
311 voice placements were made. However, because of the layering of placements on top
of each other in areas of highest agreement the placements are not quite as diffuse as
the collated map (see Figure 5.82) may suggest at first sight. Of these 311 responses,
77% of informants place the voice either in Aberdeenshire or in/around Aberdeen
City. This clustering is evident on the collated map of responses; however, as the
following discussions will reveal, the variation within this area is partially as a result
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of some informants locally ‘claiming’ the voice. Rather than being placed consistently
towards Inverurie (the actual location of the speaker), the voice is ‘shared’ among the
Aberdeenshire/Aberdeen informants to an extent.

Figure 5.82: All placements of Speaker 1 (from all informants)

Figure 5.83: Evaluations of Speaker 1 by all informants

As Figure 5.83 presents, the overall evaluations for Speaker 1 place this voice as
generally very Doric and friendly-sounding. Ratings for pleasantness are also relatively
favourable. In terms of the urban/rural scale, responses skew much more towards a
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rural identification of the speaker. The evaluations for perceptions of educatedness
show a coalescing of responses around the mid-point, suggesting a general uncertainty
about placing the voice towards either extreme of the scale. As the following results will
suggest, however, this evaluation varies when compared by the age of the informants -
and, as such, the study from here on will prioritise old/young comparative evaluations
over this type of ‘overall’ presentation since it may mask differences.

Results compared by age

When placements of Speaker 1 are considered by age group, there appears to be
a considerable difference in the general geographical scope of responses. Whereas the
younger informants’ placements are quite dispersed, the older informants’ placements
are more narrowly focused on the Aberdeenshire area with very few placements of the
voice in Moray, Angus, or further afield.

Figure 5.84: Placements of Speaker 1: older and younger informants’
responses compared

Figure 5.85: Evaluations of Speaker 1: older and younger informants’
responses compared
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Similarly, the evaluations of the voice when compared by age also present some
notable differences (see Figure 5.85). More specifically, the younger informants rate
the voice less favourably in terms of pleasantness, friendliness, and educatedness. The
slightly dipped rating for educatedness from the older informants contrasts with the
otherwise very favourable responses afforded to the speaker in the other scales. The
younger informants are seemingly less convinced of the voice’s wholly rural credentials;
but they do, however, seem to agree slightly more on the perceived Doric-ness of the
voice. When compared to the youngsters’ diffuse map of placements for Speaker 1,
this high Doric-ness rating seems odd. However, it could in fact point towards an
understanding of what it means to be Doric which differs from the older informants’
interpretation of the term. This idea will be revisited and developed further in the
course of this chapter.

Older informants - divided by group

In order to further understand these placements and evaluations, it is necessary
to examine them separately by group. Figure 5.86 presents the evaluative ratings and
map placements for Speaker 1 by informants categorised as belonging to Group 1 (refer
back to Figure 5.81 for clarification of these groups).

Figure 5.86: Speaker 1 evaluation/placement by Group 1 older informants

As the map shows, these older informants from the far northeastern corner of the region
place the voice firmly in home territory. There is a definite clustering of placements
in the most northeastern corner of the map. Moving south towards Aberdeen and
the Garioch, a smaller number of placements can also be found. Most notable about
this overall placement of the speaker is the very concentrated nature of the responses.
When compared to the placements of the other voices, this narrowly focused response
area is quite rare. The placement distribution contains no real outlying responses. This
suggests a high level of agreement among the informants about where this voice belongs.
Similarly, the short tails on the boxplots of the speaker evaluations also suggest that
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there is a degree of agreement among the informants when it comes to their rating
of the voice sample. These ratings are very favourable on the whole, with positive
ratings for pleasantness and friendliness. In terms of local classification, the speaker
also attracts high ratings for Doric-ness and is explicitly identified as a very rural voice.
Again, the results dip slightly for the final evaluative scale as informants, on average,
appear more tentative in their assessments of the speaker’s perceived educatedness,
although the voice is by no means marked harshly. The fact that this voice is rated so
favourably by the informants, coupled with the gravitation of placements towards the
more northeastern corner of the region (compared to the actual central Aberdeenshire
location of the voice) is the first piece of evidence to suggest that ‘claiming’ is observable
in these results. The phenomenon of claiming, as documented by Williams & Kerswill
(2014) and Montgomery (2007), is the finding that informants may place a speaker as
closer to their ‘home area’ if the speaker has been rated favourably.

Moving on to the responses of the older informants from Group 2 from more central
and southern Aberdeenshire, the results for the ratings of the voice are remarkably
similar. As Figure 5.87 shows, the speaker is rated as unequivocally Doric and explicitly
rural - even more so than by the first group. This high level of agreement on the Doric-
ness of a speaker is not replicated to this extent anywhere else in the data. Again,
there is a slight dip on the overall rating of educatedness.

Figure 5.87: Speaker 1 evaluation/placement by Group 2 older informants

In terms of placement of the voice, there is another very concentrated area of responses
situated steadfastly in the Aberdeenshire region with only a couple placements straying
towards Aberdeen and Moray. Given that the Garioch informants form the largest part
of the older informant group, the high number of very precise responses accurately
clustering around the Garioch area suggests a significant degree of local identification
with the voice. Meanwhile, the extension of some placements towards Deeside in the
south and Formartine/Banff/Buchan in the northeast direction may point towards the
perception of these areas as part of a similarly Doric-speaking region.
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In addition to this, the placements of Speaker 1 by those older informants with roots
in Aberdeen city (Group 3) are again concentrated in Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen with
no outlying responses placing the voice any further afield (see Figure 5.88). When com-
pared to the placements of Groups 1 and 2, there are a high number of placements
directed towards the city itself. Given that the voice is rated favourably for both pleas-
antness and friendliness, this seems to be further evidence of the claiming phenomena,
whereby the informants positively identify with a voice and consequently place it as
being closer to ‘home’. The Doric-ness rating, however, stands out for this group as
being much more dispersed than the high levels of agreement exhibited by the first
two more rural groups, perhaps suggesting that there is not quite so much consensus
among this city born-and-bred group about the term ‘Doric’ and what it might refer
to.

Figure 5.88: Speaker 1 evaluation/placement by Group 3 older informants

The precision with which these three groups have narrowly focused their placement
of the voice to Aberdeenshire/Aberdeen becomes especially interesting when compared
to the placements of Speaker 1 by informants not originally from the North East. As
Figure 5.89 demonstrates, these Group 4 placements of the speaker are much more
diffuse in their nature, stretching as far as Dundee in the south and Inverness in the
west. While the majority of placements are still focused to Aberdeenshire/Aberdeen,
there are also several placements in Moray and Angus. The ratings for the speaker
by this group are also slightly less favourable than those from the ‘native’ North East
informants. This is most noticeable for the evaluation of educatedness which is the
lowest of all the older informant groups. In conclusion, it seems that the informants
with their roots in the North East are in more agreement about this speaker. In terms
of its placement, they are more certain of its ‘local’ qualities. In terms of its Doric-ness,
whereas those with their roots in Aberdeen and those from outwith the region provided
a much wider distribution of ratings, the informants from Groups 1 and 2 are more
assured in their designation of the voice as quintessentially Doric.
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Figure 5.89: Speaker 1 evaluation/placement by Group 4 older informants

This is echoed in some of the comments provided by informants from these groups:
Aberdeenshire, from the country ; Def Doric; Good Scottish/Doric accent ; Local loon;
easy to understand ; Quite remote rural ; farming stock ; sounds the most local to here.

Younger informants - divided by group

As the previous discussion revealed, the general distribution of placements for
Speaker 1 by the younger informants was more dispersed when compared to that of
the older informants. However, further investigation of the data by survey group shows
that this wide dispersion of placements is by no means homogeneous. In fact, when the
informants’ placements are categorised according to where they were surveyed, there
are real contrasts between the diffuse nature of some groups’ placements versus the
quite narrowly focused placements supplied by other groups of youngsters.

Figure 5.90: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in
Kincorth (Aberdeen)

Figure 5.90 presents the evaluations and placements of Speaker 1 by the Aberdeen
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youngsters in Kincorth. As the map shows, their placements of this voice are very
spread out, with seldom few approaching the actual Garioch location of the speaker.
The majority of these Kincorth teenagers’ placements are in central rural Aberdeen-
shire, heading towards Moray. This geographical ‘overshooting’ of the speaker’s loca-
tion could be due to their evaluation of the voice as more rural than urban (as evidenced
in their rating) resulting in the voice being ‘pushed away’ from the city towards more
remote parts of the region. There are also some placements of the voice in the Buchan
corner and some outliers to the south. In terms of their evaluations of the speaker, the
responses for pleasantness and Doric-ness are relatively broadly dispersed. However,
the rating for friendliness is more overtly positive, suggesting that even though this is
a voice the Kincorth youngsters do not seem to personally identify with, it is not one
which they react particularly negatively towards. Their ratings for the educatedness of
the speaker are much in line with those offered by the older informants in the previous
section.

On the surface, these Kincorth results perhaps appear quite unremarkable. How-
ever, when used as a comparison point for the results of the Dyce teenagers on the
other side of the city, the differences are stark. As Figure 5.91 shows, the majority
of Dyce teenagers’ placements are in a concentrated area hugging the eastern coast of
the region: some are in Aberdeen itself, some are in its more immediate hinterlands
radiating out towards the Buchan corner. However, this is not an obvious instance of
claiming because, as the evaluations show, the youngsters’ ratings of the pleasantness
of the speaker are not very favourable. The ratings for educatedness are also lower than
those afforded to the speaker by the Kincorth informants.

Figure 5.91: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Dyce
(Aberdeen)

The most notable difference between the ratings by the Dyce teenagers versus those
of the Kincorth teenagers, however, are the evaluations of Speaker 1’s Doric-ness.
There is clear agreement among the Dyce teenagers that this a very Doric voice. In
this sense, the Dyce youngsters are more in line with the responses of the shire-based
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older informants than with those of the Kincorth teenagers or those older informants
with their roots in the city. This is not the first time that the suburban Dyce informants
have provided responses which diverge from those from elsewhere in the city. Comments
from the Dyce informants about this voice contain several references to the speaker
being hard to understand, while others describe the voice as a harsh and thick Scottish
accent which is very Doric.

Next up, the Inverurie youngsters’ responses for Speaker 1 are surprising to say the
least. Given that these youngsters are from the same town as the speaker, it would
be hypothesised that they should be the most adept at identifying the voice as local,
in much the same way that many of the older informants in Group 2 managed to the
voice with considerable accuracy. However, Figure 5.92 shows that this is clearly not
the case:

Figure 5.92: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Inverurie

In fact, these Inverurie youngsters are arguably among the least successful when it
comes to accurately placing this voice. Their placements are widely dispersed, covering
almost the whole North East region. There is a very small cluster of responses close
to Inverurie, but further investigation shows no clear link between these placements
and favourable/unfavourable ratings. Nor is there any apparent relationship between
correct placement of the voice and the informants’ rating of their own speech (on a
scale from English to Scottish) collected at the beginning of the survey. That is to say:
there is no clear reason from the data why this very small subgroup of informants have
managed better at placing the voice than the others. As for the youngsters’ lukewarm
ratings of the voice, these are actually quite similar to those of the Dyce youngsters
- although the Dyce teenagers were more certain in their evaluation of Speaker 1 as
a very Doric voice. All in all, the teenage Inverurie speakers just do not seem to
identify strongly with this voice. When the older informants with roots in the Garioch
are extracted from the older Group 2 and their placements compared alongside those
of the current Garioch youngsters, the results are striking (see Figure 5.93). In the
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space of two or three generations, there has been a shift from the older informants
being able to place the local voice with a reasonable degree of accuracy to the teenage
informants being largely perplexed by the task - so much so that some have placed
the speaker as far away as Dundee and Inverness. This is also reflected in some of
the comments provided by the Inverurie teenagers versus those supplied by the older
informants. Some of the older Garioch informants write about Speaker 1 being a local
loon (‘local lad’) of farming stock who is easy to understand ; the comments from the
teenagers similarly include reference to the voice as being that of a farmer or belonging
to a proper Scotsman, but also contain a remark from one informant stating, He should
speak clearer cause I can’t understand a thing he’s saying.

Figure 5.93: Placement of Speaker 1 by informants with roots in the
Garioch, compared by age group.

Figure 5.94: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Alford

Eighteen miles to the west of Inverurie, the youngsters in Alford seem to have a
bit more of a shared idea about this voice. Although none of them place the speaker
accurately as being from Inverurie, there is a strong cluster of placements in the area
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extending in a westerly direction from Alford. There is a definite sort of claiming
going on here, although perhaps not the type reported in other studies of this kind
since the Alford teenagers do not report the voice as being overly pleasant or educated.
Similarly, while the majority of responses regarding friendliness are favourable, they
are not overly so. However, they do rate the voice as highly Doric and definitively rural
and, as was discovered in the draw-a-map task, these are aspects of identity which are
of great importance to some Alford youngsters. Indeed, this cluster of placements to
the west of Alford corresponds rather neatly with the heat-map of the informants’
Doric placements as presented previously in section 5.3.2:

Figure 5.95: Placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Alford (in green)
overlaid with a heat-map of their Doric responses from the draw-a-map

task.

This area to the west of Alford actually includes much of the catchment area for the
school in which these teenagers were surveyed. Due to its rural location, the school has
the second largest catchment area in Aberdeenshire, covering some 600 square miles and
extending along the Don valley as far west as the Lecht (home to a popular ski centre)
on the eastern side of the Cairngorms. Therefore, although this area of ‘Doric’ and
Speaker 1 placements does not match up directly with Alford itself, it does correspond
with the school’s expansive catchment area. Comments from the Alford youngsters
about Speaker 1 further suggest some level of local identification with the voice. While
a few informants do remark on the annoying qualities of the voice and write about it
being difficult to understand, several others comment: thick accent/speech; How my
family speak ; Northern. Doric - slightly ; Proper teuchter ; Farming folk. Local ; Very
teuchter local sounding fermer. These comments suggest an affinity of sorts with the
voice due to its perceived ‘local’, ‘farmer’ and ‘teuchter’ qualities.

This different type of claiming - apparently tied to some sense of local ‘ownership’ of
the Doric rather than overtly favourable ratings of pleasantness - may also be observed
in the Speaker 1 evaluations and placements by the Peterhead youngsters (see Figure
5.96). In this case, the voice is, once again, rated as being highly Doric. Thinking
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back to the place evaluations task (the results of which are presented in section 5.6),
the Peterhead youngsters also rated their hometown as being highly Doric (see Figure
5.69). Therefore, it is not surprising that the map below appears to exhibit some sense
of claiming whereby Speaker 1 is rated as very Doric and therefore placed locally in
the Buchan corner as a result:

Figure 5.96: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in
Peterhead

One interesting result from their evaluations of Speaker 1 is the move away from rating
this voice as definitively rural. This may be a sign that these coastal youngsters do not
strongly identify as ‘rural’ - a term that they might associate more with the tradition-
ally farming parts of the region. Indeed, the comments from the teenagers echo the
indecision suggested in this dispersed rating, with one youngster commenting Speaker
1 likely lives in the countryside, while another locally ‘claims’ the voice by stating that
he sounds like a fisherman.

Figure 5.97: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Banff

Moving further around the coast, the results from the Banff teenagers are slightly
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different. In terms of their placement of the voice, most responses are in the upper
reaches of central rural Aberdeenshire and Moray, with some placements falling more
locally around Banff itself. There is also a small cluster of placements around Aberdeen.
However, the main difference between these results from the Banff youngsters and those
of teenagers from elsewhere is in their evaluations of the voice. These ratings are largely
favourable and, unlike for the other teenage groups, the short tails on the boxplots
reveal a general avoidance of the lower reaches of the evaluative scales, suggesting that
there is a reasonable degree of agreement among the informants about this generally
positive response. The speaker is also rated as highly Doric and comfortably more rural
than urban. Moreover, their overall rating for educatedness is slightly more favourable
than those from the other younger groups. This suggests that the Banff teenagers feel
a considerable degree of solidarity with this more conservative dialect speaker. One
informant confirms this by commenting that he speaks the same as us, while another
offers that he speaks "affa fine"21, very friendly.

The final results for Speaker 1, from the teenagers in Elgin, are much less deci-
sive. The evaluations are quite dispersed: although, again there seems to be a slight
mismatch between pleasantness and friendliness, suggesting that the informants’ per-
ception of these two scales can sometimes be different and that one does not necessarily
equate to the other. Comments from the Elgin youngsters reflect this less pleasant eval-
uation, including: I barely understood what he was saying ; Quite nice accent but hard
to understand sometimes ; Spoken too fast ; This voice sounds cold, idk why. While one
informant categorises the speaker as being Very scottish, another is more blunt in his
evaluation and simply states Don’t want to hear.

Figure 5.98: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 1 by youngsters in Elgin

The Elgin youngsters’ placements of the voice are also quite dispersed. As marked by
the square symbol, there is not much local placement of the voice. Nor is there one
clear area where the placements could be described as clustering. This suggests both

21Affa fine = very nice/good

206



a lack of local identification with the speaker and a lack of agreement about where the
voice is from.

Comments about linguistic characteristics

While informants’ comments about the status and attributes of Speaker 1 have been
interspersed throughout the discussion of these results, I wish also to take time at the
end of each speaker-section to examine the more overtly linguistic comments aimed at
each voice sample. The tables presented in Tables 5.7 and 5.8 collate these comments
and offer some information about where they were drawn from in terms of the overall
informant sample.

Table 5.7: Collated older informants’ comments re. Speaker 1

Table 5.8: Collated younger informants’ comments re. Speaker 1

As a general rule, the younger informants have supplied many more comments
about the speakers than the older informants. The major exception to this are the
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group of Kincorth teenagers who did not supply extraneous comments for any of the
five speakers and, therefore, are not featured in any of these discussions.

These comments give an insight into which aspects of Speaker 1’s use of language
stood out to the informants, and which may have informed their general rating of him
as highly Doric. In terms of phonological features, several references are made to his
use of /sna/ for snow, as well as his pronunciation of take as /tAk/, /"Al@r/ for older,
and sausage as /"sAsIdZ/. One Dyce teenager adroitly comments on this pronunciation
pattern by observing that Speaker 1 uses A’s instead of O’s - this is quite a perceptive
comment and one which summarises the differences between Speaker 1’s realisation of
some of these words and their SSE counterparts. A few informants also comment on
the monophthongal [u] (as opposed to [aU]) in words such as doon (‘down’) and noo
(‘now’). Further to this, three youngsters pick up on the pronunciation of flying which is
something closer to /"fliIn/. Interestingly, given the complete <wh> to [f] replacement
present in this speech sample, only one informant comments on it, suggesting that this
feature is not perceived by informants as ‘notable’ - perhaps, in this case, it is just a
given of a distinctly Doric voice rather than a stand-out feature? A couple of Inverurie
teenagers attempt some sort of commentary on the pronunciation of youngest in which
I think they are trying to describe the way in which the speaker realises the word
without the [g] sound: this retention of the older Scots pronunciation is described by
Millar (2007) as the norm in northern and insular Scots dialects. Finally, there are
some one-off, but nonetheless accurate, comments on such features as the speaker’s
clear rhoticity and the loss of [D] in low-stress environments, e.g. in words such as the.

Comments on morphosyntactic features are not so forthcoming. The most promi-
nent are the several references to the speaker’s use of bleed in the phrase poorin bleed.
The pronunciation of this noun form (which may be jarring to some because of its ho-
mophonous similarity to the English verb ‘(to) bleed ’) is described by McClure (2002,
28) as a characteristic feature of the North East dialect. Two of the informants draw
attention to the word auler but provide no further justification for their highlighting
of it. However, it is likely that this is due to the combination of what appears be a
comparative with a preceding definite article: I wiz bein the youngest, ma brither he
wiz the auler. In this instance, the adjective auler seems to stand as an ellipsis of the
noun phrase, e.g. the auler (son). In English, I think ‘the eldest’ would probably be
the expected form.

Finally, comments on lexical features are slightly more productive. Some of these
are in reference to more idiolectal features, such as the speaker’s tendency to punctuate
his speech with of course and the use of eh as a filler. Comment is also made regarding
the use of ayewise instead of always and other generic Scots items such as brae (meaning
‘hill’). However, the word which attracts the most comments is brunner(s) - used by
the speaker in reference to the drain covers he would hit while sledging down his street.
This is a local pronunciation of the word ‘brander’ defined by the OED as referring to
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a ‘gridiron’ and described as ‘obsolete except in Scottish and northern dialect’. The
DSL supports this definition, further supplying that it is ‘the grated iron placed over
the entrance of a drain or common sewer’. The inclusion of this word is used by Sheila
in Muchalls (see Figure 5.7) as evidence of the fact Speaker 1 sounds the most local
to here. Another older local informant in Newburgh also draws attention to its usage.
Meanwhile, an older informant from Elgin who is not originally from the North East
supplies the word with an accompanying question mark, as does a teenager from Alford,
suggesting that they are unsure of its meaning.22

Overall, the fact that the younger speakers especially manage to comment on so
many linguistic features is impressive: and not just any linguistic features, but specif-
ically those which mark the speaker as being distinctively from the North East. The
Elgin youngsters seem to buck the trend in this regard and supply no comments about
specific dialect features. As mentioned previously, the Kincorth teenagers also did not
supply any further comments about the speaker.

5.7.2 Speaker 2

In comparison to the findings for Speaker 1, the results for Speaker 2 are somewhat
more opaque. Speaker 2 is from Elgin (in the Moray area of the region) and is slightly
younger than Speaker 1 - he is in his forties rather than his fifties. As detailed in section
4.7.5, the speech sample contains many examples of pan-regional dialect features, but
it does not contain many of the most commonly-discussed ‘Doric’ features, such as the
<wh> as [f] realisation. The sample also contains eight instances of (ye) ken as a
discourse marker (analogous to English ‘you know’) and seven instances of discourse
marker like. These features in particular have been picked up on by the informants -
the significance of which will be discussed in due course.

Overall results

As Figure 5.99 shows, the overall placements for Speaker 2 are very dispersed. There
do seem to be less placements in the central area of the region and more towards the
coast and urban centres, with particular clusters in the Buchan corner, Aberdeen, and
Dundee; however, accurate placements towards the actual speaker location of Elgin
are relatively few. Meanwhile, the overall evaluations presented in Figure 5.100 show
that Speaker 2 is not rated quite as favourably as Speaker 1. Whereas Speaker 1
was rated highly for pleasantness by the older informants (and slightly less so by the
youngsters), Speaker 2 attracts much more negative evaluations from both groups. The
overall results for Doric-ness, especially from the youngsters, are perhaps surprising
given that Elgin was either placed on the very periphery or outside of the ‘Doric’-

22On a personal level, as a thirty-something-year-old speaker of the dialect (and as someone with
an obvious interest in Scots language), this was the one word out of all five speech samples that I was
not previously familiar with.
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speaking region by most groups in the draw-a-map task; however, as the map shows,
most informants did not manage to place the voice with much accuracy.

Figure 5.99: All placements of Speaker 2 (from all informants)

Figure 5.100: Evaluations of Speaker 2: older and younger informants’
responses compared

Moving in the same direction as the plesantness ratings, evaluations of friendliness,
although still not overly negative, are less favourable than those afforded to Speaker 1.
There is some variation in the rural/urban ratings, with the older informants’ responses
being more dispersed. The most noticeable finding is that of the educatedness rating
which is quite low for both groups - more so than the ratings for Speaker 1. However, as
the following break-down of the results will present, these placements and evaluations
do vary from group to group.
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Older informants - divided by group

Starting with Group 1 of the older informants, their placement of the voice is
concentrated to two clusters: one in and around the city of Aberdeen, and another
more spread-out and running parallel with the Buchan and Moray coast. There is also
one outlying response which places the voice towards Dundee.

Figure 5.101: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by older informants in
Group 1

The ratings from this group are quite dispersed and could not be confidently categorised
as either largely positive or negative. The Doric-ness evaluation is quite low, something
which could be reflective of many of the informants’ placement of the voice in Aberdeen
- thinking back to the place evaluation task, older informants did not rate the city
as strongly Doric as they did places such as Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Huntly, and
Inverurie.

Figure 5.102: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by older informants in
Group 2

For the older informants categorised as belonging to Group 2, the placements of the
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speaker are more dispersed. There are not many accurate placements close to Elgin. In
fact, there are actually more in the south of the region in Angus and towards the city of
Dundee. A small cluster of responses are placed in the far Buchan corner, while there
is a relative lack of placements in the central Aberdeenshire area. While the ratings are
again quite dispersed, the evaluations of pleasantness and educatedness do stand out
as being rather low overall, suggesting that this is not a particularly favoured voice.
This is reflected in some of the comments from the informants which include reference
to the speaker having an odd twang and one participant who wrote: Much harder to
understand. Quite harsh accent. Spoke quickly.

Figure 5.103: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by older informants in
Group 3

The placements and evaluations of Group 3, consisting of older informants with
their roots in Aberdeen, are actually very similar to those of Group 2. The evaluations
of pleasantness and educatedness are noticeably lower than the rest. Similarly, the map
shows a relative lack of accurate placements towards Elgin itself, with more placements
clustering towards the south of the North East region than towards the actual speaker
location. Again, there is a group of placements in the Buchan corner; although, this
time, some also cluster around the city of Aberdeen. While these placements appear
to be quite diffuse, what is evident is another general avoidance of placing the voice in
central rural Aberdeenshire. When these placements of Speaker 2 from Groups 1-3 are
compared with those for Speaker 1, the comparative lack of responses in this central
area suggests that they are perceived as two quite different voices.

Whereas with the results for Speaker 1 there was a clear difference in accuracy
between the placements of Groups 1-3 (those native to the North East) and those of
Group 4 (with their roots outwith the region), this time the differences are less obvious.
Again, there are no clusters of placements in the central part of the region. Instead,
the placements cluster in the Buchan corner, Aberdeen and Angus/Dundee. There
are, however, some more accurate placements of the voice. On further investigation,
all but one of these belong to informants surveyed in Duffus, just outside Elgin. As
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discussed in section 4.8, this group included many women who had moved to the area
from elsewhere as the result of the nearby R.A.F. base and who had subsequently
settled there permanently.

Figure 5.104: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by older informants in
Group 4

In terms of the evaluations offered by Group 4, these follow a similar pattern as
those for Groups 2 and 3, with the ratings for pleasantness and educatedness gravitating
towards the lower end of the scales. In a similar vein, comments about this speaker
from Group 4 include remarks on the perceived harsh and unpronounced quality of his
voice. There are also a couple of observations concerning him being hard to understand,
with one informant also complaining that he spoke very fast.

Younger informants - divided by group

Figure 5.105: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in
Kincorth (Aberdeen)

As the upcoming results will demonstrate, the Kincorth teenagers (whose responses
are shown above) are slightly out of step with the other younger informants in that they
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do not rate Speaker 2 as a particularly unpleasant voice. Overall, their evaluations of
the voice are rather dispersed, although there is more agreement for the educatedness
factor in which the voice is rated around the middle of the scale. In terms of their place-
ments on the map, the Kincorth teenagers’ responses are fairly dispersed. However,
most responses are placed to the northwest and more southern reaches of the region.
There are also a couple of placements towards Peterhead. Interestingly, there are no
placements of the voice in Aberdeen, suggesting that these Kincorth teenagers do not
feel that this is a particularly ‘local’ voice. There is also, as was the case with many of
the older informant groups, a lack of placements in central rural Aberdeenshire.

The evaluations of Speaker 2 by the Dyce youngsters are more clearly unfavourable.
The boxplots for pleasantness and educatedness show a general avoidance of the upper
reaches of each scale, with the majority of responses suggesting a mostly negative
evaluation. The evaluation for friendliness is also quite low. However, the voice is
still rated as being generally more Doric than not. This is reflected in their comments
about the speaker which include those discussing the Doric-ness or Scottishness of the
voice (really Doric; a few Doric words ; thick Scottish) and also those describing the
voice as being difficult to understand: quite difficult to understand : didn’t understand
anything ; the start was hard to understand ; can’t understand him. On the other hand,
a couple of Dyce youngsters also comment on the voice being easier to understand,
presumably when compared to Speaker 1. Other more judgemental comments include:
weird accent ; rough voice; he repeated himself a lot ; and, misses out letters.

Figure 5.106: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in Dyce
(Aberdeen)

The Dyce teenagers’ placements of Speaker 2 are particularly interesting. There
are no accurate placements of the speaker towards Elgin; nor is there any evidence
of claiming (i.e. placements in Aberdeen). Instead, the majority of placements seem
to be gravitating towards the south of the region, towards Dundee. Given their neg-
ative evaluations of unpleasantness in relation to this voice, this could be interpreted
as evidence of the denial phenomenon (also referred to as ‘disavowing’ in some of the
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literature). This is the opposite of claiming and refers to the theory that if a voice
sample is rated unfavourably, then respondents are less likely to identify it as partic-
ularly ‘local’. This concept is particularly important for our understanding of these
Speaker 2 results: as the following sets of findings will show, while the placements of
Speaker 2 are not particularly accurate, they do often coalesce around locations which
have received negative attention in the previous tasks - especially when the voice is
rated as particularly unpleasant by the informants.

Figure 5.107: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in
Inverurie

In Aberdeenshire, the Inverurie youngsters agree with other evaluations of Speaker
2 as being more Doric than not. However, they also partake in the disfavouring of
this voice in terms of pleasantness and educatedness. On the map, there are not many
accurate placements near Elgin. Instead the responses are clustered around Inverness,
the Buchan corner, Aberdeen, and towards the south of the region. The relatively few
comments made about this speaker further support the Inverurie youngsters’ generally
negative evaluation of the voice: one informant remarks, (he) doesn’t really go anywhere
when he speaks, while another writes that Speaker 2 sounds dumb. Another comment
states that the speaker sounds more to the city rather than countryside.

Further inland in Alford, the teenagers’ placements are also quite dispersed. There
does, however, seem to be a small cluster of placements in (and gravitating towards)
Aberdeen. Since the voice does not receive particularly favourable overall ratings in
terms of pleasantness, friendliness, and educatedness, this could be evidence of the
Alford youngsters attributing a disfavoured voice to a location they do not particu-
larly identify with (as was evidenced in section 5.6.1 when the Alford youngsters rated
Aberdeen less pleasantly than any other adolescent group - see Figure 5.60). The com-
ments from the Alford youngsters confirm this negative perception of the speaker: He
sounds slightly annoying. Sounds dodgy ; loud, annoying, irritating ; hard to under-
stand ; repeats himself a lot ; shortened words ; dinna finish sentences ; Tuechter rough
sounding. Annoying voice.
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Figure 5.108: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in Alford

From the Peterhead youngsters, ratings of pleasantness, friendliness, and educat-
edness are once again gathered towards the bottom half of the evaluative scales. The
Peterhead speakers, however, do agree that Speaker 2 sounds more Doric than not. In
terms of their map placements, there are no specifically accurate responses placing the
voice in Elgin. There are some placements further west towards Inverness; however,
this is small compared to the larger cluster placing the voice more towards the Dundee
area. This is another case in which the informants have avoided placing the speaker
in central rural Aberdeenshire. Instead, there is a definite cluster of placements in and
around the city of Aberdeen, as well as trail of fourteen placements clinging to the coast
between Peterhead and Portsoy. The fact that there is a cluster in the Buchan corner
is similar to the Peterhead teenagers’ placements of Speaker 1; however, this time there
are less placements in the area immediately surrounding Peterhead and more around
the corner and along the Banffshire and Buchan coast.

Figure 5.109: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in
Peterhead
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On further investigation, ten of these coastal placements actually label the voice
as specifically being from Fraserburgh, although there seems to be some disagreement
about where Fraserburgh is located geographically. As Figure 5.109 illustrates, these
placements are dispersed right along the coast, spreading westwards from Fraserburgh’s
actual location on the very northeastern corner of the map. Just as the results of
the degree-of-difference task suggested an ‘overshooting’ of the perceived difference
between Fraserburgh and Peterhead by informants from the latter town when compared
to the relatively small geographical distance between the two, such misplacements of
Fraserburgh suggest that this ‘pushing away’ of their coastal neighbours may also be
at play in this speaker placement task. Figure 5.110 below illustrates just one instance
of this occurrence:

Fraserburgh –
actual location

Figure 5.110: Misplacement of Fraserburgh (in relation to Speaker 2) by a
Peterhead youngsters

While these misplacements of Fraserburgh could just be down to geographical igno-
rance (although, given that most informants in this group have managed to accurately
identify Peterhead on their maps, this feels unlikely), they could also represent the
Peterhead youngsters’ rivalry with the town and a desire to ‘put distance’ between
themselves and those from Fraserburgh. In this case, this cluster of placements can be
interpreted as an example of denial in action, whereby the voice is negatively rated
and is therefore identified as not ‘local’ - albeit, in this case, on a very hyperlocal level.
There are not many comments from the Peterhead teenagers to draw on (apart from
those referring to specific features, which will be explored at the end of this section),
although there are a couple which describe the speaker as too excitable, slightly irri-
tating and really lazy. This is reminiscent of some of the Dyce and Alford informants’
comments about the speaker not finishing sentences and missing out letters. This char-
acterisation of the speaker’s language as in some way ‘slovenly’ will be explored in the
final discussion section.
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Figure 5.111: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in Banff

Moving on to the responses of the Banff youngsters, their map of placements con-
tinues the trend in which the bulk of central rural Aberdeenshire is left empty. This
is very different to the map of their collated placements of Speaker 1, suggesting that
they think of Speaker 1 and Speaker 2 as quite different voices. Instead, their place-
ments for Speaker 2 cluster in Dundee, Aberdeen, the Buchan corner, and Inverness.
This final quite focused Inverness cluster is the most dense in number (containing 6
of the 17 placements). Given that the Banff youngsters are the closest ‘neighbour’
informant group to Elgin, it could be that there is an overshooting of distance similar
to that present with the Peterhead group. However, this is not due to clear denial
motivations since the Banff informants were very favourable towards Elgin in the place
evaluation task. As part of the verbal instructions for the task, informants were asked
to first locate themselves on the map and then think about whether or not the voice
sounded local and, if not, which direction it was coming from. This focus on direction
could be resulting in this overshooting of the voice’s location. Or it could be that the
Banff youngsters consider this as a less rural voice and place it in more urban locations
as a result. Non feature-specific comments from the Banff group, which may explain
their less pleasant rating of the speaker, include: whiny voice; sounds funny ; loud ; and
screechy.

Finally, the Elgin teenagers meet the low bar set by the Inverurie informants with
Speaker 1 by producing dispersed placements for a speaker from their own hometown.
Although, as Figure 5.98 shows, there are some locally accurate placements of Speaker
2, the majority are more widely dispersed, with some clustering in Inverness, Aberdeen,
and Dundee. Given that this is an Elgin speaker, the fact that it is mostly rejected
by the Elgin youngsters, both in terms of placements and the generally unfavourable
ratings of pleasantness and educatedness, could be interpreted as further evidence of
denial in action. Interestingly, while their comments about the speaker contain a couple
of comments about the voice being difficult to understand and some describing it as a
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very Scottish and strong accent, there are a lack of comments about specific linguistic
features of the kind which will be discussed in the next section.

Figure 5.112: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 2 by youngsters in Elgin

Comments about linguistic characteristics

As stated above, the Elgin youngsters had very little to say about linguistic charac-
teristics of Speaker 2’s speech. This is in contrast to the many comments offered by the
other groups, and could suggest a subconscious recognition of this voice as ‘local’ or as
the ‘norm’. Figures 5.9 and 5.10 on the next page present the comments of the other
groups in full. These collated comments present a clear fixation with three linguistic
features in relation to the language of Speaker 2: his pronunciation of the word blazin;
the repetition of ken; and, his use of the word like. Discussion of these comments will
be presented by firstly examining the focus on these features.

While, as will be discussed, the speaker’s use of ken and like appear to invite
negative commentary, comments about blazin are more about classifying the speaker
by pointing out an ‘unfamiliar’ pronunciation. This word is used by Speaker 2 in the
context of speaking about his dad being bed-ridden during a caravanning holiday due to
a back injury and how everyone else on the campsite must have thought he was ‘blazin’.
This pronunciation, meaning ‘drunk’, is at odds with the general form of the word found
in most of the North East: bleezin(g), commonly pronounced /blizIn/. This is picked
up on by some informants: Shannon, one of the teenagers in Banff, observes Says
"blazin" where we would say "bleezin", while Elsie, surveyed in the Garioch, comments
Blazing in Dunday, bleezin in Aiberdeen. This latter comment, while incorrect given
that the speaker is in fact from Elgin, builds on the earlier-discussed association of
the Dundee variety with the ay /e/ sound. Either way, this /blezIn/ pronunciation is
picked up on by several informants, and in some cases marked as ‘not local’.
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Table 5.9: Collated older informants’ comments re. Speaker 2

Table 5.10: Collated younger informants’ comments re. Speaker 2

Figure 5.113 represents the placements of Speaker 2 by informants who remarked
on the use of the word blazin. While there are a handful of placements in the Buchan
corner, one in the Deeside area, and several close to Inverness, the majority of place-
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ments are in a line running south of Aberdeen, through Kincardine and the Mearns,
through Angus, and towards Dundee. While other factors will obviously have con-
tributed to these placements, it is interesting that a significant portion of informants
who picked out the speaker’s use of the blazin pronunciation have placed the voice in
the south of the region. Obviously, this is a crude measurement as the mere existence
of a comment on blazing does not mean that other informants will not have noticed the
pronunciation and may have used it to inform their placement. However, the clustering
in the southern part of the region continues a trend witnessed elsewhere in responses
for Speaker 2, in which there have been several instances of placements towards Angus
and Dundee outnumbering those accurately identifying the voice as being from Moray
in the northwest. Given that the vast majority of the informants surveyed were drawn
from Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire, this could indicate that they can discern enough
about the speaker to decide he is not particularly ‘local’ and that he must be from the
more peripheral parts of the region; however, they appear uncertain about in which
direction to place him.

Figure 5.113: Placements of Speaker 2 by informants who remarked on
the use of the word blazin(g)

The second feature commented on in any great number is that of (ye) ken. This
utterance features eight times in the minute-long speech sample. Several of the com-
ments about ken talk about it being repeated or used a lot. Likewise, the word like,
which appears seven times in the excerpt, attracts similar comments. Beeching (2016,
1) describes discourse (or pragmatic) markers as having ‘little obvious propositional
meaning’ but as being needed to ‘oil the wheels of conversational social interaction’.
For example, at the end of the clip, the speaker says: he wiz, like, flat the hale week,
like in the caravan, aye ken... ahh, that wiz funny aat, like. The use of these dis-
course markers could be one reason for the less favourable ratings of the voice. Not
much has been written on (ye) ken in Scots, apart from a dissertation by Jones (2012,
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97) which, using data from the SCOTS project, analysed variation between the use
of you know and you ken among Scottish speakers, reporting that ‘ye ken is more
likely to be used as a discourse marker by men, older speakers, and speakers residing
in the Southern Scots and Northeastern Scots regions’, while, ‘you know is more likely
to be used by women, young speakers, and speakers residing in the Southern Scots
and Northern Scots dialect regions’. However, nothing in particular is reported about
people’s perceptions of these forms. More broadly, use of discourse markers has been
reported as a feature of speech which attracts generally negative evaluations (Watts,
1989), especially in terms of such ratings as educatedness (Dailey O’Cain, 2000). The
use of ‘like’ specifically has been found to be ‘often considered symptomatic of careless
or meaningless speech’ (Schourup, 1985)23, although more recent research suggests that
it may be more accepted by younger groups of speakers (Beeching, 2016).

This idea of ‘careless’ speech may also be evident in some of the other comments
made about Speaker 2 implying that his language is ‘lacking’ in some sense, for in-
stance: not pronounced ; misses out letters ; shortened words ; abbreviating words ; dinna
(doesn’t) finish sentences. One young informant in Peterhead refers to Speaker 2’s
language as really lazy, while an older informant in Muchalls comments on his use of
words as out (of) place in sentence(s). These comments suggest that the speaker is
being judged quite harshly. Listening back to the clip, the speaker is quite animated -
or excitable as one informant puts it - and does seem to use discourse markers in con-
junction with speech repairs in which he either abandons what he is saying and starts
again in a slightly different way or repeats a point with modification. This stop/start
quality combined with the frequent use of discourse markers ken and like seems to
have prompted negative evaluations among the informants. This is especially evident
in their overall ratings of the educatedness and pleasantness of the speaker which are
the lowest across all five speech samples. Interestingly, however, the voice is still rated
as being consistently more Doric than not Doric, suggesting that this marker of local
identity is not a guarantor of favourable overall evaluations on other scales.

5.7.3 Speaker 3

Speaker 3 is from the Kincorth area of Aberdeen and is in his mid-fifties. With the
exception of Speaker 4 (who, as will be discussed, is from the ‘South Northern’ dialect
area and, as such, uses some quite different forms), Speaker 3’s one minute speech
sample is arguably the most ‘standard’ in that it does not contain as many conservative
dialect forms as the excerpts from Speakers 1, 2 and 5. However, this is only really in
reference to morphosyntactic and lexical items; his speech does contain an abundance
of phonological features which are consistent with North East dialect norms.

23Quoted in Dailey O’Cain (2000, 63)
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Overall results

The overall placements for Speaker 3 (as presented in Figure 5.114) are widely
dispersed, although there is a definite cluster of accurate placements around Aberdeen.
These are not entirely clear in this graphic due to the overlapping of placements;
however, almost a quarter of all placements are either directly in the Aberdeen city
limits or in its immediate surrounds. Indeed, when the placements are considered in
terms of their accuracy within a 10 mile radius of the speaker’s actual location, the
Aberdeen voice is placed with more precision than any of the other four speakers.

Figure 5.114: All placements of Speaker 3 (from all informants)

Figure 5.115: Evaluations of Speaker 3: older and younger informants’
responses compared

As Figure 5.115 presents, Speaker 3 is rated generally positively in terms of pleas-
antness and friendliness. The evaluations of educatedness for this speaker are also
much more favourable than those afforded to Speaker 2. Compared to Speaker 1, the
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older informants’ rating of Speaker 3’s educatedness is similar; however, the youngsters’
ratings in this instance are noticeably more positive than anything they have offered
thus far. In terms of Doric-ness and the urban/rural dimension, the youngsters are in
more agreement than the older informants in terms of their evaluations. The teenage
informants also appear to be more convinced of the voice’s urban qualities, whereas
the ratings from the older informants on this issue are more widely dispersed.

Older informants - divided by group

As Figure 5.116 demonstrates, the first group of older informants (categorised as
those from the most northeastern corner of the region) begin this trend by rating
Speaker 3 relatively favourably in terms of pleasantness, friendliness, and educatedness.
Compared to the other scales, the rating on the rural/urban dimension is very dispersed
suggesting that there is no clear agreement among the informants on this point -
although the placement of the median does suggest a skewing of responses towards
the more urban end of the scale. The most striking response is the apparent rejection
of Speaker 3 as a distinctly Doric voice. However, this level of agreement among
informants does not transfer to the map of placements in which their identifications of
the speaker’s location are dispersed across much of the region.

Figure 5.116: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by older informants in
Group 1

In comparison, the placements by Group 2 (see 5.117) contain a somewhat more
concise cluster of accurate placements around Aberdeen, accounting for exactly a third
of responses. The ratings of the voice are relatively similar to those offered by Group
1; although there is slightly less agreement on the emphatic rejection of this as a highly
Doric speaker. He is described by a couple of informants as having a nicer twang and
a soft spoken voice, while another singles him out as being a townser based on their
apparent tendency to exaggerate the story.
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Figure 5.117: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by older informants in
Group 2

Figure 5.118: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by older informants in
Group 3

The older informants in Group 3, who are categorised as having their roots in the
city, also rate the speaker relatively favourably in terms of pleasantness and friendli-
ness. Additionally, there is a repetition of the dispersed ratings for Doric-ness and the
measurement of rural versus urban. In terms of placements, there is another cluster
around Aberdeen city - this time accounting for around 30% of the responses - while
others are dispersed across the region.

Similarly, the responses of Group 4 reaffirm the ratings offered by the previous
groups in which the speaker is evaluated favourably in terms of pleasantness and friend-
liness. The short tails on the boxplots show that this group of informants (whose roots
lie outwith the region) are more in agreement on these favourable ratings than any of
the ‘native’ North East groups of older respondents. Meanwhile, their relatively low
rating of Doric-ness shows that they do not regard the voice as quintessentially Doric.
Their placements of the voice are dispersed across the region and do not particularly
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coalesce in any specific places.

Figure 5.119: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by older informants in
Group 4

In general, as has been presented, the responses of the older informants towards
Speaker 3 are not overly conclusive. Their placements tend to be quite dispersed as do
their evaluations based on rural and urban characteristics. However, even if he is not
consistently identified correctly as being from Aberdeen by all of the groups, there is
some general agreement on the favourability of this speaker and the fact that he is not
distinctively Doric.

Younger informants - divided by group

Moving on to the responses of the younger informants, the results from the Kincorth
teenagers are among the most intriguing from across the whole study.

Figure 5.120: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in
Kincorth (Aberdeen)

When compared to the placement by North East teenagers of other ‘local voices’ (e.g.

226



the Inverurie youngsters’ placements of Speaker 1 and the Elgin youngsters’ place-
ments of Speaker 2), these Kincorth youngsters achieve a much higher degree of accu-
racy. Although it is not immediately clear from this graphic due to overlapping dots,
approximately 60% of their placements correctly identify the speaker as being from
Aberdeen. In fact, a few of the youngsters went as far as to verbally insist (after the
task) that the speaker had been someone they knew from Kincorth’s dad - (it wasn’t).
This strong local identification with the voice is reflected in the Kincorth youngsters’
highly favourable evaluations of the speaker’s pleasantness and friendliness, as well
as a higher rating for educatedness than they afford to any other speaker. What is
interesting in this case is that, even though the speaker is not rated as particularly
Doric, it is still considered by the majority of informants to be very local. While place-
ments of Speaker 3 by members of other survey groups have been quite dispersed, this
hyperlocal recognition of the voice validates the choice of speaker.

The Dyce group of younger Aberdeen informants do not manage to replicate this
level of accuracy. Instead, their placements (see Figure 5.121) are more dispersed
with some clusters in and around Inverness, Aberdeen, and Dundee and others dotted
around Aberdeenshire. The evaluations of the voice are all largely positive. Overall,
the speaker is not rated consistently as particularly Doric, but there does seem to be
an avoidance of the lower not Doric end of the scale. There is also some agreement on
the rural/urban scale that this is not a particularly ‘country’-sounding voice. This is
consistent with the urban clusters evident in the placement map. The comments from
this group are varied with several commenting on the speaker being easy to understand.
Meanwhile, there appears to be some disagreement about the ‘Scottish-ness’ of his
speech, with one informant categorising it as thick Scottish while another describes it
as only a basic Scottish accent with certain words said differently from English.

Figure 5.121: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in Dyce
(Aberdeen)

In Aberdeenshire, the Inverurie youngsters replicate these results to an extent in
that their placements of Speaker 3 cluster mainly towards the cities of Inverness, Ab-
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erdeen, and Dundee - obviously, not all of the responses are placed exactly correspond-
ing to each city’s geographic location, but the placements do seem to be gravitating
towards these three urban centres. Similarly, this is reflected in the evaluative scale
on the rural/urban dimension in which the ratings are skewed towards the more urban
end of the scale. Elsewhere, their evaluations of the speaker are largely favourable
and, once again, the voice is not rated as being highly Doric in any sense. In terms
of the comments from informants, one Inverurie teenager proposes that this speaker is
understandable, while another compares that he sounds a lot better than speaker 1 & 2.
A couple of Inverurie youngsters also comment on the more gentle nature of Speaker
3’s speech, while another offers that this is a more political/older voice - the use of
‘political’ here is intriguing and may suggest that this speaker is perceived as more
‘standard’ than the others.

Figure 5.122: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in
Inverurie

Figure 5.123: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in Alford

The responses from the Alford teenagers are less clear. Their placements of the voice
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are very dispersed - there does not seem to be the same urban-pull at play here as there
is in the responses of the Dyce and Inverurie teenagers. Several of the placements even
misidentify the voice as being fairly local to Alford and the surrounding area. In terms
of their evaluations of the voice, the responses are fairly neutral overall with a tendency
towards the more positive end of the scale; this is evident from the general avoidance
of the lower end of each scale, suggesting that this not a voice which draws any real
criticism. Interestingly, despite the map suggesting a lack of accurate placement of the
voice, there are several comments from the Alford youngsters which either identify the
speaker as being from towards the city or which remark on the more ‘standard’ nature
of his speech: Speaks doric but sounds bit posh/toonser ; Most words are English, a
small amount are Doric/Scottish. Probably from the outskirts of a town (Aberdeen);
Not as Doric as the others. Not using Doric words ; Speak a little more proper. A
couple of others also remark on the speaker being easy to understand.

Figure 5.124: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in
Peterhead

The results of the Peterhead youngsters fare slightly better in terms of accuracy,
with 30% of placements correctly identifying the speaker as being from Aberdeen.
There is another smaller cluster in the south of the region towards Dundee. This
is reflected in the overall rating of the voice as being more urban than rural. The
remainder of the placements are dispersed along the northern part of the region. Their
ratings of the pleasantness of the voice are inconclusive, with the majority of responses
clustering around the midpoint of the scale. In terms of friendliness and educatedness,
the speaker is not rated unfavourably, as evidenced by the general avoidance of the
lower reaches of the scale. Comments from the Peterhead teenagers focus mostly on
the increased ‘standardness’ of the speaker, with informants commenting: A mix (of)
proper language with doric sounds ; Nutral (sic) sound ; Mix of proper language.

In Banff, the results are very different and present strong evidence for the possibility
of the ‘claiming’ effect in action. There is a high degree of agreement among informants
about the pleasantness and friendliness of the voice (as evidenced by the short tails
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on the boxplots). The rating for educatedness is also more favourable than not. This
positivity towards the voice is partially reflected in the many placements of Speaker 3
close to Banff or in the northern coastal area of the region. The evaluation of Doric-
ness is not so definitive, but the ratings are skewed towards evaluating the speaker as
more Doric than not. The evaluations on the rural/urban scale are similarly dispersed
and may represent some disagreement between the informants on the nature of this
speaker, with one commenting that he sounds more townzer. The majority of the Banff
teenagers, however, have reacted very positively towards Speaker 3 when compared to
the responses from the other groups of youngsters and, as a result, seem more inclined
to ‘claim’ him as being local.

Figure 5.125: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in Banff

Figure 5.126: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 3 by youngsters in Elgin

In Elgin, the final group of teenagers replicate some of the findings from previ-
ous groups. While there is a cluster of placements which identify the voice as being
relatively local, the majority of the remaining responses seem to gravitate towards In-
verness, Aberdeen, and Dundee, with some others interspersed across more rural parts
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of the region. As with the results for all other speakers, the Elgin youngsters’ responses
on the Doric-ness scale should be treated with caution as they suffer from very low
completion rates (due to many Elgin teenagers sharing that they were not familiar
with the term). Overall, the majority of ratings do not commit the Elgin youngsters’
general feelings towards either end of the evaluative scales, although there does seem
to be a slight skew towards more urban and more educated evaluations. However, as
Figure 5.127 demonstrates, these evaluations are intensified when the evaluations of
those who claim the voice as local are isolated from the rest.
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Figure 5.127: Evaluation of Speaker 3 by youngsters in Elgin organised by
their placement of the voice

This composite figure notionally divides the Elgin informants into Group A (those who
placed the speaker close to Elgin/within the Moray region) and Group B (those who
placed the speaker elsewhere). As the boxplot charts show, the positive ratings for
friendliness and educatedness are more emphatic from this first group and there is a
clearer agreement among the informants. These favourable evaluations may explain
why these informants are keen to claim Speaker 3 as their own. Curiously, Group A
also return a more definitively urban evaluation than Group B offer. With a population
of around 23,000, Elgin is a much bigger population centre than any other locations in
which informants were surveyed (the next largest would be Peterhead at 19,000 and
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Inverurie at 13,000). This simultaneous marking of the voice as urban and the claiming
of the speaker as local may suggest that, despite not living in one of the North East’s
three ‘big’ cities, the Elgin teenagers are more inclined to align themselves with an
urban identity than a rural one.

Comments about linguistic characteristics

Many of the comments discussed so far in relation to Speaker 3 have referred to the
voice as a mixed or more proper variety. Others have described the speaker as being
clearer or easier to understand. However, there are also many comments about the
linguistic features present in the speech sample (see figures 5.11 and 5.12).

Table 5.11: Collated older informants’ comments re. Speaker 3

Table 5.12: Collated younger informants’ comments re. Speaker 3

Firstly, in terms of paralinguistic commentary, there are several mentions of the
softness or gentle nature of his speech. To an extent, this is probably a fair observation

232



as Speaker 3 is not quite as animated in the retelling of his story and is slightly quieter
than the other four speakers. Other comments are made about the deep quality or
lower pitch of his voice, with one informant attributing this to the speaker sounding
dull + boring. However, given the very positive overall ratings for friendliness that were
presented in 5.115, this is obviously not a sentiment that was shared by all informants.

In terms of comments on particular linguistic features, most are about instances in
which he uses more local vowel forms, e.g. the pronunciation of away as /@"wa/ rather
than SSE /@"we/. The most commented-upon phonological feature is the speaker’s
pronunciation of the word rabbit as /"r2bIt/. Since the story he recounts is about a
rabbit he owned which had a habit of escaping, this word is repeated seven times in
the minute-long recording. This pronunciation is consistent with Millar’s (2007, 41)
observation of a tendency for [2] to appear instead of [A] in certain words for Mid-
Northern A speakers. In terms of morphosyntactic features, the only word to draw
any real attention is the speaker’s use of sheddie to describe the shed under which his
rabbit used to hide. As McClure (2002, 23) notes, the ‘diminutive –ie was and still
is very common in the North East; and since it has become less so in other parts of
Scotland has acquired the status of a stereotype of this dialect’.

Finally, in terms of lexical features, only two items are commented upon as marking
this speaker as being from Aberdeen. One of these is his use of the word ayewise
(‘always’) for which one Garioch older informant comments: Townser - Aberdonians
say ‘ayewise’/rural Doric is just say ‘aye’ - however, I have not been able to find any
sources to corroborate this claim. In McClure’s collection of Doric recorded speech
and written texts dating back to eighteenth century (ibid.), the use of aye for this
purpose outnumbers ayewis(e)/ayewiz by 28 to 1.24 Similarly, the DSL entry for aye
in this context contains quotations spanning from 1770-192825; whereas, in the entry
for ayewis, the quotations are much more recent, with the oldest dating back only to
1985.26 Although not surveyed anywhere, it could be that ayewis - an apparent merger
of Scots aye and English always - is a more innovative or urban form. However, what
is most interesting in this case is that this older Garioch informant singles out the
Aberdonian speaker for his use of ayewis but makes no mention of the Garioch speaker
(i.e. Speaker 1) using exactly the same word when he says, We used te ayewis sledge
doon this hill. Rather, she claims him as being a local loon. In my own speech, aye and
ayewis feel interchangeable and, while ayewis may be the more innovative form, the
fact that it is still found in the speech of Speaker 1 - the oldest and arguably the most
conservative of all five speakers - suggests that it is firmly established. Yet there may be,
as suggested by this comment, some ideological attachment to the idea of rural speech
as being in some sense ‘purer’, resulting in variants which appear to be incorporating

24See McClure (2002, 60, 61, 76, 126, 138, 140, 143, 145, 146, 160, 170, 171, 174, 179, 185, 186, 194)
for instances of the former and (ibid., 198) for the latter.

25https://dsl.ac.uk/entry/snd/aye
26https://dsl.ac.uk/entry/snd/sndns168
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English forms being perceived as urban innovations. The other lexical item used as
evidence of the speaker being more townser (this time by a Banff teenager) is his use
of the phrase milk it - but this is a fairly standard idiomatic expression in English.
Although not specific to one particular item, there are also several comments made
about Speaker 3’s lexis comprising of both Doric words and ‘proper language’. These
allusions to ‘proper language’ and their possible links to perceptions of educatedness
will be further examined in the closing discussion section of this subchapter.

5.7.4 Speaker 4

Of the five speakers, Speaker 4 is in many ways the linguistic outlier. While Speakers
1, 2, 3 and 5 share many features, Speaker 4 uses several forms which are not found in
any of the other speech samples. This is because he is from Montrose - to the south
of the region - and, therefore, part of the South Northern dialect area as identified by
Millar (2007) in Figure 3.3.

Overall results

Figure 5.128 shows a dispersion of placements across the region, but with some
clear focal points, again mostly gravitating towards the three big cities of Inverness,
Aberdeen, and Dundee. Although difficult to make out from this figure, as will be
discussed in section 5.7.6, the majority of placements for this voice do lie outside
what we would term the Mid-Northern dialect area, with a considerable amount of
overshooting in which the voice is placed further south towards Dundee despite only
being from Montrose.

Figure 5.128: All placements of Speaker 4 (from all informants)

As figure 5.129 shows, the younger and older respondent groups are broadly in
step with each other in terms of their evaluations of Speaker 4. The evaluation which
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attracts the most agreement is that of friendliness with the voice rated positively in this
regard. Similarly, overall ratings of pleasantness are generally favourable. Attributions
of the voice as being either rural or urban are inconclusive; however, there is a definite
skew of responses on the Doric-ness scale towards this being recognised as a distinctly
not Doric voice - even more so by the older informants than the younger informants.

Figure 5.129: Evaluations of Speaker 4: older and younger informants’
responses compared

Older informants - divided by group

In terms of placements, Group 1 of the older informants generally avoid the part of
Aberdeenshire which aligns with the Mid-Northern A dialect area; instead the majority
of their responses cluster towards Moray/Inverness in the northwest and Angus/Dundee
in the south. This is reflected in their clear rejection of this as a characteristically Doric
voice in the ratings task.

Figure 5.130: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by older informants in
Group 1
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However, even though the voice is evaluated as being not Doric, this does not preclude
it from still being rated favourably on other measures. Comments from this group
include an observation of not many Doric words being used and a singling out of the
use of no instead of nae as being distinctive of the Mearns - referring to the historic
county that lies between Aberdeen and Angus.

The responses of Group 2 are broadly similar to those of Group 1, this time with an
even greater concentration of placements in the South Northern dialect area gravitating
towards Dundee. There are also some placements which accurately cluster around
Montrose. Comments from this group reflect some of the uncertainty about which
direction this ‘not local’ voice comes from with one informant accurately placing the
voice towards the south by stating May not be Dundee but Angus area, while another
informant acknowledges that the speaker is a bit a distance away but incorrectly places
him in the opposite direction by deciding that he sounds nearer Forres.

Figure 5.131: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by older informants in
Group 2

These patterns are repeated again in the responses of Group 3, with another definite
cluster of placements towards Dundee and a few very accurate responses identifying the
voice as being from Montrose. The evaluations are similar to Groups 1 and 2 in that
the voice is rated very favourably for pleasantness and friendliness, but not identified
as distinctly Doric.

The responses from Group 4, consisting of those informants who have moved to
the North East, are broadly similar to those from Groups 1-3. However, they do
return a higher percentage of placements in Aberdeenshire than the other three groups,
suggesting that they are not quite so well tuned in to the fact that this is a speaker
from the periphery of the region. Despite this, these informants do also agree that this
is not a distinctly Doric voice. While the comments from this group do not contain
any observations about the speaker’s location, they do include some opinions about the
classification of the voice, including a couple of suggestions that he is easy to understand
and more standard.
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Figure 5.132: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by older informants in
Group 3

Figure 5.133: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by older informants in
Group 4

Younger informants - divided by group

While the responses of the older informant groups were all broadly in line with
each other, the younger informants’ results are slightly less uniform. As shown, the
placements of Speaker 4 by the Kincorth teenagers are quite spread out, with the
majority lying outside of Aberdeen/Aberdeenshire. The only noticeable cluster of
placements is in and around Inverness. The remainder of the placements do not coalesce
around any one given area and suggest that the Kincorth informants are quite unsure
about this speaker. However, one point that they do seem to generally agree on is that
he is not particularly local - only two informants place the voice as being from the city
of Aberdeen. As with the older informants, these Kincorth youngsters do not consider
this voice as particularly Doric, while also rating the voice relatively favourably in
terms of pleasantness and friendliness. Their other evaluations are skewed slightly
more towards the rural and educated ends of the scales.

237



Figure 5.134: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in
Kincorth (Aberdeen)

Across Aberdeen in Dyce, the younger informants are in agreement that this is a
friendly speaker, but their evaluations of the voice’s pleasantness are not as strongly
favourable as those from the Kincorth teenagers. The Dyce youngsters also appear
to be less clear on the Doric-ness of this voice, with the aggregated responses not
confirming one way or the other.

Figure 5.135: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in Dyce
(Aberdeen)

In terms of placements on the map, these are again quite scattered. While around
60% of the responses place the voice as being from further afield (mostly in Angus and
Dundee, but also in Moray and towards Inverness), there are some incorrect placements
of the voice in Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire. Comments from the Dyce youngsters
include those which remark on the perceived comprehensibility or ‘standardness’ of the
speaker (Talks more proper, Very easy to understand, Kind of easy to understand, Easy
to understand, A lot easier to understand) as well as those which attempt to classify the
speaker’s variety in terms of Doric-ness or Scottishness (Quite thick Scottish, doesn’t
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have a strong accent, Scottish accent but with little Doric, Doesn’t use many doric words,
Doesn’t speak that Doric). One tentative correlation which can be drawn from these
comments is the observation that Doric-ness and Scottishness do not mean the same
thing - this speaker can be simultaneously evaluated as Scottish but not particularly
Doric since the latter is a more local identifier.

Figure 5.136: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in
Inverurie

As with the results in the sections for speakers 1-3, the Inverurie youngsters again
seem to be doing something quite different in their responses towards Speaker 4. In
this instance, they return the highest percentage of placements in Aberdeen and Ab-
erdeenshire (around 47%). For me, as a ‘former Inverurie youngster’ only some 15 years
older than these teenagers, this feels quite remarkable as there are several indicators in
this recording (most notably, the use of no instead of nae and the use of dae instead
of dee) which would serve as ‘red flags’ telling me that this voice was not local.

= actual speaker  
location

= survey  
location

= informants’ 
placements of   
the speaker

Older Garioch informants                                           Younger Garioch informants

Figure 5.137: Placements of Speaker 4 by Garioch informants: older and
younger groups compared
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In the same vein, when the Garioch teenagers’ placements of Speaker 4 are compared
with those of the older informants with their roots specifically in the Garioch area,
there is an obvious difference (see Figure 5.137). For the older informants, this voice
is definitely ‘not local’ - with the exception of one placement towards the Buchan
corner, all other responses identify the speaker as being from much further afield. In
comparison, this wholesale rejection of the voice as ‘not local’ is not evident in the
overall placements by the youngsters. This is also evident in a couple of the comments
from these teenagers: Sounds local ; Sounds similar to where I live.

Aside from this more local grouping of placements, the remainder of the Inverurie
teenagers responses tend more towards placing the speaker in Moray and towards
Inverness in the northwest rather than accurately placing him in the south of the
region. This is further evidence of a confusion about the geographic direction of this
voice similar to that found in some of the results for Speaker 2. Interestingly, despite
slightly different distribution of placements of Speaker 4 by the Inverurie teenagers,
their evaluations of the voice are still broadly in line with the patterns witnessed
thus far. Furthermore, the comments also correspond with those of some of the other
groups in terms of observations of standardness and comprehensibility in that the
voice is described as a posher version of a scottish accent and a Clear voice. Easy to
understand.

Figure 5.138: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in Alford

Further inland in Alford, the younger informants’ placement of Speaker 4 contrasts
slightly with those of the Inverurie youngsters. In this case, only 24% of the place-
ments fall inside the Aberdeenshire area - this is half of the rate of Inverurie teenagers’
placement of Speaker 4 within this same area. Instead, the majority of placements
identify the voice as being from further afield with a definite cluster of responses in
the direction of Inverness and another in the south of the region in Angus and towards
Dundee/Perth. Of all the groups so far, the Alford teenagers are less positive in their
evaluations of the speaker’s pleasantness and educatedness, suggesting that this is not a
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voice they overtly favour; ratings of friendliness are slightly more positive on the whole,
however. In terms of the comments about this voice, there is a bit of a split: some are
quite positive and talk about the upbeat nature of the speaker (Sounds cheerful, En-
thusiastic, Friendlyish); whereas others are less complimentary (Sounds slightly rough,
Sounds like he struggles. Sounds stupid, Rough voice. Glaswegian sort of accent). In
terms of classifying the speaker, one informant notes that this is a townsie voice, while
others comment on how he is Not as Scottish and has a mixed vocabulary in that some
are doric words, some are English. Notably, these Alford responses contain none of the
sentiments of increased prestige (i.e. posh/proper) or comprehensibility as offered by
the other groups so far.

Figure 5.139: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in
Peterhead

Similar to Alford, the Peterhead teenagers show no real desire to claim this speaker
as particularly local. There are a few placements of the voice in the Buchan corner,
but the majority of informants (65% of placements) identify the voice as being from
outwith Aberdeenshire, either in Moray, Angus, Inverness, Dundee or further afield.
Interestingly, there is also a small cluster of responses placing the voice in Aberdeen city,
as is perhaps reinforced by the Peterhead teenagers’ rating of the speaker as more urban
than rural and not particularly Doric. Elsewhere in the evaluations, the voice is not
rated unfavourably on any count, with the friendliness score being particularly positive.
Comments from the Peterhead youngsters include those which reinforce this tendency
towards considering the voice as not Doric (less doric; Not doric, not alot ; dorich
isn’t as strong) and those which provide further justification regarding the informant’s
placing of the voice (From down South probably ; "no even" - more down south).

Sticking to the coast: around the corner in Banff, the youngsters return similar
results to those from Peterhead in that there is a small cluster of placements around
Aberdeen city and a tendency to evaluate the voice as slightly more urban than rural.
This is reflected in the comments from the youngsters which include Less cheucther
- more "town" like and Definitely from the town. Well spoken. Notably, only two
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informants place the voice any further south than Aberdeen; but rather than land-
ing accurately on Montrose, these placements overshoot and identify the voice as being
from Dundee. As evidenced in the responses of other groups, there are also some place-
ments in Moray and towards Inverness. Again, evaluations of pleasantness, friendliness,
and educatedness are generally favourable, with an agreement that the speaker is not
distinctly Doric-sounding. This is reinforced by comments such as Not much Doric.
Just a clear Scottish accent - again pointing out that Doric-ness and Scottishness are
different concepts.

Figure 5.140: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in Banff

Figure 5.141: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 4 by youngsters in Elgin

Finally, in Elgin, the evaluations of Speaker 4 are much in line with those discussed
so far: ratings of pleasantness, friendliness, and educatedness are generally favourable,
while the voice is also rated as not being particularly Doric (although, as with the
results of the Elgin youngsters for all speakers, this comes with the caveat that their
completion rates for this particular scale were low). Overall, their responses on the ru-
ral/urban dimension are skewed towards the more urban. This is reflected in their map

242



placements of the speaker in which there are clusters of responses towards Inverness,
Aberdeen, and Dundee. Further placements are dispersed along the Moray and Banff
coast, to the south of Aberdeen, and further afield in Perth and Kinross.

Comments about linguistic characteristics

Table 5.13: Collated older informants’ comments re. Speaker 4

Table 5.14: Collated younger informants’ comments re. Speaker 4
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As discussed in the previous subsection, in accordance with Long’s (1999) classi-
fications, non-linguistic comments about Speaker 4 have focused on attributes (e.g.
rough, friendly, cheery), comprehensibility (e.g. easy to understand) and classifica-
tion/comparison (e.g. less Doric). However, the results also contain many comments
about linguistic characteristics which provide some insight into the informants’ place-
ments and evaluations of this speaker.

In terms of prosody, several of the older informants comment on the speaker’s lilt
with one commenting: high sharp note end sentence. This is a fair observation as
there are three distinct instances in the recording where the speaker finishes a clause
with rising intonation. Elsewhere in the comments, one informant links the voice to
Dundee and describes the voice as having a gluttering quality. In a similar vein, another
informant remarks that Speaker 4 slurs his words, while one Alford teenager correctly
identifies the presence of t-glottaling in the speaker’s pronunciation of little. In terms
of further phonological features, the majority of comments are in reference to Scots
pronunciations which could be found across the country, for example: Roond - round,
top - tap, aboot - about ; way - wy ; Maybe - mebe. On the other hand, surprisingly little
reference is made to features which mark this speaker as different from the traditional
characteristics of Mid-Northern Scots: the most prominent of which is the speaker’s
use of dae (meaning ‘do’). This pronunciation - dae /de/ rather than /di/ (found in
the Mid-Northern dialects) or /du/ (SSE) - occurs three times in the speech sample.
Therefore, it is surprising that it has only attracted a couple of comments. Of course,
the vast majority of informants did not supply any extra comments for this part of
the task, so this is not to say that it is not a feature picked up on by the informants
- it just has not appeared with any great frequency in the comments that have been
supplied.

In terms of morphosyntax, the only feature which is commented upon in any number
is the speaker’s use of no /no/ in the phrase they’re no that easy te climb. This is the
most common form across Scotland and is the norm in Central Scots and, indeed, the
rest of the North of Scotland and the Northern Isles; however, North East Scots is
the exception where you can expect to find nae /ne/ in such contexts (Millar, 2007).
Curiously, identification of this feature does not seem to have guaranteed accurate
placement of the voice. Of the eight informants who explicitly commented on this
feature, three correctly placed the speaker as coming from the South Northern dialect
area, while two placed the voice in the other direction, identifying it as being from
close to Inverness. However, three informants (all younger - two from Alford, one from
Dyce) comment on the use of no for ‘not’ but then place the voice close to Aberdeen,
suggesting that this is not an instant marker to them of a non-North East speaker.

In summary, the comments made about Speaker 4 are not what was expected,
mostly because the majority of them focus on features which could be found across
Scotland while not much attention is paid to characteristics which mark this South
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Northern voice out as specifically different to the rest of the speakers (who are all from
the Mid-Northern area). Furthermore, among the younger age group, even when infor-
mants have explicitly commented on these distinctive features, this has not always been
matched with accurate placement of the voice as being from beyond the boundaries of
the Mid-Northern area.

5.7.5 Speaker 5

The final speaker informants listened to is from Fraserburgh in the far northeastern
corner of the region. Of all the speakers recorded, Speaker 5 was the youngest (around
twenty years separate him from Speaker 1); but, despite this, he is arguably one of
the most conservative speakers in terms of his use of certain features. As detailed
in section 4.7.5, his speech sample contains several phonological and morphosyntactic
variants which are representative of the traditional Mid-Northern A dialect. However,
distinctly North East lexical items are not so evident; although, as will be discussed
in the comments section, much attention is paid to the speaker’s colloquial use of the
word mintal to mean ‘amazing/unbelievable’.

Overall results

While dispersed across the North East, the overall placements of Speaker 5 are
more intensively concentrated in the Aberdeen/Aberdeenshire area than in any other
part of the region. Within this concentrated area, there is a significant cluster of
placements which accurately place the speaker in the coastal reaches of the Buchan
corner. However, as will be discussed in the upcoming presentation of results, many of
these placements are from one specific group of informants - namely the native Buchan
teenagers surveyed in Peterhead, and those from just along the coast in Banff.

Figure 5.142: All placements of Speaker 5 (from all informants)
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Figure 5.143: Evaluations of Speaker 5: older and younger informants’
responses compared

In terms of overall evaluations, the speaker is not rated particularly unfavourably
in terms of pleasantness by either age group, with evaluations of friendliness being
even more positive. The majority of ratings for educatedness fall around the midpoint
of the scale - this is also true for both age groups. One area in which the age groups do
slightly diverge in terms of their evaluations, however, is in their ratings of the speaker’s
Doric-ness and his placement on the rural to urban scale: whereas the majority of the
youngsters seem comfortable in rating Speaker 5 as distinctly Doric and, to a lesser
extent, more rural than urban, the wide spread of responses from the older informants
suggest that they are less convinced. Bearing in mind that Speaker 5 is the youngest
of all the speakers, this could suggest that, despite using many conservative features of
the dialect, he is not regarded as a quintessentially Doric voice by the older informants
in the same way that they rated Speaker 1 (who also uses many conservative features,
but is some twenty years older) as definitively Doric and highly rural.

Older informants - divided by group

Figure 5.144 presents the results from the older informants categorised as belonging
to Group 1. These older informants, with their roots in the far northeastern corner
of the region are the most ‘local’ to this Fraserburgh voice and, as such, it would be
hyphothesised that they should be the best at identifying him. This is certainly true of
some informants as there are some small clusters of placements close to Fraserbugh and
Peterhead. However, these accurate placements of Speaker 5 in the Buchan corner only
account for around a third of responses from this group: the rest are dispersed across
the region, reaching almost as far west as Inverness and as far south as Montrose. The
evaluations of this voice by Group 1 are also strangely dispersed: despite high median
scores, there are some informants within the group who rate the voice very differently,
resulting in a lack of agreement (represented by the elongated boxplots). This suggests
that this speaker is causing some sense of confusion among this group of informants.

246



Figure 5.144: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by older informants in
Group 1

This could be because he is a generation younger than them and, as such, sounds
slightly different from what they might consider to be a definitively ‘local’ Buchan
voice. This is supported by the fact that, as will be discussed in the upcoming results,
their younger counterparts surveyed in Peterhead had no such issues. Comments from
this group include: Aberdonian; Mair Doric wirds used ; Very mixed between Doric
words.

Figure 5.145: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by older informants in
Group 2

In comparison, Group 2 older informants appear to be slightly more successful at
placing the voice in the general direction of northeastern Aberdeenshire, although these
are not focused specifically on any one place. Other placements are more dispersed.
The group’s evaluations of the speaker are very favourable, particularly in terms of
pleasantness and friendliness. For Doric-ness, the voice is generally rated as being
more Doric than not; however, this evaluation nowhere near approaches the group’s
unequivocal evaluation of Speaker 1 as being distinctly Doric (see Figure 5.87). This
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group also rated Speaker 1 as being definitively rural ; but, here, their responses for
Speaker 5 skew towards a more urban evaluation of his speech. Not many comments
were made about this voice by Group 2. One informant comments on the speaker
having a harsh accent, while others are more favourable in their commentary: I like to
listen to Doric; Spiks like me :).

Figure 5.146: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by older informants in
Group 3

In the results from Group 3 (those older informants with their roots in Aberdeen),
the placements are dispersed across most of Aberdeenshire and into Moray, suggesting
that they do not identify this as a city voice. The voice is rated generally positively.
The evaluation for Doric-ness is also relatively dispersed and, while ratings on the
rural/urban scale are quite widely distributed, the highly placed median shows a skew
towards considering this speaker as more rural. Indeed, one informant when asked to
supply any further comments about the voice just writes: Aberdeenshire.

Figure 5.147: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by older informants in
Group 4
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Finally, the responses of the older informants from Group 4 (those who have moved
to the North East from elsewhere) are somewhat different from those of their ‘native’
North East counterparts. Whereas the other groups rated the voice quite favourably
in terms of pleasantness, the evaluation from this group is more negative. Similarly,
Group 4 rate the speaker as slightly less educated overall than those from Groups
1-3 did. However, these negative evaluations do not seem to preclude a relatively
positive ratings in terms of the friendliness of the speaker. As the map of placements
demonstrates, there are some correct responses from this group in which the voice
is placed towards the Buchan corner; however, other results are more dispersed and
also include a noticeable cluster of placements around Aberdeen. There are not many
comments about this speaker, although a couple do suggest that this speaker is not the
easiest to pick up with one informant remarking that he is very quick, while another
shares that he is quite hard to listen to.

Younger informants - divided by group

Moving on now to the younger informants’ responses towards this voice, the Kin-
corth teenagers clearly perceive this as an urban voice with most placements clustering
in and around either Aberdeen or Dundee. This is reflected in their evaluations of the
speaker which skew more towards the voice being regarded as urban rather than par-
ticularly rural. Overall, the Kincorth youngsters respond relatively positively towards
this voice, rating the speaker towards the upper end of each scale for pleasantness,
friendliness, and educatedness. The voice is also rated as being more Doric than not.

Figure 5.148: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in
Kincorth (Aberdeen)

In comparison, the Dyce teenagers do not seem quite so keen on this speaker. Their
ratings of the pleasantness and educatedness of the voice are markedly lower. Despite
this, the voice is still rated as being relatively friendly. These Dyce youngsters also
agree that this is a characteristically Doric speaker. Whereas the Kincorth teenagers
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placed this voice more towards the cities of Aberdeen and Dundee, the Dyce informants’
responses are concentrated more in rural Aberdeenshire than anywhere else.

Figure 5.149: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in Dyce
(Aberdeen)

These placements are also quite dispersed and there is a lack of accurate focus on the
voice as being from the Buchan corner. However, they do not seem to regard this as a
particularly city-based voice in the same way their Kincorth counterparts do. General
comments from the Dyce teenagers are mostly those which seek to categorise the voice
(Scottish accent with a lot of Doric. A teuchter ; Thick Scottish; Doric words said),
including one which highlights the voice as being different: Pronunciation was different
from ours.

Figure 5.150: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in
Inverurie (Aberdeen)

The placements by the Inverurie teenagers are broadly similar, with more responses
identifying the voice as being from Aberdeenshire than anywhere else. Interestingly,
the Inverurie youngsters offer more ‘local’ placements of this slightly younger (yet
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still conservative) dialect speaker than they did for an older speaker from their actual
hometown (Speaker 1). In terms of evaluations, the voice is rated as particularly Doric
and rural. The rating for friendliness skews more towards the positive end of the scale;
so too, to a slightly lesser extent, does the evaluation of pleasantness. Finally, their
evaluation of the speaker’s educatedness is not particularly positive, although not as
negative as their ratings for Speakers 1 and 2. In terms of comments, one informant
describes the strong accent of the speaker while another shares that the voice is pure
Doric.

In nearby Alford, the placements of Speaker 5 are slightly more dispersed, although
there does appear to be a cluster of responses aligning broadly with the more westerly
perception of the Doric area identified by Alford teenagers in the map drawing tasks
(as discussed also in the results for Speaker 1). This is reflected in the informants’ high
overall ratings of the speaker as particularly Doric and rural. While their evaluations
of the speaker’s friendliness are largely positive, their ratings of the pleasantness and
educatedness of the voice are less conclusive. While the comments from the Alford
teenagers are mostly focused on linguistic features, some describe Speaker 5 as very
‘teuchter’ sounding, with a couple correctly narrowing the speaker’s location down to
near the Broch or Peterhead/Broch (the ‘Broch’ being another name for Fraserburgh).

Figure 5.151: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in Alford

The most interesting results, however, are from those youngsters in Peterhead who,
geographically, are the closest to Speaker 5: only 17 miles separates them from the
speaker’s hometown of Fraserburgh. While a small group of placements are clustered
around Dundee and some others are scattered across the North East, the majority
of their placements of this voice (56%) are focused on the Buchan corner, sticking
quite closely to the coast; in a broad sense, a large portion of this Peterhead cohort
seem confident that this is a relatively local voice. Comments which accompany these
placements, include Really doric 100% NORTH EAST! e.g. Fraserburgh/Peterhead,
Sounds very familiar and Very very broad.
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Figure 5.152: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in
Peterhead

Thinking back to the results of the draw-a-map, degree-of-difference, and place
evaluation tasks, many of the Peterhead youngsters made it clear that they perceive
Fraserburgh as being different to themselves - a difference that was often expressed in
pejorative terms. Given the hyperlocal ‘othering’ of Fraserburgh evidenced in these
previous tasks, it is therefore quite ironic that several of the teenagers in this group
actually claim Speaker 5 as being from Peterhead. As well as instances in which
the informants geographically place the voice as being from either from Fraserburgh
or Peterhead, when the raw map data for these results is revisited, there are also
cases where the informant has additionally supplied the name of the town alongside
their placement. This makes it relatively straightforward to categorise informants who
correctly identify the voice as being from Fraserburgh (n=8) and informants who label
the speaker as being from Peterhead (n=14).
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Figure 5.153: Evaluations of Speaker 5 by Peterhead youngsters
categorised by whether or not they identified the voice as being from

Fraserburgh or Peterhead.
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This is important because it allows us to observe a classic case of claiming/denial in
action. The charts above show these teenagers’ evaluations of Speaker 5 depending on
whether or not they correctly placed him as a Fraserburgh speaker or whether they
misattributed him as being a member of their hometown speech community. As the
charts show, those who accurately recognised Speaker 5 as being from Fraserburgh
also rated the voice poorly in terms of pleasantness. In comparison, those who claimed
the voice as being from Peterhead rated the voice much more positively on this scale.
This difference is quite striking: in the first chart, none of the informants rate this
Fraserburgh speaker in the upper reaches of the pleasantness scale; conversely, in the
second chart, the informants similarly avoid the lower half of the same scale as they seek
to praise the pleasantness of a speaker they have identified as being ‘one of their own’.
This is also evident, but to a much lesser extent, in the evaluations of friendliness.

On the other hand, both groups rate the speaker as being distinctlyDoric, regardless
of whether or not they identified him as being from Fraserburgh or Peterhead. This
is consistent with the hand-drawn maps from the Peterhead teenagers in which, while
often marked as being ‘different’ in some sense, Fraserburgh was frequently co-opted as
part of the same Doric or broad -speaking area. In fact, during the survey session, one
of the informants, Caitlin, said to me: Fraserburgh speak Doric, but they speak it worse
than we do... they speak it more than we do. I was so amused by what she had said
that I immediately scribbled it on the back of her survey at the end of the session so as
not to forget it. While importantly acknowledging Fraserburgh as part of the Doric-
speaking area, this characterisation of Doric-ness as being some sort of affliction which
some people have ‘worse’ than others may also help to make sense of the relatively low
ratings of Speaker 5’s perceived educatedness as offered by the teenagers, regardless of
whether they placed him in Fraserburgh or Peterhead.

Figure 5.154: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in Banff

25 miles along the coast from Fraserburgh in the other direction, the Banff teenagers
produce similar results to their peers in Peterhead in that the voice is correctly identified
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by many informants as being from the general Buchan coastal area. In fact, just over
70% of their placements are in this corner, demonstrating that they too are keen to
identify this speaker as a relatively ‘local’ voice. Whereas the overall ratings of Speaker
5 by the Peterhead teenagers were more dispersed (something which, as has just been
proved, can be partly attributed to a difference in whether or not the voice was identified
as being from Fraserburgh of Peterhead), the Banff teenagers are, on the whole, much
more in agreement about their positive evaluation of this speaker and about claiming
of him as distinctly Doric. As was presented in the results of the draw-a-map task,
the Banff youngsters were much more generous in their drawing of the Doric-speaking
area, with the heat-map of their responses (see Figure 5.14) creating a large area of
agreement across much of upper Aberdeenshire (including all of the Banff and Buchan
coast). This identification with local Doric kinship on a slightly broader level could
explain these favourable ratings for Speaker 5 in that, even though the Banff teenagers
have not claimed him as being specifically from Banff, they have claimed him as being
part of their Doric-speaking corner.

Figure 5.155: Evaluation/placement of Speaker 5 by youngsters in Elgin

Travel a further 35 miles west to Elgin and this local claiming effect seems to have
been lost. In contrast to the Banff and Peterhead teenagers, the Elgin youngsters ap-
pear completely unsure about where this speaker is from. Their placements of the voice
are dispersed across the whole region with no convincing clustering of responses in any
one place. Similarly, their evaluations of the voice do not coalesce to present any clear
areas of agreement, apart from a recognition of the speaker as being more Doric than
not. In terms of comments about this speaker, a couple of Elgin youngsters describe
him as being harder to understand while another describes him as very Scottish.

Comments about linguistic characteristics

As with the other speakers, Speaker 5 drew many more comments from the younger
informants than those in the older age group. Overall, the comments about Speaker 5
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refer to a broader range of linguistic characteristics than for some other speakers.

Table 5.15: Collated older informants’ comments re. Speaker 5

Table 5.16: Collated younger informants’ comments re. Speaker 5

In terms of phonological features, several features are referred to. The most com-
monly mentioned feature is the speaker’s pronunciation of ‘bought’ (SSE /bOt/) as
bocht [bOxt]: e.g. "ch" sound (as in ‘loch’), "bought" - boucht (as in loch); bought (pro-
nounced like the German ‘ch’ ; ‘Boucht’ instead of ‘bought’ (like ‘bot’). This use of the
/x/ phoneme in this context is a relic feature: once the traditional Scots distribution
(Millar, 2007) - and, indeed, found in English up until the later Middle English/Early
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Modern English period (Wells, 1982) -, its use in words such as bocht is described by
Maguire (2012, 60) as ‘very much recessive across Scotland’ and ‘largely absent from
urban Scottish varieties’. Smith (2005, 122) also concludes it is a feature ‘fast becoming
obsolete, even in the most rural areas’. Therefore, its presence in the speech of this
North East speaker may be one reason why he has been rated as so distinctly Doric
by many of the different informant groups.

Other comments on phonological characteristics of Speaker 5’s language use include
several remarks on the inclusion of the North East <wh> to /f/ shibboleth. e.g. fit
- what? Also included are some references to pronunciations which could be heard
throughout Scotland, such as hale (‘whole’), noo (‘now’), and roond (‘round’). Several
particularly observant comments are also made regarding the speaker’s pronunciation
of spylt (‘spoilt’), correctly observing the presence of glide insertion resulting in poly-
syllabic ["spaIj@lt] as opposed to monosyllabic ["spOIlt]. This type of glide insertion is
commonplace in the speech of traditional North East dialect speakers. Finally, a couple
of comments are also made about the speaker’s omission of initial [D] in low-stress en-
vironments, e.g. comments such as ‘iss’ - this and ‘And is’ - and this. This is another
characteristic feature of North East Scots.

While no comments are made about morphosyntactic features of Speaker 5’s speech,
several lexical items attract a considerable amount of attention from the informants.
The most-mentioned are bairn(s), mind/myne/mine, and mintal. For the first in this
list - bairn, meaning ‘child’ - I am fairly confident that this word has not been picked
out by informants solely because of its inclusion, but more because of its pronunciation.
Bairn is a reasonably ‘standard’ Scottish word (especially in the East of Scotland) and
I am not sure that its appearance alone would be enough to invite so many comments;
rather, I think informants may be singling out this word due the speaker’s marked
rhoticity causing the word to be pronounced almost as ["bEr@n] with a subtle epenthetic
vowel resulting in a polysyllabic rather than a monosyllabic realisation. Maguire’s
(2017) analysis of epenthesis in Scotland found that epenthesis in /rn/ words is reported
consistently across the majority of Lowland Scotland - although there are some parts
of Aberdeenshire where it is found to be less common. Maguire (ibid., 173) suggests
that this lesser frequency in Aberdeenshire could be the result of ‘lower levels and more
subtle epenthesis in the area’ (or a consequence of differences between fieldworkers).
However, it is worth noting that Maguire’s study is based on data collected during
the Linguistic Survey of Scotland (LSS) meaning that the results are formed from
linguistic behaviour observed in the 1950s. We are now sixty/seventy years on from
this fieldwork and we might expect things to have changed slightly. Personally, as
a (born in the 1980s) dialect speaker from the Garioch area of Aberdeenshire, my
pronunciation of bairn would not naturally include this epenthesis and listening to
Speaker 5’s use of it feels to me like a particularly ‘broad’, although not unfamiliar,
feature of North East speech.

256



The second lexical item commented upon with any real frequency is the speaker’s
use of mind/myne/mine (meaning ‘to remember/recollect’). According to the OED,
this use of ‘mind’ as a verb was formed within English by conversion but is now ‘chiefly
Scottish’. Hence, this is not a word particularly restricted to usage in the North East.
Finally, the most-mentioned lexical item is the single use of the word mintal, which
appears when the speaker says, and then ess year we got a mountain bike each an ess
wiz like a revelation... it wiz mintal. The meaning of mintal (‘mental’) in this context
is not documented in either by the OED or DSL. The OED does provide an entry for
‘mental’ as a ‘colloquial’ term meaning ‘Mentally ill; mentally handicapped. Also in
weakened sense: irrational, uncontrolled, eccentric, crazy.’ But this does not accurately
match the meaning in this context which is closer to ‘amazing/unbelievable’. With a
lack of information available about this feature, I conducted an entirely unscientific
experiment by searching for the word mintal on Twitter and extracting the first twenty
instances of it I could find in the tweets of Scottish users of the platform:27

Figure 5.156: Some illustrative examples of the use of the word ‘mintal’
online.

27In order to protect the anonymity of the online users, only the immediate environment of the
word ‘mintal’ in each post has been replicated (i.e. those parts in colour) - the wording of the rest of
each example is for illustrative effect only.
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Of these twenty occurrences, seven were location-tagged as being from Fraserburgh and
three from Peterhead. For the remaining ten, the location of the user was not specified;
however, for a few of them, the existence of North East-specific features such as fan
for ‘when’ and the loss of initial [D] in ess (‘this’) suggests that they may well also be
local to the region.

These instances show several different usages of this word as an adjective: mintal as
in ‘mad’/‘crazy’ (e.g. mintal how much..., mintal how big...); mintal as both a positive
and negative intensifier before adjectives and verbs (e.g. mintal buzzin, mintal good,
mintal craving, mintal bored); and, linked to this intensifier function, the apparent use
of mintal cba (‘cba’ being short for ‘canna/cannot be arsed/assed’) as a fixed phrase
of sorts. The majority of Twitter users using this word seemed to be relatively young
(certainly under 40, if not much younger).

While the existence of one word in isolation cannot be used to explain overall
reactions towards the speaker, this colloquial use of mintal (which attracted so many
comments by informants) could be one reason why Speaker 5 is not as readily claimed
as a distinctly Doric speaker by some of the older informants as he is by the vast
majority of the teenage respondents in the Banff and Buchan area. In addition to
this, his speech sample also contains instances of both quotative and discourse marker
like - although not to the same extent as Speaker 2 - which may be interpreted as a
‘younger’, more innovative form. In this sense, Speaker 5’s speech is notable as it seems
to contain a mix of conservative dialect features with some more recent innovations.

5.7.6 Overall placements distribution

Now that all the results for the placements and evaluations of the five speakers have
been considered, I wish to consolidate these findings by briefly considering how these
overall findings align with the documented dialect divisions thought to exist in the
region. The collated maps overleaf use the dialect boundaries proposed by Millar
(2007) and compare the overall placements for each speaker against these divisions.
On each map, a percentage figure is given for the proportion of placements which fall
either in the North Northern A, Mid-Northern B, Mid-Northern A, or South Northern
dialect area. In the bottom left-hand corner, a percentage figure is also provided (in red
font) illustrating the amount of placements which occurred outside of this ‘Northern
Scots’ area. While this presents some confirmatory results, a caveat must be applied
to informants’ placements in and around the city of Aberdeen which, due to the city’s
proximity to the boundary line between Mid-Northern A and South Northern, may be
attributed to the latter despite the city technically being part of the former - this is
because the method for collecting and recording informants’ placements means that
the mark made by an informant is likely to straddle both dialect areas. On each map,
a small marker symbol identifies the speaker’s actual location.
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Figure 5.157: Percentages of placements for each speaker within the
dialect boundaries proposed by Millar (2007).
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The majority of groups surveyed as part of this study were situated within the Mid-
Northern A area, with the exception of those in Elgin (Mid-Northern B) and Muchalls
(South Northern). As Figure 5.157 demonstrates, Speaker 1 (from Inverurie) was, by
some margin, identified as the voice most ‘local’ to this specific part of the North East.
In a broader sense, he is also placed as the most ‘North East’ of all the speakers, with
only 7.5% of responses placing him as being from outside of the region. After Speaker
1, Speaker 5 (from Fraserburgh) receives the next highest amount of placements within
this Mid-Northern A area. The proportion of informants placing Speaker 5 outside of
the Northern Scots region is much higher than for Speaker 1 though, partly as a result
of a cluster of responses incorrectly placing the voice close to Dundee.

To compare, Speaker 2 (from Elgin) is placed in the general Mid-Northern area by
just under half of the responses. Of the remaining responses, many place him as being
from closer to Inverness (and therefore outside of the Northern Scots dialect area),
while a considerable number of informants misplace the voice in the opposite direction,
identifying him as being from the more southern parts of the region. As discussed
previously, there does seem to be some degree of confusion in the responses for Speaker
2 and Speaker 4 in terms of which direction the voices are from. Either way, there
is not the same level of agreement about this voice as there is for Speakers 1 and 5,
possibly as a result of the speaker being more on the periphery of the surveyed area.

The placements for Speaker 3 (from Aberdeen) are the most dispersed with no single
area emerging as a clear front-runner. The placements in the South Northern area edge
slightly ahead of the others, but partly because (as discussed) many of the responses
identifying the voice as being from (or close to) Aberdeen have been included as part
of this count. The fact that the speaker is probably the most ‘standard’ of the five
participants may explain why the placements of him are so scattered and why he was
not rated as being strongly Doric in the overall evaluations. Whereas a ‘broad’ dialect
speaker may be easier to identify because of strong associations between language and
place, more standard voices are perhaps more difficult because ‘standardness’ itself is
not always a characteristic which is particularly tied to one geographic location.

Speaker 4 (from Montrose) attracts by far the most responses placing him outside
of the Northern Scots area, partly as the result of a substantial number of responses
which ‘overshoot’ his southern-ness and identify him as being closer to Dundee as a
result. Notably, Speaker 4 scores the lowest in terms of the number of placements
within the Mid-Northern area - a finding which corresponds with informants’ rating of
Speaker 4 as the least Doric-sounding voice.

In summary, the placements of Speakers 1 and 5 - arguably the most ‘conservative’
of the five speech samples in terms of the dialect features used - are the most conclusive.
While resounding accuracy cannot be expected of such tasks, both of these voices are
strongly associated with the Mid-Northern area by the majority of informants. As
Coupland et al. (1999, 355) reflect on from a similar study in Wales, such tasks may

260



ask more of informants in terms of detail than they are available to provide:

Conceivably, some respondents were able to operate only at a lower level of
detail than we asked of them, and they might, therefore, have felt confident
that the voice they heard was from a nonurban (or non-Cardiff) area of
South Wales but not have been able to select confidently from the two
alternatives of southwest Wales or the Valleys.

However, they also found that identifications of each voice tended ‘to point markedly
more in one direction than the other’. This ‘pull in one direction’ is definitely evident
in the placements here for Speaker 1 and 5. While many informants may not be able
to provide enough detail to specifically pinpoint the voices to one exact location within
the Mid-Northern area, most can deduce enough about the speakers to decide that
they should be placed in that general direction. Similarly, most informants were able
to assess Speaker 4 as not being from this Mid-Northern area, suggesting some level of
dialect awareness.

5.7.7 Correlations between evaluations

Finally, before moving on to discuss these results, the overall nature of the evaluations
of speakers deserves consideration. By running a Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient test on the evaluations, relationships can be established between ratings in
a broader sense. These tests explore how the ratings interact with each other. That
is to say, do evaluations of Doric-ness and friendliness, for example, ‘move together’
in that a positive rating for one is likely to prompt a favourable rating for the other?
Or, contrastively, do some ratings ‘move away’ from each other? For example, does a
positive rating for Doric-ness correlate with a negative rating for educatedness?

In order to compile this information, I draw on the methods used by Montgomery
(2007) in which he establishes each possible correlation and then counts these per group
to compare how these manifest across the survey sample. The ten potential correlations
which can be tested for are: Pleasantness vs. Doric-ness ; Pleasantness vs. Friendli-
ness, Pleasantness vs. Rural—Urban, Pleasantness vs. Educatedness ; Doric-ness vs.
Friendliness ; Doric-ness vs. Rural—Urban; Doric-ness vs. Educatedness ; Friendliness
vs. Rural—Urban; Friendliness vs. Educatedness ; Rural—Urban vs. Educatedness.

Table 5.17 below provides an illustrative example of just one of these Pearson tests,
using data gathered from the Peterhead teenagers concerning Speaker 2. The table is
read by finding the point at which two evaluations bisect - at this point, the Pearson
correlation figure is provided. Pearson correlation figures marked with (*) indicate a
statistically significant correlation at the p < 0.05 level (2 tailed), while (**) marks a
significant correlation at the p < 0.01 level (2 tailed), with the latter suggesting that
a correlation is ‘highly significant’ (Fenton & Neil, 2012).
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Table 5.17: Results of Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient
tests (run in SPSS) for Peterhead youngsters ratings of Speaker 2.

The data includes both positive correlations (marked in green) and negative correlations
(marked in red). A positive correlation means that as one variable increases in value,
the second variable will similarly increase in value; also, as one variable decreases
in value, the second variable will decrease in value. For instance, in Table 5.17, a
statistically significant positive correlation is reported between pleasantness and Doric-
ness, meaning that the more pleasant the voice is rated as being, the more likely that it
is also rated as more Doric-sounding. On the other hand, a negative correlation means
that as one variable increases in value, the second variable decreases. For instance,
Table 5.17 also reports a negative correlation between educatedness and the urban/rural
scale. On the urban/rural scale, urban was coded ‘low’ while rural was coded ‘high’.
This result, therefore, means that, in this case, a higher rating of educatedness correlates
with a more urban evaluation of the speaker.

In order to try and form some overall idea of these correlations, each positive or neg-
ative correlation has been counted and then collated by survey group. Table 5.19 firstly
shows these correlations counted by age group, while Tables 5.20 and 5.21 present a
breakdown of these results by individual survey groups. A colour coding scheme has
been employed (see Table 5.18) to make these tables easier to read, separating the
number of correlations into five bands. For individual survey groups, this is straight-
forward: five speakers to rate = five instances of each test = five colour gradations.
For collated correlations (e.g. those shown in Table 5.19 and in the totals columns in
Tables 5.20 and 5.21), the colour gradations are applied in five bands according to the
number of possible correlations. For example: if, out of 35 tests of pleasantness vs.
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friendliness, the youngsters return 26 positive correlations, this places in the 4th band
(61-80%) and is coloured accordingly. The tables do not distinguish between whether
the correlations are significant at the p <0.01 or p <0.05 level, but they do allow for
a broad overview of the extent of each correlation.

Table 5.18: Colour coding scheme for Tables 5.19, 5.20, and 5.21.

As the upcoming tables demonstrate, when the results are considered holistically,
there are no unanimous correlations - that is to say, there are no two scales which
correlate significantly on a consistent basis across all informant groups. There are,
however, some which correlate more frequently than others: namely, pleasantness vs.
friendliness, friendliness vs. educatedness, and pleasantness vs. educatedness. In
each of these cases, the youngsters’ data proportionally returns slightly more positive
correlations than the older informants. Compared to the other tests, Doric-ness vs.
Urban—Rural produced some significant correlations; although - as the breakdown of
these figures will show - this only applied to certain groups of informants.

Table 5.19: Collated significant correlations from all informants’ data.
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When the results of only the older informants are considered (Table 5.20), this sig-
nificant correlation for friendliness vs. educatedness does not feature as prominently.
Indeed, when compared to the youngsters’ results (Table 5.21), the difference is more
apparent, with several teenage informant groups returning 5/5 or 4/5 significant cor-
relations for these scales. However, this is not true for every group: the youngsters in
Kincorth, Alford, and Banff do not produce as high a number of significant correlations.

Table 5.20: Collated significant correlations from older informants’ data.

Table 5.21: Collated significant correlations from younger informants’
data.
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To revisit the ideas of status-oriented and solidarity-oriented language investment
(Ryan & Bulik (1982), Preston (2011)), if educatedness is assumed to be a marker of
status and friendliness is regarded as more of a solidarity marker, we might expect
a mismatch between these two scales. The fact that significant positive correlations
between them are found in the ratings offered by several of the groups suggests that
something different is going on here. This may also be apparent in the very low
amount of significant negative correlations reported for Doric-ness vs. Educatedness.
Contrastively, some significant negative correlations are noted between Educatedness
and the Urban–Rural scale. The overall utilisation of this educatedness scale and
the manner in which it does not correlate as expected with solidarity scales will be
considered more fully in the upcoming discussion section.

While the significant correlations presented above do not return many conclusive
results in terms of overall trends, there are some instances where certain groups appear
to be reacting to the speaker samples in a slightly different way to their peers. In
terms of Doric-ness, several significant positive correlations are recorded between being
more Doric and more rural. On the other hand, no negative correlations are reported
linking Doric-ness with the urban. This confirms the findings of the draw-a-map task
in which the Doric label was more readily attributed to the Aberdeenshire area than to
Aberdeen city. However, although, as stated above, there are several reported positive
correlations for Doric-ness vs. Urban—Rural, none of these were attributed to any of
the Aberdeen informant groups (i.e. Older Group 3, Kincorth youngsters, and Dyce
youngsters). Conversely, the group with the highest amount of significant positive
correlations on this scale are the Alford youngsters who, as has been documented in
the results of previous tasks, are slightly more invested in the sense of a rural ‘teuchter’
identity than some of the other teenagers. A further instance of outlying results can
be found when the survey groups are considered by whether or not they are ‘native’
to the North East. In terms of the Pleasantness vs. Doric-ness and Doric-ness vs.
Friendliness tests, significant negative correlations are only found in one of the older
informant groups: namely, Group 4 - those who had moved to the North East from
elsewhere. This suggests that they may not have the same sense of solidarity with
distinctly Doric speakers.

Overall, of the five evaluative scales, those which operate on a clear negative-to-
positive scale (pleasantness, friendliness, educatedness) are the ones which produce a
higher number of significant correlations with each other. On the other hand, Doric-
ness and urban/rural evaluations also seem to correlate to an extent; however, they
rarely interact with the other scales in terms of producing significant correlations.
Specifically, evaluations of Doric-ness do not seem to be a reliable predictor as to
whether a voice is rated as particularly friendly or pleasant or educated. For example, as
the results from the Peterhead youngsters showed, Speaker 5 was rated both differently
on the solidarity scales of pleasantness and friendliness depending on whether the voice
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was placed as being from Peterhead or Fraserburgh; however, in both cases, the rating
for Doric-ness remained high.

5.7.8 Discussion

To conclude this discussion of the speaker identification and speaker evaluation tasks,
the implications of these findings must be considered further. While discussion has, to
an extent, interspersed the presentation of the results, there are a few issues which war-
rant further discussion. Firstly, when considering the presentation of the data in this
subchapter, the results of these tasks have demonstrated the importance of breaking
down the results by survey group rather than treating informants’ reactions to these
speakers as a homogenised response. Although this has produced a rather lengthy
(and, at times, not particularly conclusive) presentation of the data, this methodical
approach has been necessary in order to properly examine the informants’ perceptions
of these speakers. If only considered by age group, for instance, all the evidence of the
claiming/denial of certain voices by certain groups would have been ignored. Localised
age-related findings such as emerging differences between the older and younger Gar-
ioch informants would also have been lost. Furthermore, these deconstructed results
have been necessary in order to test whether or not speakers are better at identifying
specifically local voices.

The Five Scales

In terms of the five scales deployed for this part of the survey - pleasantness, Doric-
ness, friendliness, urban/rural, and educatedness -, I have suggested that the three
overtly negative-to-positive scales seem to ‘move together’ to an extent, whereas Doric-
ness and evaluations of how rural or urban a voice is cannot be consistently matched
to the other scales. Take, for example, the ratings for Speaker 1, 2 and 5: many of
the informant groups rated these speakers as being very Doric; but, when it came
to the three negative-to-positive evaluative scales, Speaker 2 did not fare as well as
the other two. Therefore, just being perceived as Doric does not in most cases seem
to automatically trigger feelings of solidarity. Rather, other factors - such as the
speaker’s perceived location within the wider Doric-speaking region, or, as suggested
with Speaker 2, the use of stigmatised features such as discourse markers - also appear
to be influencing how informants react to the voice samples.

For ratings of educatedness, none of the speakers attracted unequivocally positive
evaluations across all the informant groups. As it stands, Speaker 3 came closest,
but there is still some variation within the results. By the same token, nobody rated
rock bottom in terms of educatedness. While some of the results for Speaker 2 did skew
towards a more uneducated evaluation, there was still a reasonable amount of dispersion
within the data. Therefore, educatedness does not seem to be particularly influenced
by how Doric a voice is perceived as being. According to some commentators, the
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North East of Scotland is not considered as operating within the same class structure
(particularly in relation to language) as exists in other parts of Scotland. Macafee
(1997, 546) comments:

A particular characteristic of (this area) is the vertical integration of the
community. Middle-class people, including teachers, who have grown up in
the area speaking the local dialect and participating in the local culture,
are able to provide children with role models, demonstrating by example
that local people can succeed, and that they can be bidialectal.

Indeed, I can recall one instance in which an older informant (a member of the
Muchalls informant group and a retired schoolteacher) was very vocal in her objections
to the educatedness scale and refused to complete it on principle. This sentiment
was echoed by many of the older informants who felt that someone being a speaker
of the local dialect was in no way connected to anything to do with educatedness
or intelligence. However, McGarrity’s (1998) research suggested that this egalitarian
approach to language use is reserved to positive evaluations of idealised rural varieties
of the dialect. She notes the finding that, in her study:

...respondents identify with the quintessential Doric but are not interested
in being associated with the urban variety (ibid., 147).

From the data in this study though, if anything, the results in the last section pre-
sented more negative than positive correlations on the Educatedness vs. Urban/Rural
scales. Although the number of negative correlations reported were not particularly
high, they comfortably outnumbered the positive correlations. The majority of these
negative correlations (in which educatedness correlates with a more urban evaluation
and uneducatedness correlates with a more rural evaluation) were found in the data
of the younger informant group. The data from the Peterhead teenagers in particular
demonstrates a strong negative correlation in this regard, specifically in relation to
Speakers 2, 3 and 4. This affinity towards the urban was also found in the results of
the Elgin youngsters in their claiming of Speaker 3 (from Aberdeen); in this case, those
who claimed the voice as being more local also rated it as being distinctly urban and
more educated (see Figure 5.127). When McGarrity refers to ‘the urban variety’ above,
however, she does so in reference to Aberdeen. As I will propose in the conclusions to
this thesis, I think that what we term rural and urban with regards the North East
needs to be reconceptualised. It no longer seems to be the case that Aberdeen is the
urban and everything else is rural - or at least not in terms of some younger informants’
perceptions of the region.

While the ratings for educatedness do not seem to consistently or strongly correlate
with other evaluative scales in most places, further investigation of the data suggests
that there may be some link with how the informants self-report their own speech. A
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question at the beginning of the survey asked informants to rate their own speech on a
sliding scale from English to Scottish. In terms of the overall data from the youngsters,
Pearson tests run on Own speech vs. Educatedness of Speaker X report statistically
significant positive correlations in the results for Speakers 1 (p < 0.01), 2, 4, and 5 (p
< 0.05). Meanwhile, when the same test is conducted with the older informants’ data,
a statistically significant positive correlation is only found in reference to Speaker 1 (p
< 0.05).

Table 5.22: Results of Pearson correlation coefficient tests for informants’
rating of their own speech vs. rating of the educatedness of each speaker).

This suggests that, for the youngsters certainly, those who consider themselves as
being more ‘Scottish’-spoken than ‘English’-spoken are possibly less inclined to rate
distinctly dialect speakers as being uneducated. No significant correlations are found
between own speech ratings and evaluations of the educatedness of Speaker 3; however,
as discussed previously, Speaker 3 is arguably the most ‘standard’ of the five speakers
and, of the four Mid-Northern speakers, was rated as the least Doric-sounding. For
the older informants, a significant correlation is only evident in the results for Speaker
1, who was rated by this older cohort as the most Doric of all five speakers. This blurs
the lines somewhat between the idea of solidarity and status scales. Here, informants
appear to be using educatedness - which would normally be considered a status eval-
uation - as a means for expressing solidarity with the speaker as a result of their own
identification with ‘Scottish’ speech ahead of the English ‘standard’. This solidarity
is manifested through the apparent rejection of the idea that being a dialect speaker
makes someone in any way less educated or less intelligent, thus reinforcing the claims
of Macafee (1997) above. While Scots may have strong links with social class in parts
of Central Belt Scotland, Macafee & McGarrity (1999, 166) have suggested that this
does not seem to the case in the North East, noting:

[Doric] is held in high esteem, and is universally understood and spoken
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at least on some occasions by individuals all the way up the social scale.
More than in Central Scotland, Scots in the North-east is perceived to be
a linguistic entity distinct from English, and is focused by code-switching,
rather than the code-mixing characteristic of the Central Belt.

This sense of apparent prestige being attributed to use of Scots in the North East may
explain why Speaker 1, who was identified as being very Doric, was rated so favourably
by the older informants from the region in terms of pleasantness and friendliness, but
was also rated relatively highly in terms of perceived educatedness. The reactions of the
younger informants towards this more conservative dialect speaker were more mixed
and, as the correlations above have suggested, this could be as a result of differing
opinions within teenage informant groups dependent on how the individual youngsters
identify personally as speakers.

Links to existing PD research

When considered in the context of existing perceptual dialectology research, the
results from these tasks do feature some phenomena reported in other studies. The
first phenomenon to consider is that of claiming and denial. This is the finding that if
a voice sample is not rated positively, then respondents are more likely to identify it as
being ‘not local’. Conversely, voices which are perceived of positively may be ‘claimed’
as local even though they are not. This type of finding can be found in Long (1999, 220),
Montgomery (2007, 336), and Coupland et al., 1999, 356). According to Coupland et al.
(ibid.), this is closely linked to theories of social identity and self-categorisation - or, in
summary, the idea of ‘social attraction’. By aligning with a certain group, you identify
with ‘qualities’ of that group. Therefore, members are motivated to promote a positive
evaluation of their own group. The result of this is that voices categorised as being
‘in-group’ (whether correctly or incorrectly) are generally evaluated more favourably.
Or, in other words, voices which are favoured, may be ‘claimed’ as an in-group speaker,
while voices which are disfavoured may be ‘denied’ and pushed away/placed somewhere
that the informants consider to be socially ‘unattractive’.

In this study, claiming and denial is evident in some instances; however, this is by no
means noted consistently across all survey groups. Rather, it is most clearly evident
in instances where a speaker is rated strongly one way or the other. Claiming was
most evident with Speaker 1 (from Inverurie) who was rated very favourably by older
informants in Aberdeenshire and was claimed as being relatively ‘local’ accordingly.
With the youngsters, a different type of claiming appears to be in play. In the results
for Speaker 1 from youngsters in Alford and Peterhead, perceived Doric-ness seems to
be a key factor in whether or not a voice is identified as being part of the local speech
community. Hyperlocal feelings of ‘ownership’ of the Doric were discussed in detail
when analysing the results of the draw-a-map tasks and may explain why youngsters in
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Alford and Peterhead are keen to ‘claim’ Speaker 1 despite not returning unequivocally
favourable ratings on the other evaluative scales.

Conversely, denial is also evident in some of the results. This is most apparent in
the reactions towards Speaker 2 (from Elgin). As discussed at length in this chapter,
when overall results are considered, Speaker 2 is rated as the least educated of all the
speakers and is also not rated as particularly pleasant sounding. The speaker is also
not accurately placed as being from the Moray area by the vast majority of informants;
instead, in most cases, placements of the voice are quite dispersed. Despite this, for
some survey groups there are clusters of placements in locations which have been stig-
matised in previous tasks. For example, the Dyce teenagers rate Speaker 2 negatively
in terms of pleasantness and educatedness ; accordingly, the majority of their place-
ments identify him as being from the south of the region, gravitating towards Dundee
- a location that was described by many Dyce informants in the draw-a-map task as
associated with rough or chavvy speech. Central Aberdeenshire teenagers surveyed in
Inverurie and Alford are similarly unenamoured with Speaker 2 and place him mostly
towards Aberdeen, the Buchan corner, and Dundee. Similarly, Peterhead youngsters
rate Speaker 2 as mostly unpleasant-sounding and place him either towards Dundee,
Aberdeen, or neighbouring Fraserburgh (even if their geographical identification of
Fraserburgh sometimes overshoots the actual distance between them).

This neighbourly rivalry between Peterhead and Fraserburgh produced one of the
study’s clearest examples of claiming and denial. This is in reference to Speaker 5,
who was actually from Fraserburgh, and was rated very positively for friendliness and
pleasantness by those Peterhead teenagers who thought he was from Peterhead, but
less favourably by Peterhead youngsters who (accurately) identified the voice as being
from nearby Fraserburgh - a town perceived by the Peterhead group in previous tasks
as being quite different and for whom, in the place evaluation task, they reserved their
most negative assessments. This demonstrates how categorisation of a speaker as being
‘in-group’ or ‘out-group’ can affect evaluations of the speaker, particularly regarding
solidarity factors such as friendliness and pleasantness.

When considering age as a factor, the results of previous studies, such as those of
Coupland et al. (1999) in Wales, might lead us to anticipate higher levels of recognition
among adults than teenagers, because of affective factors concerning lower levels of
dialect experience and less geographic mobility. However, this does not always hold true
in this study, perhaps because it is conducted on a more geographically-restricted scale,
or perhaps because of the different communities in which this survey was conducted.
Viewed holistically, the overall responses to this task do not present a clear-cut case in
which older informants are better at accurately identifying voices than the adolescent
participants (although there are some instances - such as for Speaker 1 - where the
older informants are better at focusing their placements on a narrower area). Rather,
accurate placement of a speaker seems to be dependent on several different factors.
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In some cases, proximity emerges as a persuasive explanation for increased accuracy
(e.g. the Banff and Peterhead teenagers placing Speaker 5 more accurately than any
of the older informant groups managed to). But, in other cases, proximity does not
prompt accurate placement: for instance, the almost complete failure of the Garioch
teenagers from Inverurie to place Speaker 1 (also from Inverurie) as a local voice, with
a significant proportion of the group placing the speaker as far afield as Inverness and
Dundee. Montgomery (2007, 297) found something similar in his results for youngsters
in Carlisle, whereby they were unable to accurately identify a Carlisle speaker as local.
In this case, he offered that this identification failure could be due to low overall ratings
of the voice meaning that ‘even its home informants do not want to be associated with
it’. This does not seem to be the case with the Inverurie youngsters in this study;
while they do not rate the Inverurie speaker particularly highly for pleasantness and
friendliness, nor do they rate it as being abjectly unappealing in any sense. This leads
me to propose that other factors must be at play here. One possibility is the age of the
speaker: Speaker 1 was in his late fifties at the time of recording, making him some
forty years older than the teenage informants. Would they have been able to place an
Inverurie voice more accurately had the speaker been closer to their own age?

This leads to the second possibility: that this is due to dialect levelling and that
creeping standardisation is more advanced in some parts of the North East than in
others. Speaker 1 was arguably the most conservatively ‘traditional’ Doric speaker of
the five and, even if teenagers from his own hometown were unable to identify him, the
majority of youngsters eighteen miles away in Alford were able to accurately recognise
him as a rural Mid-Northern A speaker and placed him accordingly, in many cases
‘claiming’ him as being from their more remote and rural stomping ground rather than
from Inverurie. Similarly, the Peterhead youngsters also found something to identify
with in this more conservative dialect speaker and claimed him for their own corner.
This could suggest that dialect attrition and the move towards SSE may be more ad-
vanced in Inverurie (and in communities like it) than in other parts of the region.
Compared to other locations where youngsters were surveyed, Inverurie is the closest
to Aberdeen and has undergone rapid growth in the past few decades as an important
commuter hub. Such a theory would confirm the findings of Mcrae (2006, 450) which
suggested that incoming population, increased uptake of higher education, and the
linguistic pressures of the workplace have resulted in a ‘dilution of the local dialect’ in
Inverurie, particularly among the younger generations. Unfortunately, with the excep-
tion of localised studies in Aberdeen, Inverurie, Huntly, and Buckie, there has been no
comprehensive sociolinguistic study of the North East region completed, meaning that
it is not possible to support these theories with any further linguistic evidence about
the intra-regional health of the dialect (in places such as Alford, Peterhead, or Banff).
The results do, however, suggest that this is an area of investigation which is ripe for
exploration.
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Good Scots/Bad Scots?

Almost forty years ago, the renowned Scots language scholar A.J. Aitken (1982,
45) proposed that the Scots language is frequently perceived in terms of ‘Good Scots’
and ‘Bad Scots’: ‘Good Scots’, he suggests, is ‘genuine, authentic, pithy, expressive,
forceful, rich, fine, lovely, and often old or good old’ and is associated with more rural
speakers; ‘Bad Scots’, on the other hand, is ‘degraded, corrupted, degenerated, vul-
garised, debased, perverted, slovenly, slipshod, uncouth, gibberish, jumble, hotchpotch
and so-called Modern Scots’. More recently, Hodgart (2011, 1) has suggested that such
distinctions are still prevalent in Scottish society:

[P]rejudice aginst Scots isnae the same for aw forms o Scots, a gey thorny
issue at times, as a lot o folk still seem tae think that auld rural dialects
are ‘guid’ Scots an modern urban anes ‘bad’ Scots. Yet we’ll never build
the linguistic confidence o aw Scots weans unless we stert by respectin how
they already talk, insteid o inflictin on them the double discrimination o
tellin them that they neither speak ‘good’ English, nor ‘guid’ Scots.

This notion of ‘Good’ vs ‘Bad Scots’ could perhaps go some way towards explain-
ing the stigmatisation of Speaker 2 (from Elgin) in this survey. Despite being rated as
generally more Doric than not (especially by the youngsters), evaluations of Speaker
2 for pleasantness and educatedness are much lower overall than those offered for the
other speakers (see Figure 5.115). When considered with a linguistically-critical eye
(see section 4.7.5 for a transcript of the speech sample), the language used by Speaker
2 is distinctly Mid-Northern in terms of phonology (e.g. aat - ‘that’, dee - ‘do’) and
morphosytnax (e.g. couldna - ‘couldn’t’, winna - ‘won’t’, widna - ‘wouldn’t’); it also
contains Scots lexis with words such as thraan (‘stubborn’) and ken (‘know’). If we are
to consider Scots speakers as commuting on a continuum from SSE to Scots, as Millar
(2018) suggests, then Speaker 2 is definitely travelling in a carriage marked ‘Scots’ - at
least in this particular instance. Why then is he rated so unfavourably? I have discussed
at length in this chapter the informants’ focus on this particular speaker’s use of dis-
course markers (ye) ken and like in the additional comments which supplemented some
responses - features which I have suggested are stigmatised on a wider scale and may
be perceived negatively. The speaker is also accused by some informants of miss(ing)
out letters and shorten(ing) words - one comment even characterised the speaker as
really lazy. Some form of linguistic judgement is clearly at play here. Through their
generally affirmative ratings of the speaker’s Doric-ness, the informants acknowledge
that this voice is not ‘English’ or ‘standard’; however, it also does not appear to be
‘right kind’ of Scots, or the ‘right kind’ of Doric, either. Instead the speaker is stuck
in limbo: a victim of the type of ‘double discrimination’ mentioned by Hodgart (2011,
1) above in which a person is deemed as speaking neither ‘"good" English, nor "guid"
Scots’.
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In contrast, Speaker 1 (from Inverurie) is clearly lauded by some, mostly older,
informants as an archetypal example of ‘Good Scots’. In the responses of those older
informants native to the North East, Speaker 1 is claimed as being definitively Doric
and rural, afforded positive evaluations of both pleasantness and friendliness, not rated
negatively in terms of educatedness, and commended in the open comments section for
having a Good Scottish/Doric accent and being a local loon. However, the results from
the youngsters suggest that the currency associated with being so conservatively and
‘authentically’ Doric-spoken may be depreciating in value. Across the younger survey
groups, while the speaker was still rated as distinctly Doric, the other evaluations,
although not particularly negative, were not quite as glowing as those consistently
provided by the older informants. The exception to this finding were the ratings offered
by the teenagers in Banff which not only rated Speaker 1 as highly Doric-sounding and
rural, but also evaluated him very favourably on all other scales.

Aside from these classifications of ‘Good Scots’ and ‘Bad Scots’, Aitken’s third cat-
egory is Scottish Standard English (SSE), which he describes as ‘the English generally
acceptable to educated Scots’ (Aitken, 1982). Although, as discussed above, the role of
educatedness does not seem to feature strongly in North East speakers’ evaluations of
speech, this sentiment is evoked to an extent in some of the comments aimed at Speaker
3 (from Aberdeen). Of the four Mid-Northern speakers, Speaker 3 was rated as the
least Doric overall, especially by the older informants. Although, generally, qualitative
comments about the speakers are not great in number (most informants left these sec-
tions blank), several remarks were made in which Speaker 3’s speech was described as
more proper. Compare this to the aforementioned remark from a Peterhead teenager
about people in Fraserburgh speaking Doric worse (i.e. more) than they do, and it
becomes clear that, even if there is some sense of Doric as a prestige form of sorts in
terms of local solidarity, this is still placed within the wider reality in which ‘standard
English’ is recognised as the more global prestige. This is reinforced by comments
supplied by informants in the final page of the survey which invited them to answer
open-ended questions about the status and health of the local dialect - these will be
discussed in detail in the next subchapter. In hindsight, taking these comments into
account, it may have been beneficial had I included a distinctly standard speaker who
uses little or no dialect features in the line-up of voices; it would have been interesting
to see whether such a speaker would have been rated towards the upper end of the
educatedness scale and where they might have been placed geographically.

Links to previous tasks

As well as corresponding with some ideas from the existing literature - both in
terms of perceptual dialectology and Scots language research - these speaker placement
and evaluation results also link to some of the previous results from the other tasks
in this survey. Some of these links confirm earlier findings: for example, in this task,
Speaker 1, 2 and 5 were rated to differing degrees as being the most Doric-sounding
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and were placed the most consistently in the Mid-Northern area. This is consistent
with the aggregated Doric boundary from the draw-a-map task, in which the Doric
label was placed with the most agreement in the Mid-Northern corner.

However, other findings from these speaker placement and evaluation tasks do not
match so neatly with previous results. The most pertinent of these is the general failure
by most informants to accurately place Speaker 5 (Fraserburgh). As has been discussed
at length in the previous results sections, Fraserburgh garnered a lot of attention from
informants. In the draw-a-map task, it was the 5th most-mentioned location by all
informants and attracted many annotations commenting on the ‘rough/harsh’ nature
of Fraserburgh speech and its ‘broadness’ making local speakers ‘hard to understand’.
In the degree-of-difference task, informant groups regularly rated the ‘difference’ of
Fraserburgh and Peterhead speakers disproportionately to their relative geographic
distance and, in the place evaluation task which followed, Fraserburgh (and Peter-
head) received higher ratings of Doric-ness coupled with generally lower ratings of
pleasantness and understandability. This, I argued, could be read as Fraserburgh and
Peterhead being singled out due to their ‘social unattractiveness’ - a perception formed
by extra-linguistic factors such as deprivation factors and social stereotypes.

With all of these results in mind, it would not have been too great a leap to hypoth-
esise that, given the apparent salience of the town in local perceptions, the Fraserburgh
speaker should be A) easily identified by informants, and B) rated negatively as a re-
sult. However, as the results for Speaker 5 in this section have attested, this was not the
case. Although 40% of informants managed to accurately place the speaker within the
Mid-Northern A dialect boundary (as shown in Figure 5.157), this covers a very large
area and not many managed to pinpoint the voice as being precisely from Fraserburgh.
Furthermore, rather than receive the stigmatised evaluations aimed at Fraserburgh in
other tasks, Speaker 5 was not singled out as particularly unpleasant or uneducated in
the same way that Speaker 2 was. It is tempting to look at this and think that this
may be as a result of a failure in the selection of a suitably representative Fraserburgh
speaker; but the fact that the majority of the teenagers in nearby Banff and Peterhead
knew that he was local to the Buchan corner validates this choice of speaker. The lack
of accuracy in identifying this voice suggests that the negativity aimed at Fraserburgh
in the other tasks is based largely on social rather than linguistic issues. This was
illustrated on a hyperlocal level by the reactions of the Peterhead youngsters towards
the Fraserburgh speaker, with negative evaluations seemingly dependent on accurate
placement of the voice. Those who did not realise that the voice was from Fraserburgh
(and instead claimed the voice as being from Peterhead) rated the voice much more
favourably. This suggests that the perceived ‘unattractiveness’ of a voice is not always
due to any intrinsic linguistic characteristics or qualities, but can be as a result of the
social stigma which accompanies placement of a speaker as being from a certain place.
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5.8 Qualitative data

Upon reaching the end of the survey, informants were asked to take some time to
complete some open-ended questions about the distinctiveness of the dialect in a wider
Scottish context, whether or not they felt the dialect was changing over time, and
what they felt the advantages and/or disadvantages of being a local dialect speaker to
be (see section 4.9 for more detail). Responses to these questions have been analysed
using NVivo 12: this program allows qualitative data to be inductively coded under
thematic ‘nodes’ (or topic headings) which can be arranged hierarchically to contain
further sub-headings within a particular theme. For example, the screenshot below
illustrates the hierarchical structure of the Identity node used in the analysis of the
data for Question 1:

Figure 5.158: Hierarchical coding
in NVivo

This level of thematic analysis allows
for a more logical analysis of quan-
titative data by which the researcher
can explore the prevalence of certain
ideas and the relationships between
them. In this subsection, the over-
arching themes to emerge from these
responses will be discussed. Some il-
lustrative examples of comments will
also be presented; however, for a full
account of these written remarks, see
Appendix B.

5.8.1 How is North East speech different to the rest of Scotland?

The first question was asked in two parts: firstly asking informants if they believed
the speech of the North East to be different to the rest of Scotland (to which the vast
majority replied in the affirmative); and secondly, asking how it is different. Responses
to this question were coded under the following thematic headings: Identity, Intensity,
and Linguistic features. Within each of these themes, several subtopics have been
identified. This section will present these in turn.

Identity

In a question which effectively asks informants to compare themselves to others, it
is inevitable that identity issues will form a large portion of the collective responses.
Within this theme, the data has been divided according to comments about the Doric,
the presence of what I have termed North East exceptionalism, instances of othering,
and mentions of rural-ness.

The most prominent identity related issue is evident in the numerous mentions of
the Doric dialect (n=49). The majority of these harness the term Doric as a means
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of distinguishing the language of the North East from the language of elsewhere. For
example:

• Doric is spoken in the North East - Diane (younger Banff informant)

• We are Doric - Erin (younger Inverurie informant)

• Majority speak Doric - Cathie (older Muchalls informant)

Among the older informants in particular, there are some strongly articulated feelings
regarding the dialect communicated via use of this Doric tag. Such comments convey
the close bond between the dialect and local identity felt by many. For instance:

• There is a lilt in the speech that makes Doric sound like home - N. (older Logie
Durno informant)

• ‘Doric’ is physical language both in sound and reference of weather, land, working
relationships, basic emotions, self-depreciation/canny prudence. - David (older
Muchalls informant)

While the first of these comments clearly links the local dialect with a sense of be-
longing and feelings of comfortable familiarity, the second comment taps into a belief
that there is a connection of sorts between the dialect and the perceived North East
psyche (characterised in this instance by the qualities of ‘self-deprecation’ and ‘canny
prudence’). This reflects the regional stereotypes as suggested by Knox (2003, 68)
which focus on the perceived ‘tight-fistedness’ and ‘incredibly dry, sardonic wit’ of na-
tive North Easterners. Although just one response, this comment alludes to investment
in the idea of the local use of language as intrinsically linked with what it means to
be a ‘Doric’ speaker - not just in terms of linguistic features used, but also in terms
of alignment with a certain ‘way of thinking or being’. This is a finding supported by
Loester (2009) who reports on the explicit bond between Doric identity and perceived
character traits such as work ethic.

Despite most informants linking Doric-ness to feelings of local identity, a minority
of responses imply some confusion among certain younger informants about what ‘the
Doric’ might actually constitute. This is characterised by descriptions of ‘Doric’ as
something spoken not just in the North East. For example:

• Different places in Scotland speak a different type of Doric because it’s how they
are brought up - Madison (younger Peterhead informant)

• The North East sounds more Doric than the rest of Scotland - Misha (younger
Inverurie informant)

• North East is less doric and speak a bit more pleasantly than the rest of Scotland
- Cameron (younger Inverurie informant)
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• Different places speak different types of Doric - Scott (younger Peterhead infor-
mant)

Such comments may suggest that, for some youngsters, the term ‘Doric’ is synonymous
with speaking Scots in general and is not necessarily recognised as an exclusively North
East term. Meanwhile, the use of third-person pronouns in a couple of comments from
younger informants also points towards a lack of self-association with the dialect:

• They speak Doric - Finlay (younger Dyce informant)

• They speak Doric - e.g. ‘fit like’ ‘quine’ ‘loonie’ ‘ma’ ‘da’ ‘untie’ - Anna (younger
Peterhead informant)

Both of these informants were born and raised in the North East, yet seem to describe
Doric as something spoken by ‘other people’. Although this is only a couple of isolated
comments, it further suggests that Doric-ness is not an identity being wholly embraced
by young people across the board.

Sticking with the theme of identity, and overlapping somewhat with mentions of
Doric-ness, there are also several comments which are representative of what I have
chosen to describe as North East Exceptionalism. I propose the term ‘exceptionalism’
due to the nature in which these comments gear themselves towards a characterisation
of the North East as ‘a case apart’ from the rest of Scots-speaking Scotland. For
example:

• Very different from other regions - Elizabeth (older Aberdeen informant)

• Unique words not used in other parts of Scotland - Elsie (older Fetternear infor-
mant)

• Completely different to other Scottish speakers in that they have their own words
for most of their language - Lesley (older Muchalls informant)

• Some of our own words - ‘tattie’ - Violet (older Muchalls informant)

• The use of the word ‘wellies’ - Ryan (younger Peterhead informant)

Such responses seek to emphasise the distinctiveness of the North East when compared
to the rest of Scotland: this is constructed through characterisation of the local dialect
as ‘completely different’ or featuring ‘unique words’. However, as the final two com-
ments illustrate, this is also sometimes achieved by the claiming of clearly pan-regional
features as being specifically North East. Anecdotally, this is a commonly-observed
phenomenon when speaking to North East speakers about the local variety. This is
often mirrored by the insistence of some in referring to the Doric as ‘the Doric lan-
guage’ rather than ‘the Doric dialect’. This confusion concerning the status of the
Doric is also noted by Loester (2009) who found no consensus among speakers, with
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some describing it as a dialect and others claiming it as a language. In the case of the
latter, this sense of North East exceptionalism does have traction in the presentation
of the variety by the media, including recent (somewhat misleading) headlines such
as: MITHER TONGUE: Doric officially recognised as third Scots language
after being brought to a global audience by Pixar’s Brave (The Scottish Sun,
8 Sep 2018) and Calls for Doric to have same status as English and Gaelic
(The Scotsman, 16 April 2018).

Similarly, in both the Scottish Parliament and the U.K. House of Commons, sev-
eral politicians local to the North East have chosen to take their oath or affirmation
specifically in Doric. According to the official report of the Scottish Parliament from
the start of the most recent session (Scottish Parliament, 2016), while most were de-
livered in English, some members chose to repeat their oath or affirmation in another
language: these are listed as Gaelic, Urdu, Scots, and Doric. Similarly, at the most
recent swearing-in ceremony of the House of Commons at Westminster, while several
Scottish MPs took the affirmation in Scots, the SNP MP for Aberdeen North, Kirsty
Blackman, delivered hers specifically in Doric (having also been the first MP ever to do
so in 2017). The Doric versions of both the oath and the affirmation distinguish them-
selves from the general Scots versions by use of some specifically North East features,
such as the <wh> to /f/ in fa (‘who’) and the loss of [D] in low-stress environments,
e.g. aat (‘that’) (Scots Language Centre, 2020). With the exception of the option
of Ulster Scots in the U.K. Parliament, no other regional dialect of Scots is afforded
this specific provision either in Westminster or at Holyrood. It seems surprising that
other dialects of Scots, such as that spoken in some of the other big cities, or the
insular varieties spoken in Orkney and Shetland, have not also been used in this way.
Therefore, this singling out of Doric as the one regional Scottish variety of Scots to
gain ceremonial recognition in Parliament reinforces the commonly-held perception of
North East Scots as a particularly distinct variety and one which is seen to be ‘set
apart’ from other dialects of the language. Given the apparent investment in this sense
of ‘Doric exceptionalism’ in media and governance, it is perhaps unsurprising that this
should also be reflected in the responses of some informants.

Such sentiments are also played out on social media. Take, for example, a recent
Twitter exchange between an Edinburgh-based Scots language enthusiast and some
individuals (presumably) from the North East. The original tweet from @WGSara-
band28 read: ‘The Scots word for young woman or girl, "quean/quine" comes from
the Proto Germanic kwenō/kwenon, meaning "wife" or "woman". The root is shared
between Scots and other languages today’. The exchange with several other platform
users which followed was centred on the etymology and the dialectal distribution of the
word quine (‘girl’) and presents a microcosm of sorts in terms of expressions of North
East exceptionalism. Not only is the word (which was, as the original poster correctly

28Tweet printed here with the consent of the user.
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points out in one his replies, once heard across Scotland) defensively claimed as being
Doric instead of Scots by some, but the variety is also described as the ‘Doric language’
rather than the ‘Doric dialect’. Further efforts are made by others to make claims of
local ownership of the word ‘quine’ and to highlight the links between Doric and other
non-Scottish languages - specifically those of Scandinavian origin. Furthermore, the
original poster’s follow up response that ‘Doric is another name for North East Scots,
but it is still Scots’ is rebuffed by an assertion that ‘Doric’ is in fact the definitive name
for North East Scots - this is yet more evidence that this is a label firmly implanted in
the minds of local speakers.

Circling back now to the data from the present study, alongside comments exhibiting
North East exceptionalism, a small group of younger informants take this sentiment a
step further by seemingly partitioning ‘Doric’ and ‘Scots/Scottish’ speech as separate
entities. In such responses, ‘Scottishness’ is reserved as a descriptor for ‘other places’
in apparent opposition to ‘Doric-ness’, which is a more local marker of identity. For
example, (in response to the aforementioned question about what makes the North
East different to the rest of Scotland):

• Because other places have stronger Scottish accents and people in Aberdeen are
more Doric sounding. Less Scottish than places like Glasgow - Katie (younger
Dyce informant)

• More Scottish, rougher, blunter down South - Logan (younger Alford informant)

• Because others sound more Scottish and we sound more Doric - Bayley (younger
Dyce informant)

This sense of exceptionalism overlaps into the next sub-theme identified from the
comments: that of othering. Within comments which seek to ‘other’ speakers from
other parts of Scotland, two main strands of thinking emerge: firstly, those which ‘other’
the speech of an unidentified ‘down south’ as different to the North East primarily
in terms of perceived ‘poshness’; and secondly, those which ‘other’ the Glaswegian
dialect as a particularly disfavoured variety. For the former, comments do not tend to
concentrate on one specific geographic location, but instead refer to ‘down south’ as
an all-encompassing term for ‘the other’. For example:

• People down south sound more English/posh - Stacey (younger Inverurie infor-
mant)

• People down south sound posh/english - Jodie (younger Inverurie informant)

• Down south sound more posh - Gina (younger Inverurie informant)

• Further south the more posh - Emily (younger Alford informant)
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• Everyone speaks Doric up here compared to people down south speaking posher -
Meaghan (younger Banff informant)

• We are Doric. Down south seem posh - Erin (younger Inverurie informant)

While evaluations of ‘poshness’ have already been discussed at length in section 5.3.3,
these comments further suggest a perceived link between being ‘posh’ and being ‘En-
glish’ (or at least, more ‘standard’). Conversely, the implication seems to be that being
‘Doric’ is categorically not ‘posh’. I have proposed earlier that to describe a speaker
as ‘posh’ can be construed as a pejorative evaluation, and one used in contrast to
perceived authenticity. In the first four comments, such pejorative perceptions are not
immediately evident; however in the final two comments, a clearer distinction is made
between ‘us’ and ‘them’, suggesting that to be ‘posh’ is also to be ‘the other’.

However, while some comments were made regarding ‘down south’ speech, these
are few in number compared to the number of responses offered in relation to Glasgow.
Of all places mentioned in the responses to this question, Glasgow emerges as the clear
front-runner (n=26). These comments include:

• People in Glasgow have a stronger thicker accent - Beau (younger Dyce infor-
mant)

• We don’t have a strong accent like Glasgow - Aimee (younger Inverurie youngster)

• Glasgow people swear when they speak but a lot - A. (younger Inverurie informant)

• Doric dialect? Not Glaswegian - Chris (younger Alford informant)

• It doesn’t sound like Glaswegian - Olivia (younger Alford informant)

• Glasgow is rougher, same as the south - Duncan (younger Alford infomant)

• Glasgow speak faster and more rough compared to somewhere like Aberdeen - Zoe
(younger Peterhead informant)

• Glasgow sounds totally different - Ayesha (younger Peterhead informant)

• The words used, Glaswegians use different words to us. Different slang - Keishia
(younger Banff informant)

The marginalisation of Glaswegian speech as ‘rough’ or in some way unattractive cor-
roborates findings from my earlier study (Leslie, 2010) and those of Tichenor (2012).
The fact that references to Glasgow should appear so prominently in these comments
is most likely as result of the ‘cultural prominence’ influence proposed by Montgomery
(2014). As a result of cultural prominence, informants may exhibit heightened metalin-
guistic knowledge of certain places as a consequence of such factors as increased media
exposure or prominent public discourse. When it comes to Scottish culture, Glasgow
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is undoubtedly seated at the top of the table in terms of exposure. While Edinburgh
may be the Scottish capital and the home of government, the Greater Glasgow area is
the most populous in Scotland and is the greatest exporter of public figures, including
many of the country’s most well-known musicians, actors, artists, comedians, sports-
people, and politicians. Ask someone outside of Scotland to imitate a Scottish accent,
and it is very likely that an approximation of a Glaswegian accent will be offered in
return. These North East informants, however, are quick to disassociate themselves
from Glasgow and to put distance between the speech of their Glaswegian compatriots
and their own North East dialect.

Finally, and presumably in opposition to such places as Glasgow, several comments
from informants present an investment in the association of the ‘Doric’ dialect with
rural-ness (n=17). These include:

• Thirled to the soil which gives it an earthy accent - Margaret (older Fetternear
informant)

• Agricultural background and traditional fermtoun communities - ‘Doric’ is phys-
ical language both in sound and reference of weather, land... - David (older
Muchalls informant)

• North-East sounds more rural (from the country) - Alexandra (younger Inverurie
informant)

• Some people sound from the country. We say tuchter - Andrew (younger Inverurie
informant)

• It is a more softer voice than in a town but is more farmery and from the coun-
tryside - Ailie (younger Alford informant)

• I think it’s more doric, a lot more farmerish - Lana (younger Alford informant)

• It’s more farmer like. More Doric - Ellie (younger Alford informant)

• More rural -> just different accents - Anon. (younger Alford informant)

• Our accent is farmery/rural - Abi (younger Alford informant)

• We speak tuechter language which almost like our accent which makes us different
to the rest of the country - Hazel (younger Alford informant)

• More cheuchter and natural - Robyn (younger Banff informant)

Such comments suggest a connection for some informants between the way they speak
and the place in which they speak it. Indeed, the opening comment from the older
informants about the variety being ‘thirled to the soil’ and connected to ‘weather,
land’ attempt to suggest an intrinsic link between traditional agricultural values and
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the dialect itself. As discussed elsewhere in the study, this association of Doric-ness
with rural-ness was most evident in the younger cohort in the responses of the Alford
teenagers. More than any other adolescent group, they showed a stronger attachment
to the traditional ‘teuchter’ identity of the rural North East and a greater association
with the ‘farmer’ label. This is again borne out by these comments in which Alford
youngsters account for the bulk of them, thus suggesting that these rural teenagers are
still retaining this more traditional sense of local identity.

Intensity

As presented in Appendix B, a large portion of the responses to this first question
are concerned with the perceived intensity of the North East dialect when compared to
varieties of Scots spoken elsewhere in Scotland. This can then be further categorised as
comments regarding broadness and, to a lesser extent, comments regarding comprehen-
sibility. In the first instance, many of the comments are quite repetitive in that several
informants have just written ‘Broad(er)’ when asked how the speech of the North East
differs to the rest of Scotland. Others, however, have supplied slightly more detail:

• Broad accent - Lorna (older Logie Durno informant)

• We take a broader word - Gertrude (older Fetternear informant)

• The intensity of the accent - Alex (younger Inverurie informant)

• People from the North East have genuinely quite strong accents - Caitlin (younger
Alford informant)

• Strong Doric - Megan (younger Peterhead informant)

• More distinct accent - Georgia (younger Peterhead informant)

• Thicker extremely strong dialect, with many of our own Scots dialect words -
Ryan (younger Peterhead informant)

Such comments are consistent with the sentiments discussed under the banner of North
East Exceptionalism and characterise the region as home to distinctly ‘broad’ speakers.
Further comments on Comprehensibility perform a similar function. For example:

• We speak different words that people don’t understand - Olivia (younger Peterhead
informant)

• Don’t understand quine or loon. They say words like hen - L. (younger Banff
informant)
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The ‘they’ in this second comment is presumably in reference to the West of Scotland
(including Glasgow) where the word hen is used as a term of endearment for a woman.
Again, the emphasis is on a presentation of the North East as something ‘apart’ from
the rest of Scotland. As the following section will demonstrate, this kind of focus on
specific lexical items (or indeed specific linguistic features in general) is another means
by which informants have striven to emphasise this perceived difference.

Linguistic features

While, as discussed above, many of the informants’ responses to Question 1 contain
commentary related to identity issues, a considerable amount (n=114) also provide
more linguistically-specific justification as to what makes the North East different to
the rest of Scotland. These comments can be broadly categorised as those regarding
different words, those which concentrate on features of phonology, and those which pro-
vide opinions about paralinguistic aspects of speech. For these first two subcategories,
the comments overlap somewhat: this is because many informants have commented
on what are in fact phonological differences between North East Scots and the Scots
spoken elsewhere, but they have presented their comments as being about lexical differ-
ences. For instance: We use words like ‘fit’ - Bayley (younger Dyce informant). Here,
the informant has commented on the <wh> to /f/ phonological difference; but instead
of recognising this as a sound change, they instead describe it simply as a different
‘word’. This is true of many of the responses.

In terms of strictly lexical-related comments, i.e. from those about different words,
many of the responses are vague and remark simply that the North East has, for
instance, Different words for various things (Christine - older Logie Durno informant)
or that The words vary, the meanings of the word varies! (Sheila - older Muchalls
informant). However, some comments are more specific and reference specific lexical
items. Of these, the most frequent references are in relation to the word ken (n=13)
and words used to describe younger people - specifically bairn, quine, and loon (n=17).
References to ken (meaning ‘to know’) include:

• Some people in Aberdeen speak like ‘fit’ and ‘ken’ - Leah (younger Dyce informant)

• We say "ken" a lot - Shannon (younger Banff informant)

• You only ken if you ken, ken? - K. (younger Alford informant)

Scots ken (‘know’) is by no means an exclusively ‘Doric’ feature, yet several of the infor-
mants describe it as such. From Old English cennan (meaning ‘to make known’) and a
cognate of German and Dutch kennen, Scots ken is found across the country - in most
of the East of Scotland, in northern and insular varieties, and also in more southwestern
regions such as Ayrshire and Dunbartonshire. However, it is not commonly reported
in modern-day Glaswegian speech - as evidenced by data from the recent Scots Syntax
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Atlas project (Smith et al., 2019). Therefore, it could be that these North East infor-
mants are (somewhat over-ambitiously) claiming ken as specifically-‘Doric’ as another
means by which to put distance between themselves and speakers from Glasgow.

Similarly, references to bairn as a definitively North East word are also interesting
since bairn is found throughout the East of Scotland (as opposed to West Coast wean),
including in Edinburgh where a local newspaper, The Edinburgh Evening News, recently
issued an ‘unreserved apology’ having received a ribbing on social media for using the
term ‘weans’ in a headline about a mallard taking her ducklings for a walk down a city
street: one response lamented ‘GLASGOW slang in an Edinburgh paper jesus’, while
another reader joked ‘Over here in the west we fully approve of this tweet’.29 Despite
its obviously wider East Coast distribution, several informants in this study remark on
the word as something which differentiates the North East from the rest of Scotland,
including:

• "fit" "bairns" "nae" - Ella (younger Dyce informant)

• Bairns. Strong Doric - Megan (younger Peterhead informant)

• We use Doric phrases such as ‘fit like’ ‘quine’ ‘loon’ ‘bairn’ ‘ma’ ‘da’ - Ailsa
(younger Peterhead informant)

• Our dialect is different. We use words like bairn, quine - Abi (younger Alford
informant)

• We use different dialect... How are you - fit like. Bairn, lassie, lad, quine, ken =
what - Elspeth (younger Alford informant)

• We have a slightly different way of speaking and have different words for different
things like Glaswegians say wean and we would say bairn - Alexandra (younger
Alford informant)

The final comment here reaffirms the possibility that when some North East informants
are asked to differentiate their speech from that of the rest of Scotland, this is achieved
in the first instance by marking the differences between the North East and Glasgow.

Contained within the comments above are additional references to the quines (‘girls’)
and loons (‘boys’): these are probably more accurate in terms of being claimed as specif-
ically North East. Whereas ken and bairn can be found across much larger swathes of
Scotland than just the North East, loons and quines are Scots relic words which are
now peculiar to the region (McClure, 2002).

As mentioned previously, and as evidenced in the responses presented so far, there
is a considerable degree of overlap when considering the significant amount of com-
ments (n=26) made in relation to the <wh> to /f/ sound change. However, there is

29See: https://twitter.com/edinburghpaper/status/1260901694004756483?s=20
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no denying that this is the most commented-upon feature and the most pertinent shib-
boleth of North East speech summoned by the informants when asked to distinguish
themselves from the rest of Scotland:

• Lots of words. Specific to North East. Fit, Fa. - Marie (older Logie Durno
informant)

• "fa fit far fan" - Georgia (younger Peterhead informant)

• We change the words. ‘What to ‘fit’ - Erin (younger Peterhead informant)

• We use different dialect. All question words beginning with w are replaced with f
- Elspeth (younger Alford informant)

The fact that many younger informants also comment on this feature suggests that it is
still deemed extremely relevant in terms of contemporary North East speech. Notably,
however, all of the comments which provide exemplar words for this feature refer only
to interrogatives (or ‘question words’ as the final informant above explains), suggesting
that, as proposed previously, use of the feature in other contexts (e.g. fite for ‘white’)
may be receding. Furthermore, 8 of the 26 comments refer specifically to the greeting
Fit like? (meaning ‘how are you?’), while another mentions the saying foos yer doos?
(which literally translates as ‘how are your pigeons?’, but means ‘how are you doing?’),
suggesting that the salient perception of this sound difference may be persisting at least
partially through the retention of fixed phrases deemed characteristic of the North
East. The particular attention paid to Fit like? (which was also recorded in some
of the responses from the draw-a-map task), suggests that this phrase in particular
is perceptually prominent. This is similar to some ways to Snell’s (2017) discussion
of howay (meaning ‘come on’) in North East England in which she suggests that the
salience of the form is two-fold: firstly, as a result of its uniqueness to the North East
of England, and secondly due to the fact it is ‘foregrounded in interaction because of
the important functions it fulfils’ (ibid., 301). In a North East of Scotland context,
Fit like? seems to meet both of these tests. Snell also discusses the ‘commodification’
of Howay ; this is similarly evident with the phrase Fit like?. A simple search online
returns examples of greetings cards, canvas prints, mugs, enamel pin badges, and even
(in response to the recent Covid-19 crisis) face masks - all emblazoned with the same
phrase.

The only other phonological difference to be mentioned by any number of informants
is the North East use of nae (‘not’), as in I’m nae happy (‘I’m not happy’). Elsewhere
in Scotland, the Scots negative particle tends to be no (e.g. I’m no happy). Some
infrequent comments are also made regarding use of diminutives and the vowel differ-
ences between the North East and the rest of Scotland in words such as snaa/snaw
(‘snow’). A couple of comments are also made about the difference between North
East canna (‘cannot’) and dinna and more southern pronunciations (e.g. "a dinny
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no" - more south - Georgia, younger Peterhead informant). In terms of paralinguis-
tic commentary, the responses are relatively scarce, however all of them focus either
on perceived ‘harshness’ or quick pace of North East speech. These can be examined
further in Appendix B.

Finally, an interesting idea emerges from some of the youngsters surveyed in In-
verurie. Exclusively from this cohort, several answers are offered which refer to local
vocabulary as ‘made-up words’. For example:

• Down south sound more posh. We always make up new words - Gina (younger
Inverurie informant)

• We make up weird sounds. I don’t know what doric sounds like - Jasmine (younger
Inverurie informant)

• We make new words - Jodie (younger Inverurie informant)

• Pronounce things different. Make up words, e.g. ken, fit, gadj. - Kirsty (younger
Inverurie informant)

• Pronunciation: fit like, made up words, ken = you know, doon = down - Lee
(younger Inverurie informant)

This characterisation of local dialect features as something ‘made up’ by speakers
suggests a lack of linguistic awareness. Rather than recognising the words as part of
the local dialect (which is, in turn, part of the larger Scots language), these youngsters
consider words such as ken and fit to be features which are just ‘made up’ by speakers;
as opposed, presumably, to English words which are the accepted standard and are
therefore regarded as more permanent or valid in some way. It is interesting that this
sentiment should be expressed solely by youngsters from Inverurie given the previous
results presented in this study which suggest a rapid divergence between the older
and younger generations in the area with regards attitudes towards the local dialect
and their ability to recognise local voices. Comments such as these suggest that Scots
language promotion activities still have some way to go in terms of educating speakers
about the validity and history of the language and its dialects.

5.8.2 Do you think the way people talk in the North East is changing?

This second question was offered to informants in the hope of gaining some insight
into their feelings regarding the current health of the dialect and their forecasts for its
future. The question was also posed with a view to comparing views on this subject
across the two different age groups; however, as it emerged, differences between the
older and younger informants’ thoughts on this subject were not striking - with the
exception of some ‘trend-defying’ responses which will be considered accordingly. Over-
all, the informants’ answers to this question can be grouped under four main themes:
generational shift, globalising effects, Anglicisation, and incomers.
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Generational shift

For the first of these themes - that of generational shift - the general consensus
among informants seems to be that the younger speakers in the area no longer speak
North East Scots in the same way that the older generations do. This viewpoint is con-
firmed bidirectionally, with older informants pointing out that the youngsters no longer
speak the dialect as strongly (or not at all), and the younger informants commenting
on how they no longer speak in the same way as their parents and grandparents. For
example, from the older informants:

• Kids nowadays don’t speak Doric - Alice (older Inverurie informant)

• Yes. Noticeable in children, because they are losing their accent - Catherine (older
Muchalls informant)

• Yes - getting that the children are not following their elders - Lesley (older
Muchalls informant)

• Yes. The original dialects are disappearing, probably because the older speakers
are dying out - Mary (older Newburgh informant)

... and from younger informants:

• People like my grandparents talk a lot more Doric than me - Beau (younger Dyce
informant)

• Elders speak more Doric than us. My nana speaks more ‘Scottish’ than me’ -
Holly (younger Dyce informant)

• Definitely - young people don’t speak anything like older people - Lois (younger
Inverurie informant)

• Older people speak different to younger people in the same place - Katie (younger
Inverurie informant)

• Yes. Kids use slang words all the time and made-up words. Older people speak
really Doric - Lana (younger Inverurie informant)

• Yes. The younger you are the Scottish accent fades away - Aimee (younger
Inverurie informant)

• Aye, me and my grandad brought up in same area and my dad and we get pro-
gressively less doric - K. (younger Alford informant)
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While these are just a sample of the many responses on this theme (n=47), they
present a general agreement that the dialect is in some state of decline among the
younger generations. Of course, this could be considered as classic doom-mongering
- forecasts of the dialect’s impending demise are certainly not a new phenomena -
but the fact that the younger informants are also commenting on this generational-
shift suggests that this is not just a case of older speakers griping about ‘the youth’
and lamenting their use of language. The observations of these informants are also
concordant with documented linguistic study in the area (discussed in section 3.6.4)
which have proposed that use of traditional dialect features in the region is in general
decline.

Globalising effects

As alluded to in some of the comments above, the effects of globalising factors also
appear prominently in the responses of informants to this question about language
change. Included in this are some references to influences such as increased travel
and increased exposure to other cultures; however, the bulk of the answers categorised
under this theme (n=23) are concerned with effects of mass entertainment and access
to social media. For example:

• Kids use electronic devices and hear different accents - Betty (older Muchalls
informant)

• Yes, older people sound a lot more Doric. More technology. Young people sound
less Doric because they hear lots more accents and people - Katie (younger Dyce
informant)

• It’s getting more posh because of TV - Shay (younger Dyce informant)

• Yes. Young people are losing their accent. TV programmes and films rub off on
us - Ellen (younger Inverurie informant)

• I think that younger people are getting influenced by social media and TV which
are mainly comprised with Americans. And we’re losing our Scottish-ness - Abi
(younger Alford informant)

• Social media changes how people speak e.g. English/American YouTubers - James
(younger Peterhead informant)

• Yes, toned down, social media - helps people pick up words/slang from other people
- Rachael (younger Peterhead informant)

In comments of these type, technology is characterised as a means by which younger
speakers may be exposed to a wider range of language varieties (with a particular focus
on Americanisation) - the implication being that this will then, in turn, ‘dilute’ their
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use of local dialect in some way. Again, as with the comments in the last section,
such responses are not limited to the older informants; in fact, the majority of the
comments are from youngsters remarking on its perceived influence. That broadcast
media in particular is in some way responsible for language change is a commonly held
perception (Tagliamonte, 2014); however, the linguistic evidence has suggested that
the effects may be indirect at best, with lexical innovations proving to be the most
likely changes. For instance, the research of Stuart-Smith et al. (2013, 531) conducted
with Glaswegian adolescents suggested that while television may be an ‘accelerating
factor’ in the diffusion of certain phonological features, its role ‘is neither necessary nor
sufficient for "causing" these changes’. While the early ideas of Trudgill (1986) on this
matter were concerned only with broadcast media (concluding that because watching
television is not an interactive process, the effects on language may be minimal), lin-
guists have more recently acknowledged that media has changed significantly in the
last few decades and is ‘no longer passive’ (Tagliamonte, 2014, 227). Therefore, the in-
formant comments about social media accelerating how speakers ‘pick up words/slang
from other people’ may indeed have some credence.

Anglicisation

Woven through many of these responses are references to a sense of creeping An-
glicisation (n=34). In many cases, this is also linked to subjective statements about
increasingly ‘proper’ or ‘posh’ language; in which these terms appear to be used as
loaded by-words for the widely-accepted English ‘standard’.

• Yes, we are losing some of the ‘old’ words our grandparents used. Our kids travel
more and use ‘proper’ English words more - Sheila (older Muchalls informant)

• Some young people speak nicer than we used to do - Sheila (older Aberdeen in-
formant)

• Yes, I think it used to be more Doric - now we are more ‘posh’ - Ellie (younger
Dyce informant)

• It used to be more broad, the dorich was a lot more stronger, now people speak
more english and proper - Erin (younger Peterhead informant)

• Slowly becoming more proper. Doric is dying - Jamie (younger Peterhead infor-
mant)

• Yes we are being told to speak proper and being put off the local dialect - Matthew
(younger Peterhead informant)

This association of increased Anglicisation with evaluations of being ‘posh’ or ‘speaking
proper’ echo the findings of previous tasks in this study and suggest that, while pride
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in the dialect is most certainly an important factor in local language attitudes, there
is a prestige attached to English which allows its speakers to be regarded (not always
entirely favourably) as somewhat socially superior to speakers of Scots.

Incomers

Finally, the most pertinent theme identified from responses to this question are
concerned with the topic of incomers (n=52). These include:

• Yes. Influx of different people to work in the oil etc. have made most people
modify their speech so they can be understood - Pat (older Oldmeldrum informant)

• Yes, lots of people coming in from different areas of Britain and different countries
- Marie (older Logie Durno informant)

• Yes it’s changing. Lots of people have moved to this area from other parts of
the UK and abroad and I find myself speaking in a more anglasised way to be
understood - N. (older Logie Durno informant)

• Very much so. Due to years of Doric being "drummed" out of us and influx
of mass "foreigners" diluting our own language - Margaret (older Fetternear
informant)

• The influence of the oil industry has meant different nationalities have settled in
the city or come to work temporarily. Many of the original city dwellers have
moved back to the rural areas - Kathleen (older Muchalls informant)

• The north east is changing as new people move in. People are changing and
instead of saying ‘fit like’ more people are now saying ‘hello’ - Alexandra (younger
Alford informant)

• I think people’s accents are changing as more people work in Aberdeen where
there’s a lot of English influence due to oil - Elspeth (younger Alford informant)

• I think it is changing because people are leaving and entering the North East so
it will be slowly getting softer - H. (younger Alford informant)

• The way people talk in the North East is changing as immigrants from Eastern
Europe and exposure to other English accents throughout the world is making
the North East’s speech to sound different and use new words - Ryan (younger
Peterhead informant)

As the comments show, when it comes to identifying ‘corrupting’ influences on the di-
alect, the net is cast far and wide: as has been discussed, on a global scale, Americans
(and their culture) are characterised as the most insidious force; however, closer to
home, comments about immigration are aimed at the English and people from other
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parts of Britain, as well as ‘foreigners’ such as those from Eastern Europe. In these
comments, the influence of the oil industry in the North East is clearly perceived as
the key driver of this demographic change. Although they do not cite their exact
sources, Shubin & Dickey (2013, 2962) report that, ‘Aberdeenshire has experienced the
highest rate of net in-migration from outside Scotland as a proportion of the resident
population of any British county’. On the subject of ‘English incomers’ (mentioned by
several informants), census results show that the percentage of Scottish-born residents
in Aberdeenshire has dropped from 92% in 1971 to 81% in 2011, while in Aberdeen,
the same figure has decreased from 89% to 75% over the same period; simultaneously,
the percentage of English-born residents has increased from comprising 3% of the total
Aberdeenshire population in 1971 to 12% in 2011, and in Aberdeen city from 4% to 8%
(General Register Office Scotland (2002, 1997), Register General for Scotland (2000),
National Records of Scotland (2018)). Among the more recent ‘Scottish-born’ figures
are also likely to be people born to those who have moved to the region from elsewhere
and who may be less exposed to the local dialect in the home. This demographic
change, combined with rapid population acceleration in towns within commuter dis-
tance of Aberdeen, is likely to have aided the development of more open social network
structures, as opposed to the closer and more insular communities that once existed
(Mcrae, 2006). Given that these more open network structures are more susceptible to
dialect contact, which in turn can lead to linguistic accommodation and modification,
the comments of these North East informants regarding the effects of in-migration
should perhaps not be disregarded as mere resistance to ‘incomers’ but considered
within the reality of the changing demographic of the region.

Exceptions

Finally, despite the trends which emerge from the answers provided, there are some
informants who reject the narrative of a dialect in decline and whose responses challenge
some of the sentiments shared by others. For instance, when asked how the language
of the region is changing, some younger informants answered as follows:

• I think more people are speaking doric language instead of proper English. We
use words like ‘bairn’ and ‘fit like’. Other people use words like ‘child’ and ‘hello’
- Hazel (younger Alford informant)

• Not really, people just speak sort of similar in Peterhead - Olivia (younger Peter-
head informant)

• Yes, because it’s being used more. Doric used more in texts - Scott (younger
Peterhead informant)

• Younger people speak a lot more Doric and older people (grandma and granda)
correct you in English - Shakira (younger Peterhead informant)
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• Spreading further - more people speak cheucther in further areas. Social media
- become cool/funny to speak Scots - Scottish Patter FB page. SQA classes en-
courage it - Robyn (younger Banff informant)

• Social media language being spread more - "aye" "Fit like" - Iona (younger Banff
informant)

• Older people are a bit posher. New words are being created - Shantelle (younger
Banff informant)

• Not that I’m aware of. We’re becoming a nation of chuchters - Mhairi (younger
Banff informant)

• No because when I go home I say the same words - L. (younger Banff informant)

• More people speaking deeper chuchter and Doric in places where it isn’t really
spoken - Morgan (younger Banff informant)

• More and more people are speaking Doric because it’s getting more popular - Julia
(younger Banff informant)

Such comments are only offered by youngsters in Alford, Peterhead, and Banff, with
the bulk of the responses coming from the Banff group. As evidenced in the previous
tasks, the Banff youngsters have demonstrated more alignment with traditional identity
constructions than some teenagers from other locations. I have also discussed the
considerable Scots language promotion efforts within the school community in Banff
and the fact that these surveyed youngsters were in the process of completing the SQA
Scots Language Award (see section 5.3.1). This enthusiasm for the language, coupled
with an appreciation of its history and linguistic status as a result of their studies,
may account for these trend-bucking answers. There is also the very likely possibility
that, as one of the survey locations furthest-removed from Aberdeen, linguistic change
in Banff may be occurring at a slower pace than in growing commuter-towns such as
Inverurie.

Several of these youngsters’ comments also challenge the commonly-articulated be-
lief that the only effect social media can have on the local dialect is to drive it further
towards Anglicisation (or Americanisation). In these remarks from younger speakers,
social media is discussed as a positive influence on maintenance of the local dialect and
a means by which speakers can express themselves on social media and demonstrate
kinship with other speakers in the online domain. Commenting on the emergence
of ‘Scottish Twitter’ and the use of Scots computer-mediated communication (CMC),
Jamieson & Ryan (2019) observe that such platforms have ‘provided a medium for writ-
ten Scots language to evolve in a way that wasn’t possible before the advent of social
media’. Indeed, such is the popularity of Scots CMC that, at the 2019 Edinburgh Fringe
Festival, a visitor centre was created to ‘commemorate the best of Scottish Twitter’
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and decide on ‘Scotland’s Funniest Tweet’ (McCafferty, 2019, August 16). In Shetland,
Durham’s (2014, 313) research reports high rates of dialect use among schoolchildren
across social media platforms, concluding that use of the dialect online is, in fact, in-
dexical of a ‘particular written/online identity’ and reporting that ‘(a)lthough some
children may not speak the Shetland dialect much, it seems that they still use it in
writing to underline aspects of their local identity’. These comments from the Banff
youngsters suggest that a similar exploration of dialect use in the online communication
of North East teenagers would be a worthy direction for future research.

5.8.3 What do you see as being the advantages and disadvantages of speak-
ing in the local dialect?

The final question of the survey asked the informant to reflect on what they considered
to be the advantages and disadvantages of being a local dialect speaker. Only a very
small handful of informants rejected that there were any advantages or disadvantages,
with most respondents acknowledging that being a speaker of the dialect came with
its own pros and cons. Thematically, their remarks have been divided into the fol-
lowing categories: for advantages of being a dialect speaker, comments about kinship,
power of expression, and heritage; and for the disadvantages, responses regarding being
understood and being judged.

Advantages

The most commented-upon advantage of using the local dialect is the feeling of
kinship that it cultivates among speakers (n=87). Comments in this vein include:

• Community spirit - sense of belonging - Kathleen (older Muchalls informant)

• If speaking to a "local" you tend to speak the same - Nancy (older Elgin informant)

• People can know where you’re from - Scott (younger Dyce informant)

• It might give you a reason to relate with others - Struan (younger Dyce informant)

• You feel special like a little community and stick to your own - Anon. (younger
Alford informant)

• You fit in with the local people. You understand people who speak the dialect -
Caitlin (younger Peterhead informant)

Within these comments are those which are reflective of the solidarity effects often ob-
served in language attitude studies in which local non-standard speakers are considered
to be friendlier than those who speak the ‘standard’:

• Friendly and couthy - Margaret (older Fetternear informant)
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• It makes you more ‘coothie’ and more together - Violet (older Alford informant)

• You could seem friendly to other people in your area - Katie (younger Dyce
informant)

• You might come across as a more friendly person - Callum (younger Peterhead
informant)

The term ‘couthy/coothie’ is a Scots word which means to be ‘agreeable, sociable,
friendly, sympathetic’ (DSL) and is a personal trait rooted in the traditional stereotype
of the unassuming and self-deprecating rural Doric-speaker. Commenting on the output
of the North East comedy troupe Scotland the What?, Knox (2003, 96) observes that
‘(m)uch of the humour in such encounters comes from the interaction between a Doric
speaker and a speaker of the English. The implicit assumption is, as ever, that the Doric
speaker is more couthy, old-fashioned, natural and unaffected than the English speaker’.
That some informants should share this perceived ‘couthiness’ as an advantage of being
a local dialect speaker suggests that this association of ‘Doric’-speaking with amiable
authenticity may still have some mileage.

However, not all comments regarding kinship perform the same function. While
most, as shown above, convey feelings of belonging and familiarity, some comments
employ kinship as means for exclusion, citing this as a key advantage of being a dialect
speaker. For example:

• If you are speaking to a friend other people don’t understand - Maggie (older
Logie Durno informant)

• We have a private set of words, you can tell where we are from - Freya (younger
Dyce informant)

• Only local people can understand - Duncan (younger Alford informant)

• If we go down to England then it is fun to go into pure Doric and for nobody to
understand us - Ailie (younger Alford informant)

• It’s like a secret code - Mikey (younger Alford informant)

• Good to confuse people. Shows pride in where you come from - Jamie (younger
Peterhead informant)

• It’s our own language - Scott (younger Peterhead informant)

• It’s like a secret language. People get confused by our phrases and sayings -
Mhairi (younger Banff informant)
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Such remarks about the dialect creating a ‘secret language’ for exclusive use among
its speakers evoke strong feelings of in-group solidarity. This sentiment is undoubtedly
furthered by feelings of North East exceptionalism and the idea that the local dialect
is different enough from other varieties so as to bamboozle those from elsewhere. They
also reinforce the sense of ownership that some speakers feel towards the dialect and
the importance of the variety in allowing them to construct their sense of local identity
in opposition to speakers from elsewhere.

Also contained with the suggested advantages of being a dialect speaker are ref-
erences to the power of expression available as a result of having access to the local
vocabulary (n=12). For instance:

• Many words and phrases are unique and defy translation - Ruth (older Logie
Durno informant)

• We have words that succintly describe something, e.g. coup, clype, sotter - Mar-
garet (older Logie Durno informant)

• Funny, unique words - Erin (younger Inverurie informant)

• Makes people laugh - more amusing - Robyn (younger Banff informant)

• Can be quite funny - Morgan (younger Banff informant)

From the older informants, these first two comments allude to the perceived ineffec-
tiveness of English when it comes to expressing the meaning contained within certain
dialect words - or, as the first informant suggests, they ‘defy translation’. The second
comment gives examples of some dialect words - coup (‘to spill or knock over’ some-
thing), clype (meaning to ‘tell’ on someone), and sotter (meaning a ‘mess’) - comment-
ing that these terms are ‘succint’: the implication being that dialect speakers may find
it difficult to find synonyms in English which directly match the connotations of these
dialect words. While they can undoubtedly be translated (as I have done so above),
to do so may be to lose something of the word itself and its more specific meaning.
Therefore, these informants perceive this access to specific words and their nuanced
meanings as an advantage of being a dialect speaker. Furthermore, the younger in-
formants quoted above also comment on another perceived advantage of speaking in
the local dialect - the potential to use it to be ‘funny’ or to ‘make people laugh’. In
line with the previous comments about using the dialect as a ‘secret language’, this
suggests local speakers are able to be ‘in on the joke’, so to speak, when it comes to
using the dialect to create humour.

On a slightly different note, several informants cast their gaze backwards and draw
on the notion of heritage as an advantage of being a dialect speaker (n=33). Others
also remark on the importance of knowing your ‘roots’ and the function that language
performs in the maintenance of this. Comments of this type include:
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• Part of our heritage. Special to this area - Alison (older Logie Durno informant)

• Makes us unique and keeps our roots - Elsie (older Fetternear informant)

• Being part of the Community (kinship to the locals - fitting in to newcomers -
and definitely keeping the language and dialects alive) - Jane (older Fetternear
informant)

• Keeping language alive. Words and meanings important - Rosie (older Muchalls
informant)

• You can understand older people. Continuing heritage - Rebecca (younger Peter-
head informant)

• Local culture. Sense of community - Rachael (younger Peterhead informant)

• Can know your roots through how someone speaks - Iona (older Banff informant)

These links to heritage and to traditional local culture are representative of the often-
complex language politics of the North East in which the dialect can be presented as
an important symbol of the region’s past. In his discussion of institutions engaged in
local dialect promotion, such as the Doric Festival and the Elphinstone Institute, Knox
(2001, 326) remarks that:

The language-game and the form of life that these bodies institute is that
of the re-creation of particular notions of north-easterness: the rules of this
game include the knowledges, either implicit or explicit, that the region has
an agricultural heritage, that the Doric dialect is embedded in north-eastern
life and that the region is a distinctive cultural whole.

While this preservation of local heritage is undoubtedly a noble concern, there is a risk
that such attachments to tradition can result in a hankering for older and increasingly
obsolete features, while modern dialect innovations are viewed unfavourably as ‘impure’
in comparison. While notions of heritage and roots are clearly important in terms of
creating a sense of belonging, it can create a culture in which ‘authenticity is located
in the past’ (Knox, 2003, 207). This mindset is a hurdle which dialect promotion
activities in the area have yet to fully overcome, although some progress is being made
in promoting use of the dialect to represent contemporary life in the shape of cultural
events such as Doric ‘poetry slams’ and creative endeavours such as the Doric Film
Festival.

Disadvantages

While the offered advantages of being a dialect speaker were quite varied in their
nature, the perceived disadvantages coalesce around two very distinct themes. The first
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of these is the struggle to be understood. Comments of this type were offered almost
universally by informants from all survey locations (n=133) and include such remarks
as:

• Those not familiar with the language have no idea! - Ruth (older Logie Durno
informant)

• Some people have difficulty understanding our accent, so have to speak a bit posher
to be understood - Lorna (older Logie Durno informant)

• Other areas (e.g. England!!) not understanding what being said - Christine (older
Logie Durno informant)

• If speaking to someone not from the area they may find the dialect confusing -
Nancy (older Elgin informant)

• Isolates people. Struggle to become understandable - Amy (younger Dyce infor-
mant)

• The rest of the world doesn’t understand - Kieran (younger Dyce informant)

• Tourists don’t understand. Alienates newcomers - Ellie (younger Peterhead in-
formant)

• Gan ti ither places, accent might be difficult te understand - Wiktoria (younger
Banff informant)

The majority of these comments talk of the difficulties in comprehension that could
arise were speakers to use the local dialect in conversation with people from elsewhere
- ‘strangers’, ‘newcomers’, ‘tourists’, ‘people from England’, and ‘the rest of the world’
are just some of the examples given. These remarks seem to acknowledge the reality of
being a contemporary North East speaker: that, unlike in the ‘olden days’ where social
networks were dense and travel was limited, modern everyday life will inevitably bring
speakers into contact with outsiders and that, as the first comment suggests, speakers
must code-switch in order to communicate effectively.

While the above-mentioned comments are fairly pragmatic in their nature, there
are some responses to this question which refer to a more uncomfortable language
truth: that many North East dialect speakers consider speaking their local tongue as a
disadvantage because they regard it as a trait for which they will be negatively judged
(n=22). For example:

• Looked down on - Ann (older Inverurie informant)

• Others may dismiss you and not want to listen - Rosie (older Muchalls informant)
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• Can impede general understanding. Also imply lack of education (if unfairly) -
David (older Muchalls informant)

• Might get made fun of. Won’t be understood. Opinions formed on you for the
way you speak - Misha (younger Inverurie informant)

• People mock you - Caitlin (younger Alford informant)

• Get called a tink - Kirsty (younger Peterhead informant)

• It makes you sound uneducated and lower class - Caitlin (younger Peterhead
informant)

• Get into trouble at school - not proper English - Shantelle (younger Banff infor-
mant)

• Not taken seriously. Seen as improper/informal/slang. Taken the mick of -
Robyn (younger Banff informant)

These comments illustrate the well-worn tenets of linguistic discrimination: that to
speak anything but the ‘standard’ is to be of lower status, of a lower class, and of
inferior intellect or education. As the final two comments suggest, this is due to a
perception of the dialect as ‘improper’ - a by-product of a binary way of thinking
in which standard English is accepted as the sole benchmark of ‘proper’ language by
which all other linguistic varieties must be measured and found lacking. That such
sentiments still exist and are being articulated by North East speakers as a significant
disadvantage of using the local dialect suggests that society still has some way to go
in its efforts to counter linguistic discrimination.
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6 Conclusions

In the preceding Results chapter, an in-depth presentation of the data has been offered.
Furthermore, at the end of each results sub-section, a lengthy discussion of the findings
has been supplied and attempts have been made to link these to existing research: in
many ways, the ideas expressed in these sections already go some way towards forming
several over-arching conclusions about the data and I would encourage the reader to
consider the points made in such discussions (to be found in sections 5.3.5, 5.5.7,
5.6.4, and 5.7.8) as equally relevant as the conclusions to be presented here. With
these previous discussions in mind, this final chapter will seek primarily to explicitly
address the four research questions set out at the beginning of this thesis. In doing
so, the results of the study will be considered holistically. Immediately following the
answering of these research questions, the study as a whole will be evaluated in terms
of its successes, limitations, and implications.

6.1 Is the Doric dialect label still culturally salient?

In short - yes. As a relatively recent term which has only really gained in usage over the
course of the 20th century, the label of the Doric appears to have firmly cemented itself
as the most prominent descriptor of the North East Scots dialect. The success of the
term Doric is arguably reflective of the language promotion activities which have been
underway in the region over the last few decades. As discussed in section 3.2, the term
has been persistently pushed in the North East (through the media, schools, cultural
events, merchandise, and so on) to the extent that it feels almost ubiquitous. Indeed,
as was suggested in the comments about exceptionalism and the frequent references to
the Doric language rather than dialect, the term is often loaded with connotations of
specific North East distinctiveness, or even uniqueness (as some of the comments in
section 5.8.1 attest).

Not only has this study suggested that Doric is squeezing out more hyperlocal
assignations (such as the Buchan), but the term also seems to have been successfully
transferred to the region’s younger generation. This is despite the majority of these
youngsters self-reporting their own-speech as more English than Scottish compared to
the responses of their older counterparts (see section 5.1) and the documented linguistic
studies which have suggested that dialect levelling in the area is well underway (see
section 3.6.4). In apparent confirmation of this fact, in the final open-ended questions,
many of the younger informants similarly self-reported that their use of language had
diverged significantly from those of older family members, with most describing this as
a move towards more English norms (see section 5.8.2). Yet despite these youngsters
not perceiving themselves as speaking the same variety (or with the same intensity) as
their parents or grandparents, the term Doric still has currency in terms of how they
speak about language.
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Further to this, the flexible hyperlocal claiming of the term by youngsters in the
draw-a-map task (see section 5.3.2) could suggest that the term Doric is progressively
becoming indexical of a general sense of ‘local-ness’ rather than being used as a purely
linguistic-based evaluation. It does not seem to matter that the Doric being spoken
by these teenagers is not necessarily the same Doric being spoken by the older genera-
tions: the term is still offered. As a case-in-point: in a segment for the BBC Scotland
TUNE series, a young Aberdeen grime MC, Ransom FA, recently made reference to
the existence of a ‘Doric swagger’.30 This association of Doric with a ‘way-of-being’
suggests that the term is transcending its reference to language to an extent. Of
course, this is nothing new. As discussed in section 5.8.1, ‘Doric-ness’ has historically
been associated with much more than just language: whether it be its connotations of
rural working-class values and authenticity, its offered connections with the commonly-
perceived North East psyche (with its supposed dry humour and reservedness), or the
conflating of the dialect with local culture and heritage. However, the use of the Doric
term by the youngsters in this study and the idea of a ‘Doric swagger’ as introduced
above may be indicative of an ever-evolving sense of what it means to be Doric - that
is, an emergent use of the term in which being Doric is primarily about being true to
where you come from and part of your local community.

6.2 Where does the perceived border for the Doric dialect lie?

The answer to this second research question is simultaneously straight-forward and
complex: straightforward in that the perceived outer limits of theDoric-speaking region
are clearly defined; but complex in that this study has unearthed significant intra-
regional variation in terms of where people believe the dialect to be spoken.

As suggested, the outer boundaries of the Doric dialect as perceived by these North
East informants is easier to visualise. While there is much variation in terms of place-
ments of the dialect within the North East, the general marking of the dialect boundary
extends not much beyond Lossiemouth/Elgin in the northwesterly direction, and no
further than Montrose to the south. I have proposed elsewhere in this study that
this agreed-upon outer boundary for the Doric roughly corresponds with the Mid-
Northern Scots dialect area as identified by Millar (2007). Beyond this outer limit, the
comments assigned to the cities of Inverness and Dundee in the draw-a-map task (in
which they are broadly categorised as ‘posh’ and ‘chavvy/harsh’, respectively) further
confirms that these are places ‘beyond the pale’ which are not considered as part of
Doric-speaking Scotland by those in the North East. While the level of agreement
concerning the Doric area tapers off towards these points, the area of highest intensity
is focused around central and northeastern Aberdeenshire - that is, the Doric area is
identified most strongly as being in the Buchan corner and in (once predominantly)
agricultural areas such as the Garioch, Formartine, and Mar. While the traditional

30See: https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m00039vx
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associations of the Doric dialect are that of a rural tongue, the results offered by these
informants do not entirely preclude the city of Aberdeen from being considered part of
the Doric-speaking region: it is by no means offered by the informants as being one of
the definitive heartlands of the dialect, but nor is it particularly singled out as being
‘not Doric’.

Millar (2018) has suggested that the term Doric has enjoyed historical usage with
regard to all local varieties, both urban and rural, but in more recent times has narrowed
to apply mainly to the speech of the rural North East - with the variety spoken in
Aberdeen described as the urban vernacular Toonser spik. In the draw-a-map task
for this study, the collated responses of informants in Aberdeen focused the Doric-
speaking area as almost radiating out from the city: the majority of the Aberdeen
sample was comprised of youngsters. However, Millar’s suggestion that the Doric has
been usurped in the city by Toonser spik is partly confirmed by the fact that none of
the youngsters in Kincorth offered the label ‘Doric’ on any of their hand-drawn maps
- only youngsters in Dyce supplied the term freely. Nevertheless, later in the survey,
when prompted directly with the question of the Doric-ness of Aberdeen speech, both
teenagers surveyed in the Kincorth and Dyce areas of the city rated Aberdeen as being
more Doric than youngsters in nearby Inverurie did their own hometown (see section
5.6.2) - this is surprising given that Inverurie and the wider Garioch area is traditionally
thought of as one of the heartlands of the Doric.

Even more surprising is the fact that the Inverurie youngsters rated Aberdeen as
marginally more Doric than themselves. Similarly, across the survey sample, younger
informants were found to be slightly more inclined to describe the city of Aberdeen as
‘more Doric’ than their older counterparts were; while in the degree-of-difference task,
several gaps were noted between non-urban younger and older informants’ perceptions
of how different Aberdeen speech is to their own, with older informants appearing less
keen to mark the city’s speakers as similar to them. As the Doric’s ties with local
heritage and rural tradition begin to weaken in the minds of local youngsters as that
way of life also starts to fade in memory, this may suggest that the term is sometimes
being applied quite liberally by those who offer it: this seems to include, to some
extent, some acceptance of Aberdeen as part of what it might mean to be Doric.

However, while it may be possible to make such generalisations about the overall
perception of the Doric-speaking boundary, variation from place-to-place presents an
altogether different picture. As discussed in section 5.3.2, despite informants reaching
some agreement on the outer limits beyond which the Doric is definitely not perceived
as being spoken, there is still much claiming of the term evident on a hyperlocal level
in terms of where the dialect is considered as being used most intensely. Internally,
the borders of the Doric dialect have proven to be much more fluid. On one-level
this appears to be dependent on the strength of local attachment to the term (and
to the dialect it describes): for example, while some informants (in places such as
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Peterhead, Banff, and Alford) placed themselves as central to the Doric-speaking area,
other informants in places such as Muchalls (to the south of Aberdeen) and Elgin
(located at the outer limit of the Mid-Northern A boundary) were more ambivalent
towards the term and either omitted to mention the Doric or placed it as being spoken
predominantly in other parts of the region.

Elsewhere, I have proposed that this hyperlocal variation is representative of the
emic account of the Doric dialect (see section 5.3.5). An emic isogloss refers to bound-
aries which are co-constructed by the community itself. From an emic perspective,
the boundary of the Doric may not be as far-reaching as the etic (i.e. the observer’s)
account of the dialect. If we consider academic discussion of North East Scots as etic
(that is, from ‘outside’ of the community), accounts tend to link the Doric to the
majority of the Mid-Northern Scots region. Indeed, it is this all-encompassing under-
standing of the term which lends itself to use in region-wide broadcasting, advertising,
merchandise, language promotion, and so on. In section 4.3, Diercks’ (2002) notion
of the ‘linguistic homeland’ was introduced: he describes this as speakers defining the
distinctiveness of their local dialect by using their neighbours as a reference point.
While, in a Scotland-wide context, North East solidarity would be expected, at this
micro-regional level of inquiry, informants are more inclined to identify with hyperlocal
identities: hence the often highly specific claiming of the Doric by informants from any
given place as something which ‘belongs’ primarily to them rather than being shared
by the whole North East region.

Therefore, in summary: while the outer limits beyond which North East informants
are unwilling to extend the Doric boundary can be clearly observed, the internal situ-
ation is less conclusive. Rather, the perceived border for the dialect moves according
to who you ask: ask a group from Peterhead, and they will mark their own immediate
area and the wider Buchan corner as the heartland of the Doric; however, travel sixty
miles southwest to Alford and only a handful of informants acknowledge the aforemen-
tioned Buchan area as part of the Doric-speaking region, with the majority of responses
claiming the term and moving the borders to suit their local identity accordingly. This
hyperlocal shifting of the Doric boundary suggests that perhaps Doric is not the un-
complicated ‘catch-all’ umbrella term that people sometimes imagine it to be. Rather,
it could be argued that this study has unearthed a series of ‘micro-Dorics’ which exist
within the region. The implications of this for those considered to be stakeholders in
the local dialect (e.g. academic outreach, language promotion, the media, etc.) will be
discussed in the upcoming section 6.6.

6.3 How do perceptions of local speech relate to matters of

local identity?

The answer to this question is multi-faceted and, once again, can be considered in terms
of macro-regional and micro-regional constructions of local identity. From a macro-
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regional perspective, several points emerged on which most informants were able to
agree. For instance, the Buchan corner has been widely characterised by informants’
responses as a place of particular linguistic distinctiveness; while much of this was ex-
pressed through comments about the ‘broadness’ of the dialect used in that part of the
region, other prejudicial claims - mainly concerning its urban centres of Fraserburgh
and Peterhead - are also widespread in the data. I have proposed that these stigma-
tised perceptions of the area in which its speakers are described as ‘harsh’, ‘rough’, or
even ‘chavvy’, are related to matters of local identity in that they are manifestations
of locally-held negative stereotypes fuelled by perceived social unattractiveness. The
linguistic judgement served upon these speaker communities appears several times in
the data: in the draw-a-map task in which Fraserburgh and Peterhead were the most-
mentioned places after the three big cities; in the degree-of-difference task in which the
same two towns were found time-and-time again to ‘overshoot’ their relative distance in
terms of perceived difference; and, in the place evaluation task in which they were con-
sistently rated unfavourably in terms of pleasantness and understandability, but rated
highly in terms of Doric-ness. However, as was proved by the results of the speaker
placement task, in which a Fraserburgh speaker was rated reasonably favourably and
frequently misidentified as being from elsewhere, this perception is not always matched
by linguistic knowledge. Rather judgements about language are sometimes used as
a proxy for judgements about places and their people: as evidenced by the fact that
disfavoured speakers in the speaker placement task were often erroneously identified
as being from places already identified by the informants as socially ‘unattractive’ (for
instance, see section 5.7.2). Therefore, it has been observed that, when speakers are
asked to listen to speech samples, existing beliefs about certain communities can trans-
plant themselves as ready-made biases and create a self-fulfilling prophecy of sorts in
which some informants are quick to associate voices they do not approve of with places
they do not approve of.

This circular reinforcement of ideologies, in which language ideologies are used as a
means of reinforcing social beliefs about a place and its people, are further evident in
the local rivalries which emerge from the data. While the stigmatisation of Peterhead
and Fraserburgh has already been addressed above, rivalry between these two places
also permeated the language perceptions offered by teenagers from Peterhead. This is
further evidence of etic vs. emic viewpoints: to the outsider (i.e. those from outwith
the Buchan area), these two speech communities are characterised as being part of
the same whole; however, from the emic perspective (i.e. those from Peterhead),
such a conflation is strongly rejected. This was explored through the lens of claiming
and denial with favourable evaluations of a speaker seemingly more dependent on the
perception of where they were from rather than anything intrinsically linguistic (see
section 5.7.8). This was also observed to a lesser extent in hyperlocal othering of
nearby speaker communities as being ‘posh’ (e.g. Peterhead youngsters’ evaluations of
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Ellon, or Alford youngsters’ evaluations of Huntly). On a macro-regional level, Dundee
and Glasgow were found to be reference points by which some North East speakers
are keen to identify themselves by differentiation. In the draw-a-map task, perceived
Dundee speakers attracted criticism from both younger and older informants: from the
younger informants, these evaluations tended to be more direct judgements of Dundee
speakers as sounding like ‘chavs’; whereas, some older informants communicated an
arguably similar sentiment but using more diplomatic language (e.g. ‘harsh-sounding’).
When asked how North East speech differs to that of the rest of Scotland, many
informants also singled out Glasgow as a target. In doing so, the differences between
North East and Glaswegian speech were stressed by informants as a means of putting
distance between themselves and their central belt neighbours (who are described by
one informant as ‘rougher’). I have proposed elsewhere that this focus on Glaswegian
speech is most likely a result of the cultural prominence of the city and its speakers.

Finally, in terms of relating to matters of local identity, the perceptions of local
speech offered by the informants contained surprisingly little mention of the tradi-
tional opposing toonser/teuchter and farmer/fisher identities which are discussed in
the existing literature as long-standing. This suggests that these traditional identity
markers may be on their way out as their relevance to the lives of modern North East
speakers dwindles. Use of such terms were only found to have any real traction among
youngsters in Alford and in Banff - places which I have suggested are the most remote
of the survey locations and may therefore have more attachment to these traditional
cultural descriptors. The general omission of the teuchter/toonser distinction among
youngsters from other locations may also be symptomatic of a wider renegotiation of
the rural/urban divide in the region. I have proposed at several points in this study
that the distinction between the rural and the urban may not be as clear-cut as it per-
haps once was. For instance, in the degree-of-difference task, the rural/urban divide
was not as keenly expressed by younger informants as it was by the older informants -
that is, perceived speakers from the city of Aberdeen were not marked as consistently
‘different’ by the ‘rural’ teenagers as by their older counterparts. Furthermore, in
the speaker evaluation tasks, some affinity with positive ‘urban’ evaluations was noted
among youngsters from outwith Aberdeen. Referring to dialectology in general, Britain
(2017, 181) warns of the over-simplification of the rural versus the urban by advocating
for a renegotiation of the ‘rural and urban gaze’; in part, this means acknowledgment of
the economic and demographic shifts underway in rural areas. In the North East con-
text, it may be possible to tentatively caution that considering the region as a binary
case of Aberdeen equalling the ‘urban’ and everywhere else, by extension, being ‘rural’
is to overlook the nuances of the current social situation in the area: a situation in
which once-rural communities (such as Inverurie) are now considerable population cen-
tres in their own right, serving as important commuter hubs and home to inhabitants
who may no longer strongly identify with traditional rural sentiments.
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6.4 Are local perceptions of speech shifting according to docu-

mented linguistic change?

The final point above links neatly to the consideration of this last research question. As
detailed in section 3.6.4, linguistic studies in the North East have documented change
in the region: a change observed by evidence of dialect levelling and attrition. While
this current study has not concerned itself with the observation and documentation of
language in use, it has canvassed local opinion of the linguistic situation in the North
East and, given that these informants are members of their local speech communities,
we may expect the perceptions they offer to reflect changes which may be underway.
At its most simplistic level, dialect levelling is the means by which differences between
dialects decrease (with traditional dialect features often being replaced by supralocal
forms). If a decrease in difference is being documented in the speech of North East
speakers, then we might also expect a similar decrease in difference when examining
perceptions of intra-regional variation. This hypothesis has been borne out to a certain
extent by the findings of this study; however, it cannot be reported that this observation
can be evenly applied to all survey locations.

One generalisation which can be made from the data is that the younger informants
do not perceive intra-regional variation as intensely as their older counterparts. This
is evident in the results of the degree-of-difference task : in locations where both older
and younger informants were surveyed, youngsters were found to perceive intra-regional
variation less intensely than the over 60s. In section 5.5.7, I have proposed that while
this may be partly as a result of a reformulation of the imagined space of the region as
the social space undergoes change, a parallel argument is that generational differences
could be a symptom of dialect levelling in which youngsters’ decreased perceptions of
linguistic ‘difference’ within the region imply a homogenisation of both language and
identity.

However, this degree-of-difference task is just one aspect of the data, and it would
be disingenuous to claim that this homogenisation applies to every surveyed group
of youngsters to the same extent. In fact, if we are to consider changing language
perceptions as indicative of dialect levelling, variation across the survey groups suggests
that this process may be happening at different paces in different places. For example,
the investment of some youngsters in traditional identity descriptors and the claiming
of conservative speech samples as ‘local’ suggests that some youngsters in places such
as Alford, Banff, and Peterhead still have a relatively strong sense of attachment to the
North East Scots dialect. Therefore, in places such as these (in more remote parts of
rural Aberdeenshire and along the Banff and Buchan coast), we might postulate that
language change is advancing at a slightly slower pace.

The flip-side of this is the quite startling set of results from the area known as the
Garioch: an area located in the lower valley of the River Don and centred around the
town of Inverurie. In her sociolinguistic study of the area, Mcrae (2006, 451) writes:
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[I]t has been generally observed that some homogenization is taking place
within native speech in the Inverurie area and it is felt that young people
are carrying this change. We have already seen the way in which the speech
of the younger participants generally differs from that of the older speakers
within the sample population. The speech of young natives is on the whole
moving away from the traditional local dialect and towards both SSE, and
an amalgam of SSE with widespread non-standard features.

The findings of this perceptual study support these linguistic observations. Across
several of the survey tasks, youngsters in this area have provided perceptions of local
language which diverge significantly from the perspectives offered by the older Garioch
generation: when asked to rate their own speech, Garioch youngsters self-reported
their own language use to be more ‘English’ compared to the definitively ‘Scottish’
evaluations offered by older people in the area; in the degree-of-difference task, Garioch
youngsters’ perceptions of intra-regional ‘difference’ were almost uniformly lower than
those of the older informants; in the place evaluation task, there was a striking difference
in the self-reporting of Inverurie’s Doric-ness, with the Garioch youngsters being much
less convinced of its ‘Doric’ status; and in the speaker placement task, the Inverurie
youngsters generally failed to place an older Inverurie speaker as being from the area
(despite the older Garioch informants confidently placing him in most instances as being
local). In this sense, the local perceptions of speech offered by Garioch informants seem
to mirror the homogenisation reported by documented linguistic study.

When viewed in the context of the aforementioned concept of focused and diffuse
communities (Kerswill & Williams, 2002), it could be posited that evidence from these
Garioch informants positions Inverurie (and its surrounding area) as a particularly
diffuse community. In Reading and Milton Keynes, Kerswill & Williams found that
the loss of focusing caused by rapid change (as a result of changing demographics and
social restructuring) meant that younger speakers struggled to identify older speakers
from the same place. This has also been found to be the case in Inverurie. However, in
other more remote locations which are further removed from the city of Aberdeen (such
as Banff, Peterhead, and Alford), it may be that the communities are more focused,
resulting in slower change, and - by extension, an increased ability to recognise local
voices and display attachment to more traditional identity narratives. In order to
explore this hypothesis fully, more comprehensive sociolinguistic study of the region is
required.

6.5 Evaluation of research

In hindsight, this perceptual study of the North East of Scotland has delivered some
clear research successes; but there are also, inevitably, aspects of the process which I
would do differently if planning another study of this type.
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Firstly, in terms of successes, the ‘five-point approach’ multi-task construction of the
survey has allowed patterns in the data to be observed and findings to be confirmed not
through just one source of participant response, but several - for instance, in the case
of generational shift in the Garioch (as discussed above) in which differences between
the age groups were observed across a series of tasks. This has, I believe, provided
more robust findings as a result.

Secondly, the healthy geographic spread and considerable sample size (n=190) of
youngsters surveyed across the North East has allowed solid comparisons to be made
between adolescent groups from different parts of the region. This has yielded several
insights into younger speakers’ perceptions of the local dialect and the strength of
their associations with different identity markers. As a result of this geographical
differentiation in the survey sample, it has been proved that the perceptions of North
East youngsters towards local speech must be considered not just as a homogenised
response but as one which is sensitive to hyperlocal issues.

Finally, the presentation of the data has allowed the graphic representations of
informant-generated map-data to be considered alongside the more traditional numer-
ical survey data typically generated when asking speakers to evaluate language. In the
presentation of map annotations, heat-map technology has been implemented to allow
for a visualisation of the highest areas of agreement among informants. This has proved
particularly successful in demonstrating the flexibility of the Doric label and the way
in which the borders of the perceived dialect area shift from survey group to survey
group. In the analysis of the results of the speaker placement and speaker evaluation
tasks, the map data and numerical data have been deliberately placed alongside each
other in order to allow links to be drawn more easily between where the voice has been
placed and how this may influence (or, indeed, be influenced by) the way in which
informants have evaluated the speaker in question.

Alongside these research successes, the study does have its limitations. While the
geographical spread of youngsters surveyed did allow comparison between many North
East communities, I did not manage to source any adolescent survey groups any further
south than Aberdeen. This is a blindspot in the data: whereas at the northwestern edge
of the Mid-Northern dialect area, the surveying of youngsters in Elgin has allowed their
ambivalence towards the notion of ‘the Doric’ to be observed, no such conclusions can
be made about speakers towards the southern border of the dialect area. In hindsight,
given the attention paid to Fraserburgh by informants from elsewhere, an informant
group from Fraserburgh would have allowed their perceptions towards their own com-
munity to be observed and an opportunity to explore if the rivalry evident in the
language perceptions of the Peterhead youngsters is bidirectional.

Similarly, there are gaps in the geographical spread of the older informants surveyed
and fluctuations between the sizes of these groups: this has made the older informant
data more challenging to analyse at times, as did the fact that the older groups were
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often made up of people from other parts of the region who had moved around or
those who had come to the North East from elsewhere. I have attempted to overcome
the issue of very small survey groups by grouping the older informants according to
their roots where appropriate (e.g. for the speaker placement and evaluation tasks).
In an ideal world, younger and older informant groups of equal size would have been
surveyed in each location: this would have allowed a clear comparison between the two
generations. However, as it stands, this was only possible in four survey locations, and
only in the Garioch were the groups of comparable size.

In terms of the construction of the survey, there is somewhat of a disconnect between
the results of the draw-a-map activity and the places and speakers that informants
were asked to rate in the subsequent tasks. For instance, if I had known certain places
would receive so much attention in the map tasks, I would have sourced speakers from
these locations for the speaker identification task. As it stands, some of the places
included in the degree-of-difference and place evaluation tasks were not home to speaker
communities which received a lot of attention in the draw-a-map task, suggesting that
they are not particularly salient. Recent work by Cramer (2010, 2016a) has attempted
to address this disconnect between the map drawing task and the ratings task by
providing blank ratings sheets onto which informants rate only the places they have
mentioned on their hand-drawn maps: a similar method in this instance may have
allowed for a more cohesive response and a stronger sense of which dialect areas are
the most salient for speakers. However, it would also have deprived the study of the
instances in which places not mentioned in the map task did draw a significant response
in the ratings task (for instance, the perception of Banchory as being home to people
who speak ‘posh’).

Across the different ratings tasks, the scales could also have benefited from more
cohesiveness. For instance, when asking informants to evaluate the five recorded speech
samples, the inclusion of a scale asking informants to rate how ‘different’ the speaker
is to them would have allowed links to be made with the previous degree-of-difference
task, whereas a scale judging the speaker as being ‘easy’ or ‘difficult to understand’
would have allowed comparisons with the same scale in the place evaluation task.
Furthermore, the inclusion of only middle-aged speakers as stimuli for the speaker
identification and evaluation tasks may also be interpreted as a limitation of the study.
As proposed by Kerswill & Williams (2002) and as suggested by the case of Inverurie
in this study, younger informants may struggle to identify older speakers in places
undergoing rapid change. Therefore, the inclusion of younger speakers to be listened
to alongside the older speech samples may have produced different results.

308



6.6 Research implications and recommendations

6.6.1 Scots Language Promotion

According to Preston (1996a, 72), ‘the discovery of what non-linguists believe about
and do with language [is an issue] worthy of study not only for its independent scientific
value but also for the undeniable importance it has in the language professional’s in-
teraction with the public’. Furthermore, Cramer (2016b, 2) posits that ‘the knowledge
gained in studies of linguistic perceptions can inform policies developed by educators
and politicians, so as to make such policies account for the attitudes of the speakers
to whom the policies apply.’ In this context, the findings of this study have several
implications.

In the world of wider Scots language activism, ‘Doric-exceptionalism’ is sometimes
discussed disparagingly and viewed as a hindrance to the promotion of Scots in general.
The results of this study have suggested that, although not the overriding narrative
produced by the results, feelings of North East exceptionalism are definitely ‘out there’
among the speech community. In addition to this, like it or loathe it, the term Doric
seems to be firmly cemented as the most prevalent name for the dialect. When asked to
supply an overall name for the speech of the region, only 6.4% of informants supplied
the term Scots (or Scottish, Scotch, etc.). To take this discussion briefly in an anecdotal
direction, after watching Alistair Heather’s recent Rebel Tongue documentary on BBC
Scotland, one of my North East friends messaged me asking about a segment in which
Heather chatted with some people in an Aberdeen pub (in this clip, the speakers in
the pub repeatedly referred to their local variety as ‘Doric’ while the host, undeterred
by this, continued to talk about it as ‘Scots’):

In this instance, the disconnect seems to be as a result of a weakly perceived connection
- either linguistically or ideologically - between ‘the Doric’ and the Scots language as a
whole. Indeed, this was observed in the responses of some of the Inverurie youngsters
in this study who described local dialect vocabulary as ‘made-up words’, suggesting
that they have little awareness of the linguistic context of their local variety. Similarly,
many informants commented on the ‘uniqueness’ of North East speech, implying a
perception of the local dialect as something set very distinctively apart from the (often
disparaged) varieties spoken elsewhere.
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This sense of disconnect from the rest of the Scots-speaking country could be per-
ceived as a barrier to the promotion of Scots as some sort of unifying entity. But
perhaps there is something in this strength of feeling towards the North East dialect
among local speakers and the prominence of the ‘Doric’ label that Scots language ac-
tivists can learn from rather than considering as a hindrance. When compared to some
other parts of Scotland, the North East could probably be described as somewhat ‘fur-
ther down the road’ when it comes to efforts to preserve and promote the local dialect.
While the efforts of this activism and promotion do not appear to have fully trans-
ferred into actual usage (as evidenced by the documented cases of dialect attrition), it
does seem to have had some bearing on the way people talk about language. There is
a clear attachment among sections of the North East speech community towards the
term Doric - a term which is so recent in local prominence that my own late grand-
mother described it to me as a ‘new invention’. By whatever means, the name Doric
has stuck and it would be remiss of Scots language activists to ignore this term given
that it is one which clearly resonates with many North East speakers: to do so may be
alienating and counter-intuitive. However, the hyperlocal claiming of the Doric label
evidenced in this study also means that it must be accompanied by a note of caution:
a reminder that the general term Doric as used by outsiders or academics or activists
may not have exactly the same meaning as it does for those living within the region.
Indeed, one academic recently told me that they avoid the term for this very reason
- because, having used it in public, they have been subjected to so many competing
narratives of where the ‘true’ Doric is spoken.

Aside from the terminology issue, the results of this study have also confirmed
some of what Aitken (1982) puts forward as the ideological distinction between ‘Good
Scots’ and ‘Bad Scots’ (see section 5.7.8 for further discussion). On a macro-regional
level, this is definitely visible in North Easterners’ stigmatisation of perceived urban
speakers in cities such as Glasgow and Dundee as being ‘chavvy’ or ‘rough’-spoken.
On a micro-regional level, I have offered that this may also be evident in informants’
reactions towards the different speakers they listened to from around the North East.
The apparent rejection of speakers who used innovative and supralocal features (as in
the case of Speaker 2 and his use of discourse markers) and the lauding of more con-
servative and rural speakers (especially by the older informants) seems to demonstrate
an idealisation of the latter at the expense of the former. In terms of implications, this
prevailing attitude should also be of interest to those involved in Scots language pro-
motion. In his investigation of North East culture and language, Knox (2003, 213-4)
concludes:

The search for an authentic north-easternerness looks to the past and the
rediscovery and reuse of words and terms that have fallen out of use...
The Doric language or dialect needs to be as ‘pure’ as possible to operate
as an authentic marker of north-easterness. The absorption of the speech
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patterns or vocabulary of standard English or American English is seen as
a diluting of authenticity and thus of north-easterness.

From a Scots language perspective, this preoccupation with the past and the stig-
matisation of speakers who use innovative forms as unpleasant is an obstacle in the
promotion of Scots as a contemporary and relevant variety. If the linguistic reality is,
as Millar (2018) proposes, that North East speakers commute on a continuum between
use of Scots and use of SSE, to uphold conservative speakers as the favoured ‘authentic’
users of the dialect is to alienate the many whose use of language does not fit this ‘pure’
ideal. Inevitably, the Scots dialect spoken in the North East is not the same dialect
as spoken a hundred years ago: the region is not immune to change. Therefore, as the
dialect moves with the times, Scots language endeavours in the area should look more
to contemporary usage and promote the relevance of the Doric in the everyday lives
of 21st century North Easterners rather than over-relying on speaking/writing/singing
about the past or in a manner which is reminiscent of historical usage. Doing so might
help to ‘retune’ the expectations of what a pleasant Doric speaker sounds like by em-
bracing and celebrating the dialect as it exists today. Otherwise, the dialect runs the
risk of heritagisation.

In terms of education, as seen by some of the comments offered as part of this survey,
more could perhaps be done to promote the links between the Doric and other dialects
of Scots and the place of Scots within the larger Germanic language family; doing so
might allow North East youngsters especially to appreciate their local dialect as part of
a bigger picture and as something which has linguistic provenance and validity rather
than just being ‘made-up words’. The mischaracterisation of Scots as ‘slang’ is one
which can only be remediated through increased education about the language.

6.6.2 Further linguistic research

In terms of further linguistic research, the findings of the study have signalled the
need for future exploration in two different directions. The first of these is the need for
more comprehensive sociolinguistic exploration of the current linguistic situation in the
North East; the second is the need for further research using methods from perceptual
dialectology.

As the review of the existing literature in section 3.6.4 has documented, several
sociolinguists have studied language variation and change within the North East. Fur-
thermore, some studies have used methods from traditional dialectology to investigate
issues such as phonological variation and lexical attrition. More recently, the Scots
Syntax Atlas project included North East speakers (two young and two old from a se-
lection of locations) in their Scotland-wide study of syntactic variation. However, great
swathes of the North East remain uncharted by linguists and there is still much work
to be done in the area. As I have discussed in section 6.4, the results of this perceptual
study suggest that dialect attrition is probably not occurring at the same pace in every
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part of the North East: in some places, this process may be further advanced than
in others. While the aforementioned studies have provided snapshots of language use
in specific places at specific moments in time, the fact that they are the products of
different researchers, different methods, and investigations of different variants means
that the results of these studies are not easily comparable. A new comprehensive so-
ciolinguistic survey of North East speech would allow these changes-in-process to be
measured and observed in a more cohesive manner.

With regard to perceptual dialectology, there is an obvious research gap waiting to
be filled by a Scotland-wide project. To date, existing studies have focused only on
localised parts of the country. From a North East perspective, this would allow further
exploration not only of how speakers from the region consider those from elsewhere
in Scotland but also how they are considered by their compatriots. Extending this
research to be inter-regional would also permit further investigation of the effects of
the scope of inquiry. I have suggested in section 5.6.4 that ‘zooming in’ on speakers’
perceptions may produce different results to when language attitudes are probed more
generally: that is, when thinking about language on an inter-regional basis, informants
may provide perceptions of larger divisions (e.g. east vs. west, Doric vs. Dundee
vs. Glasgow); however, when the scope of inquiry is more focused, hyperlocal micro-
regional perceptions can come to the fore. A national investigation of such issues
would provide a more cohesive view of language perceptions across Scotland’s different
communities of speakers. In this regard, the study of North East Scotland presented
here can be considered as a preliminary square in the patchwork of perceptions still to
be explored.
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_________________ 

APPENDIX A: Perceptions of North East Speech Survey (as completed by informants) 

 

Thank you for taking the time to take part in this survey. In this survey, there are no right or wrong 
answers. You are not being scored or judged. All you are being asked for is your opinion.  

Please read the points outlined below and then sign and date to say that you have understood, 
consent to them and agree to take part in the survey. 

• I understand that my responses, both written and spoken will contribute towards the published 
findings of the study. 

• I understand that my participation at all times is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 
point without giving any reason. 

• I understand that I am free to ask questions at any time. 
• I understand that I will not benefit directly from this study. 
• I understand that I am not under any obligation to provide my full name, and that the responses I 

give in this study can be anonymous (If respondents wish, they may provide a first name so that 
individual comments they make may be attributed to them in the study). 
 

Signed _________________________   Date _________________________ 

 

 

About you: 

First name or initial (not compulsory):  
Where were you born?  
In which town or area did you spend the largest part of 
your childhood? 

 

How many different places have you lived in your lifetime?  
If you have lived in more than once place, please name 
the furthest away place from where you live now: 

 

(Any other relevant information about the places you have 
lived): 

 
 
 
 

 

Please tick the following options that apply to you: 
 
Age:            Gender: 
Under 25 26-40 41 – 64 Over 65  Male Female Other 
        
 
 
On a sliding scale from English to Scottish, how would you describe your own speech? Place a 
cross [X] on the line to show where you would place your speech. 
 

English                             Scottish 

 

 
Any additional comments (please use the back of this page if more space is needed): 



_________________ 

Map Task #1 

Below is a map of Scotland.  

• On your map, divide the country into sections based on where you believe different speech 
areas to exist. 

• Label the areas you have drawn. You may also wish to include extra information about the 
way people sound or what you think about the way they speak. 

 

 

 



_________________ 

Map Task #2 

Below is a map the North East of Scotland. Aberdeen, Dundee and Inverness are represented as 
black dots. 

Your job: 

• On your map, divide the region into sections based on where you believe different speech 
areas to exist. 

• Label the areas you have drawn. As well as a label, you may also wish to include extra 
information about the way it sounds/what you think about it.  
 
 

 

 

If I had to give the speech of the North East an overall name, it would be:   



_________________ 

Task #3 - How different is the speech of people from other places to yours? 
 

On this page are the names of 12 different towns and their surrounding areas.  

The sliding scale works as follows: 

 

 

 

 

Please now fill in the section below by inserting a cross [X] on each scale. 

There is also an open-comment section beneath each scale where you may comment on what 
makes an area similar or different to yours.  

If you have no idea where a place is, or how the people from there sound, you may leave it blank. 

If you need more space, please use the blank section at the bottom of the next page. 
 

 

 
ELGIN 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
BANFF 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
FRASERBURGH 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
PETERHEAD 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Please turn over to complete à 

 

 

People from this area 
sound exactly the 
same as people from 
my area. 

People from this area 
sound very different 
to people from my 
area. 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 



_________________ 

 
 

 
ELLON 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
HUNTLY 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
INVERURIE 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
BANCHORY 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
STONEHAVEN 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
ABERDEEN CITY 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
LAURENCEKIRK 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
BALLATER 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 

Comments: 
 

 

 

 

 

          SAME                                           DIFFERENT                     SAME                                           DIFFERENT                 

 



_________________ 

Task #4 – Your opinions 

On the next two pages, you are being asked to give your opinion of the way people speak/sound in 
each of these towns and their surrounding areas. If you are unsure or have no opinion about a 
place, then you may leave it blank. 

Please place a cross [X] on each sliding scale to indicate your opinion: 

 
ELGIN: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
BANFF: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
FRASERBURGH: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
PETERHEAD: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
ELLON: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
HUNTLY: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 



_________________ 

 
INVERURIE: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
BANCHORY: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
STONEHAVEN: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
ABERDEEN CITY: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
LAURENCEKIRK: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
BALLATER: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 
EASY TO                                                                         DIFFICULT   
UNDERSTAND                                                  TO UNDERSTAND 

Any additional comments (please use the back of this page if more space is needed): 

 

 

 

 

 



_________________ 

Task #5 – Listening to voices 

You are going to be played five voices from different parts of the North East. 

Your first task is to indicate on the map below where you think these speakers are from. Do this by 
placing the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 on the relevant part of the map. You may also write the name of 
the place or the area that you think they are from. 

On the next page, you will hear the voices again and be asked to rate them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



_________________ 

 
SPEAKER 1: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Any additional comments about 

Speaker 1: 

 
SPEAKER 2: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Any additional comments about 

Speaker 2: 

 
SPEAKER 3: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Any additional comments about 

Speaker 3: 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT         
TO LISTEN TO                                                         TO LISTEN TO 

 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 

RURAL           URBAN 

UNFRIENDLY                                                                 FRIENDLY 

EDUCATED                                    UNEDUCATED 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT         
TO LISTEN TO                                                        TO LISTEN TO 

 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 

RURAL           URBAN 

UNFRIENDLY                                                                 FRIENDLY 

EDUCATED                                    UNEDUCATED 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT         
TO LISTEN TO                                                         TO LISTEN TO 

 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 

RURAL           URBAN 

UNFRIENDLY                                                                 FRIENDLY 

EDUCATED                                    UNEDUCATED 



_________________ 

 
SPEAKER 4: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Any additional comments about 

Speaker 4: 

 
SPEAKER 5: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
Any additional comments about 

Speaker 5: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT         
TO LISTEN TO                                                         TO LISTEN TO 

 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 

RURAL           URBAN 

UNFRIENDLY                                                                 FRIENDLY 

EDUCATED                                    UNEDUCATED 

UNPLEASANT                                                               PLEASANT         
TO LISTEN TO                                                         TO LISTEN TO 

 

DORIC                    NOT DORIC 

 

 

RURAL           URBAN 

UNFRIENDLY                                                                 FRIENDLY 

EDUCATED                                    UNEDUCATED 



_________________ 

TASK #6 – Discussion questions 

On this page are a series of open-ended questions. You can write as little or as much for these as 
you wish. There is no minimum or maximum limit. As with all previous tasks, there are no right or 
wrong answers – we are just interested in your opinion. If you run out of space, you may continue on 
the back of this page.  

 
Is the speech of the North East different to the rest of Scotland?  
 

 

 
If you have answered ‘yes’ to the question above, what do you think makes it different? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Do you think the way people talk in the North East is changing? Please try to explain your answer 
or give some examples. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
What do you see as being the advantages and disadvantages of speaking in the local dialect? 
 
 
Advantages: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Disadvantages: 

 



APPENDIX B: COLLATED RESPONSES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS ABOUT THE DIALECT 
 
 
Q1: Is the speech of the North East different to the rest of Scotland?  If you have answered ‘yes’ 
to the question above, what do you think makes it different? 
 
OLDER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Aberdeen: 

• It varies. Some places speak the same but some are different. 
• Local dialect 
• Speaking more English 
• The weather 
• Very different from other regions 
• We are more broader with the Doric. 

 
Surveyed in the Garioch: 

• Broad accent 
• Broader 
• Broader 
• Different words and terminology, soft, broad, deliberate way of speaking, often quite quiet. 
• Different words for various things - sound of the language is different 
• Doric 
• Every part of Britain has different accents and Scotland is no different. Unfortunately television has 

helped to eradicate many accents. It is very hard for people from England to understand the accents. 
• Lots of words. Specific to North East. Fit, Fa. 
• More understandable to non-Scottish ears 
• Our dialect is slightly different and some words are only used in this area. 
• The local dialect, words not used elsewhere. 
• The pronunciation of words. The stress on some vowels. 
• The use of Doric, especially in country areas and between locals. 
• There is a lilt in the speech that makes Doric sound like home. 
• There is more Doric spoken in the North East. 
• There's so many different dialects sometimes only a few miles apart. 
• Thirled to the soil which gives it an earthy accent. 
• Unique words not used in other parts of Scotland. 
• We have our own words for some things. 
• We take a broader word. 

 
Surveyed in Alford:  

• Dialect. Certain words. 
• Some of our own words - 'tattie' 

 
Surveyed in Muchalls: 

• 2ts home 
• accent! Vowels different. 
• Agricultural background and traditional fermtoun communities - 'Doric' is physical language both in 

sound and reference of weather, land, working relationships, basic emotions, self-depreciation/canny 
prudence. Nor is N-East immue from general use prejudice in favour of 'couty' rural vs. 'slovenly' 
{sic} toonser language. Geographical 'isolation' 

• Although I have lived in Muchalls for the past 39 years, I haven't travelled to many parts of Scotland. 
• Because if you speak to someone from say Glasgow they will ask where you come from. 
• Because of accent primarily 
• Completely different to other Scottish speakers in that they have their own words for most of their 

language. 
• Lots of different accents 



• Majority speak Doric 
• Some very different words for some things. 
• The rural areas have distinctive accents - Buchan, Coastal dialects and "toonser" language. Old words 

have been passed down and wtih people moving into the City for work, families have connections 
with the rural communtiies. The fisher folk have prided themselves in keeping own language. 

• The words vary. The meanings of the word varies! 
• They have a different twang. 
• Wirds used. Accent. 
• Words 
• Words and accents 

 
Surveyed in Newburgh: 

• Different dialect 
• Different words in general use 

 
Surveyed in Elgin: 

• Local dialects 
 
YOUNGER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Kincorth: no comments 
 
Surveyed in Dyce: 

• "Fit" older people sound more Doric 
• Because other places have stronger Scottish accents and people in Aberdeen are more Doric 

sounding. They use words like "fit" 
• Because others sound more Scottish and we sound more Doric. We use words like 'fit'. 
• Different parts of Scotland prenounce vowels differently, e.g. Aberdeen - canna, winna Glasgow - 

cannae, winnae 
• Different parts of Scotland pronounce vowels differently e.g. canna 
• Different parts of speech and pronounce their vowels differently. Glasgow pronounce their words like 

'canny' while we say 'canna' 
• Different tones. Some different places have more Doric. 
• Different words and add different sounds to the end of words. Harsher than Edinburgh and Perth -> 

more friendly. Yes, I think it used to be more Doric - now we are more 'posh' 
• Generations 
• In Scotland people from different places pronounce words differently. 
• Older people speak more Doric than younger people. 
• People down in Glasgow have quite a thick accent. Some people in Aberdeen speak like 'fit' and 'ken'. 
• People in Glasgow have a stronger thicker accent. People in aberdeen say things like 'ken' and 'fit'. 
• Shorten words to abbreviations or shortened terms. Older are more Doric. 
• Speak Doric. "fit" "bairns" "nae" 
• Talk quite Doric. 'nae' 
• The words are pronounced differently 
• The words are pronounced differently. 
• They have many different words (fit like? quine, etc) and also add different sounds to the end of 

words (shedie, gonne, etc) - Doric. Harsher than Edinburgh and Perth but more friendly. Teauchter. 
• They speak Doric. They say bacon butty. 
• They're rougher. 
• We have different words - "snaw" not "snow". We roll our Rs. 
• We have different words. "Sna" instead of "snow". We roll our R's a lot. 
• We say "nae" and stuff. We also pronounce things differently. 
• We use certain words that are different from other dialects. What? - fit? We roll our rrrrr 
• We use different words. Miss out some letters in words. "Canna" (cannot), "Dina" (Don't) "Aye" (yes) 
• We use more Doric sounding words like fit. Less Scottish than places like Glasgow. 

 
 



Surveyed in Inverurie: 
• Down south sound more posh. We always make up new words. 
• Education - better English. Landscape (hils) - (not fisherman coast). Don't speak as much Doric 

(Inverurie). Don't have a rough voice (Inverurie). 
• How they're educated. How other people speak. 
• How they're educated. How other people speak. We make up weird sounds. I don't know what doric 

sounds like. 
• Intense accent. They pronounce words different. Always shout and swear. 
• Intensity. Way vowels are pronounced. 
• North East is less doric and speak a bit more pleasantly than the rest of Scotland. 
• Not as Doric 
• Not as strong accent as Glasgow. Pronounce are words more. 
• Other places sound more Doric. 
• People down south sound more English/posh 
• People down south sound posh/english. We make new words. 
• Placing more emphasis on letters like 'o' or 't' 
• Pronounce things different. Make up words, e.g. ken, fit, gadj. 
• Pronounce words different. Some people sound from the country. We say tuchter. 
• Pronounce words different. Some people speak as if they are from the country. 
• Pronounce words differently. North-East sound more rural (from the country). We make up or 

shorten words a lot. 
• Pronounciating. Child = bairn, know = ken, fit like = how are you doing, quine/hen = girl, own 

= oon (down = doon), off = aff, dinnae = don't, da = don't. Not a lot of pronouncing R's and T's. 
• Pronunciation: fit like, made up words, ken = you know, doon = down, broader, comes from 

gaelic/shetlandic, differences in age 
• Some people have strong Doric accents only speak of. Glasgow people swear when they speak but a 

lot. 
• The intensity of the accent. The vowels are pronounced differntly. More Scottish more north you go. 
• The North East sounds more Doric than the rest of Scotland. 
• The way certain words are pronounced. 
• We don't have a strong accent like Glasgow. We pronounce our words more. 
• We don't have as strong accents. Different words. We are Doric. Down south seem posh. 
• We pronounce things different. People from south shout and swear all the time. 

 
Surveyed in Alford: 

• Accents variety across Scotland. Some more rural, some urban. 
• Doric dialect? Not glasgwegian. 
• Everywhere has it's own accent. it's spoken differently and has unique words. 
• Glasgow is rougher, same as the south. 
• How it is spoken and different words. Ken for know. Uses the f sound for questions. 
• I do not know how to describe it but it sounds different. Pronunciation of certain words is different. 

N.E. = mam, Glasgow = maw. 
• I think it's more Doric and stereotypically Scottish but not as much as up North. It is a more softer 

voice than in a town but is more farmery and from the countryside. We use 'f' for question words, e.g. 
fit, far, fan. 

• I think it's more doric, a lot more farmerish. People says words like 'doon' 'lass' 'ach' 'eye' 'dinnae' 
• It doesn't sound like Glaswegian 
• It is more difficult to understand someone with a strong accent from this area than someone from 

Glasgow. For example, farmers call a ewe a 'yaow' 
• It sounds different. 
• It's more Doric or Doric sounding and some really English and proper. Not=nae, we use the 'ae' 

sound a lot and our 'ch' is pronounced differently. 'F' for questions - fa, fit. 
• It's more farmer like. More Doric. 
• It's more laid back and there are different words. 'Och' sound. 
• More distinctive, more doric. 
• More rural -> just different accents. More doric. High. Contrasting. 
• More Scottish, rougher, blunter down South. The east is more English. 



• Our dialect is different. We use words like bairn, quine. Our accent is farmery/rural. 'F' question, 'fit' 
fa' 

• People from the North East have genuinely quite strong accents, most of which are Doric. Say 'ken', 
use 'f' instead of 'w' e.g. 'fit' 'fa' 

• The doric influences. Pronunciation of certain words. 'Ken'. Use f more. 
• The doric. The way we pronounce different letters. 
• We have a slightly different way of speaking and have different words for different things like 

Glaswegians say wean and we would say bairn. We say fit? and fa? 
• We pronounce words differently. Some parts sound more chavvy. Further south the more posh. 'F' 

'ken' 'that' 
• We speak tuechter language which almost like our accent which makes us different to the rest of the 

country. 
• We use different dialect. All question words beginning with w are replaced with f (where -fare, how - 

fae). How are you - fit like. Bairn, lassie, lad, quine, ken = what. Rural. 
• You only ken if you ken, ken? 

 
Surveyed in Peterhead: 

• 'Bairns'. Strong Doric. 
• 'fit' 'aye' words like that 
• 'Fit' they say 'what'. 'Aye' they say 'yes'. We change words to something else. 
• 'Fit'. 'I' for the. Nay for not. Gan for go. Fan for when. 
• 'maw' - Glasgow speaks faster 
• 'Nae' 'fit' 
• "Nae" "fit" 
• Broader spoken accent. 'Aye' 'fit'. 'i' for the. 'ney' for not. 'gan' for go 
• Different 'slang' - 'no' 'not' pronunciation. Accent change. 
• Different places in Scotland speak a different type of Doric because it's how they are brought up. 
• Different places speak different types of Doric. 
• Different words 'no', 'not'. Accent change. 'Aye'. Faster. 
• Everywhere has differences even places that are really close. Even if the differences are tiny. Slang 

can be different and slight change in the accent. 
• Faster. 'S'. Lots of words. Doric. Fit. Wee 
• Fit. Eh. Spik. 
• Glasgow speak faster and more rough compared to somewhere like Aberdeen. Peterhead say "eh" 

whereas Aberdeen probably wouldn't. 
• Glasgow speak faster and say "maw" etc. Peterhead, Broch say "eh" etc. 
• Kaine, ken, fit. Older people talk not spik. Younger people speak faster. 
• More distinct accent. Different variations of the accent, but similar. "ana ken fit ti dee" - us. " a dinny 

no" - more south. "who what where when" "fa fit far fan" 
• More of a distinct accent. Different variations but similar. 'ana ken', 'dinny know' - more south 
• More of a distinct accent. Similar but different. 'Ana ken' / 'I dinny know' - more south 
• Peterhead/Fraserburgh - distinct strong Doric. Aberdeen - "posher" Doric slowly fading out, 'ie' added 

on the end. Dundee - similar to Glaswegian with a mix of doric added in 
• Peterhead/Fraserburgh - strong Doric. Aberdeen - slowly fades away. Dundee - mix of Doric and 

Glaswegian. Use different words/change them. 
• Say 'fit' a lot. Speak faster. 
• The slang language 
• The use of the word 'wellies'. Thicker extremely strong dialect, with many of our own Scots dialect 

words. Lots of 'F' words. 
• They change the sounds of vowels and add a 'f' instead of 'wh'. No - Nae. What- fit. Different phrases. 

Fit like - how are you. 
• They say ken, kaine. Other people talk not spik. Younger people speak faster. 
• They speak Doric - e.g. 'fit like' 'quine' 'loonie' 'ma' 'da' 'untie'. Don't pronounce t's as much. 
• Using 'ie' at the end of everything, e.g. "Carie" (car) "backie" (garden) etc. "Fit" is used here a lot, e.g. 

"Fit?" (What) "Fit like?" (How are you?) "Bain e hoose" (go through the house) is used a lot up here. 
• We change the words. 'What to 'fit'. 'Yes' to 'aye'. 
• We change the words. 'What' - 'fit', 'Yes' - 'aye'. 



• We say 'scurry' and other don't say scurry. Peterhead has more of a Doric sound like Boddam or other 
coastal places. Glasgow sounds totally different. 

• We shorten the sound of words. Different phrases. 'Fit like' - 'how are you'? 
• We speak different words that people don't understand. Slang. Accents. We speak quickly. Got 

different names for words. 
• We tend to say 'scurrie' a lot. Our 's' sound like 'z'. 
• We use Doric phrases such as 'fit like' 'quine' 'loon' 'bairn' 'ma' 'da'. 'Wh' becomes 'f'. 
• When you get further south (i.e. Glasgow/Edinburgh) the accent starts to get thicker/faster. 

Especially in Glasgow they start to speak louder and faster. What = fit, aye -= yes, fa = who, don't 
= da/dinna, far = where, winna = won't 

 
Surveyed in Banff: 

• Don't understand quine or loon 
• Don't understand quine or loon. They say words like hen. 
• Doric is spoken in the North East. DIfferent phrases are used. "Fit like? ("Loons + Quines") 
• Everybody uses different dialects from North East. Doric is spoken in the North East. Different 

phrases used - "Fitl like" "loons" or "quines" 
• Everyone speaks Doric up here compared to people down south speaking posher. "Whit" or "fit" 

instead of what. 
• Further down south the accents get stronger/thicker. Some words are pronounced differently. 
• Glasgow use "maw". Elgin use "blazzin" 
• In the North East there are different accents and words compared to other parts of Scotland. 
• More cheuchter and natural. Less posh. More passionate when we speak. "Shut yir dial a file" 
• Some places are more posh spoken whereas some are extremely chuchter. "awa n bile yer heed" "fit" 
• Specific words and phrases. "Yi comin' for a tinnie" 
• The accent from Banff upwards/downwards is very strong. Areas near Banff (Macduff, Portsoy, etc) 

have a very weak accent. Slang is different. We say "ken" a lot. Glaswegians say "but" at the end of 
everything. 

• The accent, the way we pronounce certain words. The variety of words. 
• The sounds with the words more dragged out. Different phrased "awa in bile yer heed" "lookin dour" 

"foos yer doos" 
• The words used, Glaswegians use different words to us. Different slang. Glaswegians use "but" at the 

end of sentences. 
• Use of 'f' instead of 'wh' - "fit's at" "what's that". 'Wiz' instead of 'was'. 
• We usually put a "x" sound on the end of words. 

 
Surveyed in Elgin: 

• If you listen to other people speaking you will hear a difference. Some words can be different too, or 
more rough. 

 
Q2: Do you think the way people talk in the North East is changing? Please try to explain your 
answer or give some examples. 
 
OLDER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Aberdeen: 

• Definitely. Since immigrants arrived, we made them, to try to understand our language so we change 
and added more English to our language. 

• Lots of newcomers from abroad. 
• Some 
• Some young people speak nicer than we used to do. 
• yes 
• Yes, speaking more English than Doric 

 
 
 
 



Surveyed in the Garioch: 
• Yes. Use of specific words is disappearing. Very few 'old' Doric words used by our parents are used 

regularly. The types of occupations and industries are changing so words describing tasks and jobs 
are no longer needed. 

• Yes. They are trying to speak proper as there so many foreign visitors coming over here. 
• Yes. Influx of different people to work in the oil etc. have made most people modify their speech so 

they can be understood. 
• Yes, more English. 
• Yes, more Englified 
• Yes, more Doric words included 
• Yes, lots of people coming in from different areas of Britain and different countries. 
• Yes, I think it is changing, perhaps the oil industry brough Americans, French and other nationals. 
• Yes too many new languages. 
• Yes it's changing. Lots of people have moved to this area from other parts of the UK and abroad and i 

find myself speaking in a more anglasised way to be understood. 
• Yes it is. There is so many incomers so the speech has changed. 
• Yes I visited Oldmeldrum in the 1940s then in 1960 and move up in the 1980s. 
• Very much so. Due to years of Doric being "drummed" out of us and influx of mass "foreigners" 

diluting our own language. 
• Slightly more leaning towards English. Many of the old words are only spoken by the elderly. 
• No. 
• Kids nowadays don't speak Doric 
• It is hard to differentiate the various accents 
• If you speak Doric most people don't understand you so you have to change to English. 
• Definitely changing. Influences from so many different accents brought here mostly from oil industry. 
• Changing. More English. 
• A lot of incomers to the area. English/Polish etc. 

 
Surveyed in Alford:  

• Yes. Because of incomers. Young people speak differently because of kids coming in different. 
• Yes. Mixed population. More than there was a few years ago. 

 
Surveyed in Muchalls: 

• Yes. Noticeable in children, because they are losing their accent. 
• Yes, we are losing some of the 'old ' words our grandparents used. Our kids travel more and use 

'proper' English words more. Immigrants and making ourselves understood. 
• Yes, very much so as agricultural way of life fades. I have interviewd 60+ people, foolowed by their 

offspring and noted dilution (but code switching, always been common - e.g. 'classroom' 'playground' 
English 

• Yes, due to influx of workers from throughout UK. Discouraged to speak Doric in the past. 
• Yes, because we have a much bigger diversity of people from all over and mothers (mostly) want 

their children to speak 'proper'. 
• Yes - television - people are moving about. 
• Yes - others accents influencing 
• Yes - getting that the children are not following their elders. 
• We different folk cummin to the area, there's a lot of ither wirds used. Kids use electronic devices and 

hear different accents. 
• The language is changing because it's being influenced by lots of different people moving to the area. 
• The influence of the oil industry has meant different nationalities have settled in the city or come to 

work temporarily. Many of the original city dwellers have moved back to the rural areas. 
• No 
• No 
• It is changing because of the different nationalities that have come into the area. 
• Changing because of influx of outside people to the area. 
• Because more different nationalities are now resident in the area, the locals have to adapt to be 

understood. 
 



Surveyed in Newburgh: 
• Yes. Due to oil related jobs. 
• Yes. The original dialects are disappearing, probably because the older speakers are dying out. 

 
Surveyed in Elgin: no written comments 
 
YOUNGER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Kincorth: no written comments 
 
Surveyed in Dyce: 

• Yes. This is because there are a lot of different influences of language from all around the world. 
• Yes, older people sound a lot more Doric. More technology. Young people sound less Doric because 

they hear lots more accents and people. 
• Yes, I think more people are speaking less Doric and Scottish and more English. More older people 

who speak differently. 
• Yes, I think it used to be more Doric - now we are more 'posh' 
• Yes, because people in this generation use doric more. 
• Yes more people are speaking in urban ways. 
• Yes it probably has changed but throughout the years, so it would be very minor changes that we 

would not notice. 
• Yes definitely because doric is dying out in the North East 
• Yes but so slowly that it's hard to noitce. 
• Yes because other people can't undersand you or you can't understand them. 
• Yes because of immigration, technology increase and American TV. 
• Yes because a lot of younger children and teenagers are more well spoken. A lot of us don't 

understand some Doric. 
• The language is getting lost, influences and society impact people 
• People like my grandparents talk a lot more Doric than me. 
• Older people speak more like where they from than younger people. Younger people talk more like 

they are all from the same place. 
• Older people sound more Doric. 
• No 
• More older people talk Doric and younger talk more proper, like younger people are all from the 

same place. 
• It's getting more posh because of TV 
• It's becoming more chavy. More influences from the rest of the world. 
• It is getting lost, we are getting more influences from the world. 
• Immigration. Technology. 
• I think that it is changing as more people are influence by they way others speak, word trends etc. 

The language has changed as our generation uses more slang. 
• Elders speak more Doric than us. My nana speaks more 'Scottish' than me' 

 
Surveyed in Inverurie: 

• Becoming more Scottish. Sound more Doric. 
• Definitely - young people don't speak anything like older people. 
• I think it is getting worse! 
• More words. 
• New generation are watching TV (foreign). Slang words. Mixture of nationality. 
• Nope, it is not changing. 
• Older people speak different to younger people in the same place. 
• Older you get the more Doric you get 
• Other accents and dialects are being regulated, such as "chuckies" changing into stones. 
• The accents are getting weaker and weaker 
• The youth have a large impact on how it changes. The phrases we use have changed or are 

disappearing. 
• They're starting to lose the doric acent, older people seem to be more dorick than the kids 



• Yes - younger people aren't speaking as strong as older generations. 
• Yes and it's getting worse. 
• Yes because the people from Oldmeldrum didn't sound the same from before and now. 
• Yes because we don't sound like our grandparents. 
• Yes because we don't sound the same as older people. 
• Yes because we don't speak like farmers as much. 
• Yes, because younger people aren't speaking the same any more, compared to what they used to. 
• Yes. Kids use slang words all the time and made-up words. Older people speak really Doric. 
• Yes. The younger you are the Scottish accent fades away. 
• Yes. Young people are loosing their accent. TV programmes and films rub off on us. 
• Younger people aren't speaking as strong and Doric as older people. 

 
Surveyed in Alford: 

• Yes. Different cultures moving to the region and influences from TV/social media. 
• Yes. As younger generations learn the langauge/dialect it changes. Pronouncement and word 

meanings. Less people speak Doric now. 
• Yes, we are speaking less doric and more English. 
• Yes, the Doric is getting lost. 
• Yes, some American words or phrases are coming over, especially 'like' 
• Yes, less Doric speakers. People moving in. 
• Yes I think more people are speaking doric language instead of proper English. We use words like 

'bairn' and 'fit like'. Other people use words like 'child' and 'hello'. 
• Yes because there is more people moving over from other countries and TV shows and movies that 

are more American. Doric words and famer accents aren't moving down the generations as much. 
• Yes because more people from different areas are coming here. 
• Yes all the English sub sea engineers are leaving. 
• Yes - international influence (social media, TV, etc) 
• The north east is changing as new people move in. People are changing and instead of saying 'fit like' 

more people are now saying 'hello' 
• No. Less immigrants, less diversity, less changing language. 
• More English speakers are coming to Scotland so we're starting to be influenced how we speak. 
• Less people speaking doric. More people coming from different places. 
• Less immigration due to Brexit will mean less diversity and a return to the worse 'rural' anti-glob. 
• Less Doric, more English. 
• In some areas in the North East accents are becoming weaker and sounding more English. 
• I think the people Aberdeenshire have established their own accents just like the well-known 

Glasgwegian. People speak fast and are sometimes hard to undestand, for example, farmers or bus 
drivers. 

• I think that younger people are getting influenced by social media and TV which are mainly 
comprised with Americans. And wer'e losing our Scottish-ness. 

• I think so because of all the people coming through oil 
• I think people's accents are changing as more people work in Aberdeen where there's a lot of English 

influence due to oil. Also people are becoming more American due to the internet. 
• I think it is changing because people from other places are moving here. 
• I think it is changing because people are leaving and entering the North East so it will be slowly 

getting softer. 
• Different ethnicities have to come to Scotland so the Scottish language is expanding. 
• Aye, me and my grandad brought up in same area and my dad and we get progressively less doric. 

 
Surveyed in Peterhead: 

• Dorich used to be more stronger now it's more broad and people speak more English. 
• I think older people use doric more than younger people. Not all young people pick up the 

scottish/doric accent. 
• It used to be more broad, the dorich was a lot more stronger, now people speak more english and 

proper. 
• Kids on social media, pick up different accents, e.g. lts of American speakers exposed to a Scottish 

audience. Mainly american TV. 



• Not really, people just speak sort of similiar in Peterhead. 
• Older generations sounds more Dorich. Our generations been told to speak more proper. 
• Older members of my family sound slightly different to me. 
• Older people accents are much stronger. 
• Older people have more uncommon words than people nowadays. 
• Slowly becoming more proper. Doric is dying. 
• Social media changes how people speak e.g. English/American YouTubers 
• Sometimes it doesn't matter where your family is from, you might not pick up their accent. My mum 

is from Edinburgh and my grandma is from Glasgow, but I don't speak broad. 
• The dorich used to be more broad, now people speak more english and propper 
• The way people talk in the North East is changing as immigrants from Eastern Europe and exposure 

to other English accents throughout the world is making the North East's speech to sound different 
and use new words. 

• Through different generations, more education, beginning to speak more proper. Older people speak 
more broad. Count broader - "een, twa, three, fowr, five" 

• We text a lot more than our elderleys. Swear a lot more. 
• Yes 
• Yes because children are more exposed to TV etc. which speak more with english/American accents 

and because it is becoming less strong with people coming from different countries. 
• Yes because parents come from different parts of Scotland or even abroad and bring their kids up 

speaking in their dialect. But locals will bring up kids speaking Doric and kids from other places will 
catch on to the local dialect. 

• Yes it is becoming more proper and less doric 
• Yes we are being told to speak proper and being put off the local dialect. 
• Yes, as my grandparents speak different from me. 
• Yes, as not many people tend to use Doric anymore. 
• Yes, because I think that as generation goes by I feel like less and less people are speaking Doric like 

obviously they might speak a little cause of the area and they brought up. 
• Yes, because it's being used more. Doric used more in texts. 
• Yes, because people are coming from other places and having kids, this results in the kids having 

different mix of dialect from their parents. But also no because people will catch on to how locals 
talk. 

• Yes, our generation has changed because of social media we pick up on how other people speak, 
most of the things we watch are American or English. 

• Yes, people speak less Doric and more English now. Text speech changes the way we speak - Doric. 
Made to speak more English in school. 

• Yes, toned down, social media - helps people pick up words/slang from other people. 
• Yes, younger people are using abbreviations and speech more properly than the older generations 

who have strong Doric accents. 
• Yes, younger people speaking more properly while older people still use Doric. 
• Younger people speak a lot more Doric and older people (grandma and granda) correct you in 

English. 
 

Surveyed in Banff: 
• Yes. Use older Doric words - "napper" = head, "hippins" = nappies. Words are changing and being 

replaced. 
• Yes. Starting to speak more English e.g. used to be "napper" now "heed" which is closer to the English 

translation "head" 
• Yes. Different languages are being mixed into Scots language. Migration. People picking up the 

language differently. 
• Yes, we are starting to speak more English spoken now. e.g. 'head' instead of 'napper'. 
• Yes, different words are being brought in and folk fae other cities moving in. 
• Yes because they say some words I don't know. 
• Yes 
• Use the language less than with the older generations. More in rural areas than urban areas. 
• Spreading further - more people speak cheucther in further areas. Social media - become cool/funny 

to speak Scots - Scottish Patter FB page. SQA classes encourage it. 



• Social media language being spread more - "aye" "Fit like" 
• Older people are a bit posher. New words are being created. 
• Old people add 'ie' to everything. 
• Not that I'm aware of. We're becoming a nation of chuchters. 
• No because when I go home I say the same words. 
• More people speaking deeper chuchter and Doric in places where it isn't really spoken. 
• More and more people are speaking Doric because it's getting more popular. 

 
Surveyed in Elgin: 

• I don't believe it is changing, but there are more people from other places are coming here, making 
sound like there's a differences. 

•  
 
Q3: What do you see as being the advantages and disadvantages of speaking in the local dialect? 
 
OLDER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Aberdeen: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• Speaking to someone the same as 
you. 

• None 

• Other people can't understand 
• Some people wouldn't understand. 

 
Surveyed in the Garioch: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• Understanding local knowledge 
• The Doric gets you anywhere 
• Part of our heritage. Special to this 

area. 
• None 
• Many words and phrases are unique 

and defy translation 
• Makes us unique and keeps our roots 
• Keep the language alive. Traditions. 
• Keep our local language alive 
• It's our local tongue and we were 

brought up with it. 
• If you are speaking to a friend other 

people don't understand. 
• Friendly and couthy and we have 

words that succintly describe 
something, e.g. coup, clyte, sotter 

• Easily understood by locals 
• Being part of the Community (kinship 

to the locals - fitting in to newcomers 
- and definitely keeping the language 
and dialects alive). 

• Those not familiar with the language 
have no idea! 

• Strangers 
• Some people have difficulty 

undestanding our accent, so have to 
speak a bit posher to be underestood. 

• Some areas find us difficult to 
understand 

• Other "areas (e.g. England!!) not 
understanding what being said. 

• Not being understood always by 
people not local to the NE. 

• None 
• Looked down on 
• It will be sad to see Doric disappear 

as it is the past. 
• Difficult to write now speakers need 

translations. 
• Are there any?! 
• A lot of people who come into the 

area don't understand you. 

 
Surveyed in Alford:  
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• Understanding other people 
• It makes you more 'coothie' and more 

together. You feel more 'of the area' 

• None. 
• Other folk might not know what 

you're talking about 
 
 
 
 



Surveyed in Muchalls: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• You understand what people are 
saying to you. 

• They are more likely to understand 
each other. 

• The locals would understand 
eachother. 

• Sense of identity 
• Keeping language alive. Words and 

meanings important. 
• Keep Doric alive. 
• I can't see any advantages. 
• Establishing commong bond: intimate 

'home' situations enhanced. GIves 
fond of expression by which to enrich 
Standard English 

• Community spirit - sense of belonging 

• Visitors, tourists do not understand 
what you are saying. 

• They wouldn't understand the local 
terms. 

• Outwith this area they may have 
difficulty in being understood. 

• Others may dismiss you and not want 
to listen. 

• Not being understood by people not 
from this area. 

• Interactions between people. 
• If you are dealing with people all over 

the country. 
• English don't understand us 
• Can't make ourseles understood to 

visitors from other areas or abroad. 
• Can impeded general understanding. 

Also imply lack of education (if 
unfairly) 

• A strong dialect is sometimes difficult 
for strangers/visitors to understand. 

Surveyed in Newburgh: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• There aren't any. • Outsiders not able to interact 
 
Surveyed in Elgin:  
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• If speaking to a ''local" you tend to 
speak the same 

• If speaking to someone not from the 
area they may find the dialect 
confusing. 

 
YOUNGER INFORMANTS: 
 
Surveyed in Kincorth: no written comments 
 
Surveyed in Dyce: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• You seem friendly. 
• You could seem friendly to other 

people in your area. 
• You can speak to most people you 

know. It's our culture and heritage. 
• We have a private set of words, you 

can tell where we are from. 
• We can understand a lot of words 

others can't. 
• People can know where you're from. 
• People can be more individual. It 

shows where people are from. 
• It's out culture and heritage. 
• It tells people where you're from. 
• It tells people where we are from. 
• It might give you a reason to relate 

with others. 

• Can't understand Doric. 
• Confusing to understand. 
• I can't think of any. 
• Isolates people. Struggle to become 

understandable. 
• Isolates people. You could be made 

fun of. People might not understand. 
• It can be hard to understand.§ 
• Not a lof people understand. Children 

aren't taught. 
• Not everyone understands. 
• Other people can't understand you. 

Children aren't taught Doric. 
• Other people might not understand. 
• People can't understand you. 
• People can't understand you. 
• People may struggle to understand 

you. 



• it makes it more obvious where 
people are from. 

• It can show other people how Scottish 
we are. 

• Friendly 
• Everyone around you understands.. 
• Easier for locals to understand 
• Culture 
• Can tell where people are from. 

Patriotic. 
 

• People might not understand you. 
• People might not understand. 
• People might understand what you 

are saying. 
• Some may not understand. 
• Some people down south may not 

understand us as much. 
• Sometimes difficult to understand and 

communicate with others. 
• Sometimes people can't understand 

us. 
• The rest of the world doesn't 

understand. 
• They can't understand us. 

Surveyed in Inverurie: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• You're unique. Understand each 
other. 

• You can tell where you're from. 
• We understand each other. 
• Unique. We all understand each 

other. Can be funny. 
• Unique. Funny. Tradition. 
• Unique, funny, interesting. 
• Understand each other. 
• Understand each other. 
• Understand each other. 
• people know where you are from. 
• None (maybe where they're from) 
• Makes you feel like you fit in. Funny. 
• Know where they're from. 
• It gives identity to people. You're 

unique. 
• Funny, unique words. 
• Everyone can understand each other 

in their local areas. 
• Easy to tell where they are from. 
• Different. Understand them. Can be 

funny. 
• Carry on a tradition. Tell where 

you're from. 

• Can't understand what they are 
saying sometimes. 

• Hard to understand Doric. Less 
educated. 

• It's not clear at all. Getting harder to 
understand. 

• Made fun of. 
• Made fun of. Others won't 

understand. 
• Might get made fun of. Sometimes 

can't understand them. 
• Might get made fun of. Won't be 

understood. Opinions formed on you 
for the way you speak. 

• Not a lot of people will understand 
you. The internet is breaking the 
dialect. 

• Not clear at all. Getting worse 
because young people are trying to be 
"cool" 

• Not understand others that don't 
speak your dialect. 

• Only we understand eachother. 
• Other people might not understand 

us. 
• Other people might not understand 

us. 
• People from England can't 

understand. 
• People may not understand you. 

Made fun of. 
• Some other people won't understand. 
• Sometimes hard to understand. 
• There is not as much of a mixture in 

that area. 
 
Surveyed in Alford: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• You'll understand people in the area 
better. 

• You sound like a patriotic Scot. 

• You sound silly. 
• Tourists or new people do not 

understand it. 



• You have your own culture. Easy to 
pinpoint where they're from. Other 
people can't. 

• You feel special like a little 
community and stick to your own. 

• You could fit in. 
• You can understand people more 
• You are original. Doric language qill 

continue to be spoken throughout 
generations and people won't turn 
into posh snobs and speak proper 
English a.k.a. toonser language. 

• You are original and you are 
different. You have history and you 
have heritage. 

• You all (the locals) understand each 
other if you understand it. Makes 
people feel special. 

• Tradition 
• Some people will understand you 

better. 
• People can tell where yer from. 
• Only local people can understand. 
• None 
• Its like a secret code? 
• It's unique to the North East and 

defines them as Scottish. 
• It isn't from the town and if we go 

down to England then it is fun to go 
into pure Doric and for nobody to 
undestand us. 

• If you're in America, they love you. 
• Having your heritage. People 

knowing you're from a certain place. 
• Different/unique. People recognised 

your accent. 
• Always understand people. Fun. 

• Tourists can't understand people. 
• Some people can't understand you. 
• People sometimes can't understand 

you. People thinking you know their 
distant relatives. 

• People don't understand you. One 
thing can mean something else in 
another area. People mock you. 

• Others might not understand you. 
• Other people will find it more 

difficult to understand you. 
• Other people from different areas will 

not understand the way you are 
speaking. 

• No-one will know what you're saying 
e.g. only a thrid of people in can 
speak Doric. 

• No one else can. 
• Most people will understand you best. 
• More and more people are moving 

from towns and cities. 
• It's harder for others to understand 
• If you're not at home, no one kens fit 

yer saying, ken? 
• Get taken fun of. If someone disagrees 

with how you say something. Some 
people do not understand you. 

• Everyone will end up speaking proper 
English if we didn't speak Doric. We 
won't have any heritage in the future. 

• Everyone would be the same and 
there would be no heritage. 

• Difficult for people from toher places 
to understand you. 

• Can't understand some people that I 
know. 

• Can be misunderstood 
• A lot of people might not be able to 

understand. 
 
Surveyed in Peterhead: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• You will be able to understand many 
people. 

• You might come across as a more 
friendly person. 

• You fit in with the local people. You 
understand people who speak the 
dialect. 

• You fit in with locals and understand 
each other 

• You can understand local people. You 
will fit in with local people. 

• You can understand older people. 
Continuing heritage. 

• You can tell where someone is from. 
It's unique. Strengthens a community. 

• Tourists won't understand. Can 
alienate people who aren't from the 
area. 

• Alienates newcomers. 
• Sounds 'tacky' outside of Scotland. 
• Sometimes people from other places 

find it hard to understand. 
• Some people not understand you. 
• People who visit won't understand 

you. 
• People not understand you. People 

might take what you say in the wrong 
way. 

• People may not understand you. 



• You can detect where they are from. 
• Tell exactly where someone is from. 

Unique. Strengthens the community. 
• Some people prefer using doric 

instead of proper words. 
• Recognizable 
• Part of your country. 
• Panto! 
• More people understand you. 
• More people understand you. 
• Local people know what you're on 

about. 
• Local culture. Sense of community. 
• Local culture. Sense of community. 
• Learn about your culture. 
• It's our own language. 
• It's our own dialect. 
• Having a connection with people that 

do speak similar. Understanding 
certain words. 

• Have the Scottish culture. 
• Good to confuse people. Shows pride 

in where you come from. 
• Gives us a sense of belonging and 

patriotism in Scotland. 
• Everyone in the local area should 

understand you. 
• Everyone can understand you/know 

where you are from when on TV, eg. 
• Easy to understand each other. 

Translate for people who don't 
understand. 

• Continuing heritage 
• Connect with people around you. 
• Carrying on their local heritage. 
• Acknowledge areas. 

• People from other countries might not 
understand you that well. 

• People from elsewhere can't 
understand you. It makes you sound 
uneducated and lower class. 

• People from elsewhere can't 
understand you. It makes you sound 
more uneducated. 

• People from different places find it 
hard to understand us. 

• Outsiders may find it hard to 
understand. 

• Others might not understand you. 
• Not understanding somethings, might 

not be able to understand the 
quickness. 

• Not everyone understands. 
Stereotypical. Unpleasant and 
complex. If someone moves in they 
won't understand. Siri doesn't 
understand you. 

• Not everyone understands. 
Stereotypical. Unpleasant and 
complex. 

• Not English. 
• Might be hard to understand if you 

are speaking too fast. 
• Job interviews. Travelling abroad. 

Essay writing. 
• Job interviews. Some may not 

understand. Travelling abroad. 
Essays. 

• It annoys some people. I don't like 
when people mispronounce certain 
words. 

• If you're not from here it would be 
difficult to understand. if you're on 
holiday. 

• If you move house to another shire, 
then it will be quite difficult to 
understand them and for them to 
understand you. 

• How I text and how I speak are the 
same, however, when I type an essay 
I find it difficult to translate into 
proper English. 

• How I text and how I speak are the 
same, but when I write it's proper 
english dialect. 

• Hard to understand for people from 
elsewhere 

• Hard for others to understand our 
language. 

• Get called a tink. 
• Foreigners can't understand you. 
• Difficult when you travel. 



• Can't speak Doric out of Scotland and 
certain places in Scotland. 

• Can't speak Doric in certain places 
because they might not understand 
you. 

 
Surveyed in Banff: 
 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• Unique language 
• Trademark of their language. 
• Trademark (their own unique 

language) 
• The dialect will never be forgotten. 
• Shows where you come from. 
• Schools encourage it. Makes people 

laugh - more amusing. 
• Other people understand you. 
• Other people understand what you 

are saying. 
• No other languages know what you 

are talking about. 
• Makes us belong to somewhere. 
• Key part of local heritage. 
• It's like a secret language. People get 

confused by our phrases and sayings. 
• Involved in SQA - encouraged. Can be 

quite funny. 
• Easy to show where your from. 
• Can know your roots through how 

someome speaks. 
• Abidy speaks the same. Words are 

usually the same in other places. 

• Sometimes you don't know what 
other Scots are saying. 

• Sometimes isn't taken seriously. 
• Some people don't understand. Some 

people see it as improper. 
• Poeple from outwith the local area 

will find it hard to understand. 
• People who are not local sometimes 

struggle to understand. 
• People not from the area won't 

understand. Get into trouble at school 
- not proper English. 

• People from other places will find it 
hard to undestand. 

• People from elsewhere cannot 
understand you. 

• People don't understand you. 
• People don't understand you. 
• Not taken seriously. Seen as 

improper/informal/slang. Taken the 
mick of. 

• Harder to understand. 
• Gan ti ither places, accent might be 

difficult te understand. 
 
Surveyed in Elgin: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

• More people understand you. Some 
words are more simplified. 

• It can sound weird. Some others can't 
understand you. 
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