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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter deals with the interpretation of the data from the test and aims to ans' r the

questions posed in chapter 1, namely:

. What are the attitudes of English first language pupils, Afiikaans first la; uage

pupils and Sotho first language pupils towards BSAE?

. Are these attitudes based on linguistic deviations from the standard variety of

English or are they based on racial bias?

After a few general observations, the results of the statistical analysis for the video input
and the sound input are tabulated separately and then discussed. The first discussion ;
with the personality traits listed in questions 1 - 11 in the questionnaires (Appe; D).
The purpose of these personality traits was to determine personal attitudes of the. test
population fowards the different accents presented in the test material. The personality
traits were presented in the questionnaire on a four-point s " :, with 1 af

and 4 at the positive end.

-..s is followed by a discussion of the responses to question 12, which was a quest 1

'requiring a more subjective response from the test population. T sate the
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extent to which they would have found each speaker likeable, had they been giver e
¢ ortunity to meet them. The response expected of the test population to this question
was more subconscious and affective, and less based on rational explanation, as it dealt

with attitudes towards particular language stereotypes (Schmied, 1991: 164).

The statistics of question 13, in which test persons had to indicate their choice of a
possible occupation for each of the four speakers, are presented and discussed next. The
data and discussion of the video input are presented first, followed by those of the sov |
input. This chapter is concluded with general comments on certain variables which might

have had an influence on the results of the test.
INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS
General observations

The test subjects completed their evaluation of the accents contained in both the vided
recording and the sound input in satisfactory fashion. No questionnaires had to
rejected and a total of 106 were submitted for analysis. The number of questionnaires for

» " eela iage groups in the visual and sound input categories were as Ws:
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INPUT INPUT
Sotho first language 11 22
English first language 17 8
Afrikaans first language 23 25 ]
-TOTAL 51 55

4.2.2 Results: Questions 1 - 11 on personality traits of each speaker

4.2.2.1 Video input

| )
Tables 1 to 4 contain the results of the three language groups’ evaluation of questions

1 - 11 on the questionnaire, relating to the personality traits of each of the four speakers

in the video recording.

TABLE 1: COMBINED AVERAGE RESPONSE OF ALL TH! E

LANGUAGE GROUPS
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TABLE 2: AVERAGE RESPONSE OF SOTHO, ENGLISH AND

AFRIKAANS FIRST LANGUAGE PUPILS

MEAN STD DEV MEAN STD DEV T MEAN STD DEV |
2.60 0.21 2.43 0.35 2.27 0.26
3.02 0.35 2.55 0.30 2.64 0.45
3.02 0.42 2.96 0.37 3.13 0.33
3.36 0.32 3.05 0.39 2.87 0.58

Tables 3 and 4 show the Cohen d-values, which indicate the effect size of differences

between the four speakers’ personalities as evaluated by the pupils of each e
group:0

* 0.2 - small effect, no significant difference

*¥* 0.5 - medium effect, which might show a signiﬁcant difference

*** 0.8 - large effect, which indicates a significant difference

TABLE 3: COMBINED D-VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

SPEAKERS FOR ALL THREE LANGUAGE GROUPS

1.38%** 1.25%%*

- 0.73%%* 0.81***

— _— 0.02
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D- VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SPEAK S

EVALUATED BY SOTHO, ENGLISH AND AFRIKAANS PUPILS

SEPARATELY

1.0%** 0.22

1.10%** 0.96%** 2.20%*=

2.20%%* 1.24%** 0.98%** "
» v =1

0.04 0,78%* 1

0.90%** 1.04% == 0

0.83*%** 0.25* (

Cronbach Alpha coefficients are used to indicate the extent to which the averages -e
a fair reflection of the composition of the data, in other words, whether the statistics
used are reliable. The cut-off point is 0.5, with any average lower than 0.5 being

ignored and averages of more than 0.5 being regarded as useful.

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the speakers in the video recording are as

follows:
P1 - 0.44 P3 - 0.66
22 - o P4 - 0.81

The coefficients for P2, P3 and P4 are reliable, since they all exceed the cut-off point of
0.5. The coefficient for P1, however, is below the cut-off point and, therefore, unreliable.

If one looks at the means that pupils from each language group assigned to each
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The three groups of respondents did not evaluate P1 negatively on all accounts, but rated
im high on certain personality traits and low on others. They acknowledged that his

pronunciation reflected little education, yet they regarded him as an honest person,

friendly, generous, reliable and polite. He was judged to be unattractive and not religious,

yet the respondents regarded him to be a good parent.
Interpretation of data on the video input

Considering the phonological properties of the accents of each of the speakers in the vid
recording, one would expect an objective evaluation to rank them in the follov gor

from most acceptable to least acceptable on a scale from A to D:

- P3 (standard SAE, white speaker)
P4 (acrolectal BSAE with close resemblance to SAE)

- P2 (typical mesolectal BSAE)

o o w »

- P1 (strongly accented basilectal BSAE)

This was indeed the order in which the combined average scores of pupils from all three
language groups placed the four speakers (Table 1). However, looking at the scores of

-groups separately, a different scenario  revealed:
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the level of profieciency achieved.

Sotho pupils ranked the black standard speaker (P4) higher than the white

standard speaker (P3), with a mean of 3.36 compared to 3.02.

(€8]

The data seems to indicate that reverse racism was at work in this case. ~ e !
speaker served as a controlling factor in the evaluation of the accents prese
in the video clips. Had the Sotho pupils judged the speakers on their language
properties, they should have rated P3 higher, or at least the same, as P4, since
both speakers were standard English speakers; instead, they rated P3 lower than
the standard BSAE speaker and the same as the non-standard B E e er
(P2). The fact that they rated P4, the standard BSAE speaker, higher than P3,
the white SAE speaker, indicates that they strongly identified with P4 and
probably regarded him as a kind of role model - this is the kind of language

proficiency they would like to achieve.

These results correlate with those of De Klerk and Bosch (1993) from their

research on the attitudes of English, Afrikaans and Xhosa first language speakers

towards English. The Xhosa pupils also rated the accent of their mother-1 e
the highest.  These results also emph | 10
subconscious affective preference for their first language speakers, sh . at

they feel most positive towards a first language speaker speaking standard BSAE.
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4. Afrikaans pupils evaluated the white standard speaker (P3) most positively with
amean of 3.13, followed in descending order by the black standard speaker (P4 -
2.87) and then the two non-standard speakers (P2 - 2.64; P1 - 2.27). They rated
the speakers in terms of the acceptability of their accents, seemingly withc  any
racial prejudice. It could be argued that their preference for the white standard
speaker was in itself indicative of racism. Yet a study of the d-values for P3 1d
P4 indicates a small effect size of 0.46, whi_le the d-value for P2 and P4 shows a
larger effect size of 0.63. Had the Afrikaans pupils based their evaluatior

prejudice, the effect size between P3 and P4 would have been much more

significant.

The white speakef was not an Afrikaans first language speaker, therefore, the
same subconscious preference for a first language user, as was the case with the
Sotho pupils, does not apply here. None of the speakers in the video recor r-
represented an Afrikaans English accent. It could be argued, then, that
Afrikaé.ﬁs pupils failed to really identify with any of the speakers they saw and,

therefore, they could give a more objective evaluation of each speaker’s accent.

T above it " ates that both Sotho and Er~'ish first language pupils regard BSAE
in a more light th ind | SAE. A

more negatively than standard SAE, although the difference is not significant enough to
blame if on racial prejudice. The data provided by the three language groups, therefore,

supports the first hypothesis to the extent that there are indeed differences in the attitudes
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of each group towards BSAE; however, the English first language pupils turned out to be

the most tolerant towards mesolectal BSAE in particular.

Considering the Cohen d-values which indicate the effect size of differences between
speakers, one would expect a small effect size between P3 and P4, since both are standard
English speakers. On the other hand, a large effect size is to be expected between non-

andard speakers such as P1 and P2, and standard speakers such as P3 and P4.

Looking at the combined d-values of the three language groups in Table 4, this was indeed

the case. Again the three language groups revealed significant individual differences.
The following aspects frofn Table 4 can be emphasised:

English pupils perceived no significant difference between the first two non-
standard black speakers, P1 and P2, and a d-value as low as 0.22 was recorded.
However, they did make a distinction between P1 and P4, (d-value 1.24) as well
as between P2 and P4 (d-value 1.04). The difference between the latter { > d-
values indicates that the English pupils indeed noticed some differences between

Y two 3.

2. In spite of differences in accent, Sotho pupils made no distinction between P2 and
P3 - the non-standard BSAE speaker and the white SAE speaker - probably due
to racial bias towards their own speaker’s accent. Another explanationisthat ¢

attached standard SAE prestige to theaccent ¢.. 2, whichv  1d exp they
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chose the occupation of teacher (Tablel 8) in this case. This is supported by the
opinion of De Klerk and Gough (to appear) when they say that p  criptive
concern for correctness (in BSAE) has declined and tolerance and mutual resy ¢
have led to more emphasis on getting the message across rather than on elitist
requirements regarding concord or tense. The data above suggest that the Sotho -

pupils are gaining confidence in BSAE.

3. In contrast with the English and Afiikaans pupils, who saw the differen
between P3 and P4 as having small effect, the Sotho pupils’ evaluation 1 s

a large effect size.

Again it could ﬁfobably be ascribed to reverse racism: the BSAE spe: ’s
language seems to be regarded much more favourably than the white SAE
speaker’s standard language. Even though the two samples are both
representative of standard SAE, the large effect size between the two sp cers
indicates that the Sotho pupils-did not rate them as such, showing a more positive
attitude towards their own accent, while at the same time rating the*  ite 0.

speaker exactly the same as the mesolectal black speaker.

The data provided in the analysis of responses to the video fi

.disproved part of the second hypothesis. The Afrikaans pupils’ evaluation seemed to have

been based on linguistic variations, unlike the evaluation of the English pupils. Instead of
" ¢ Afrikaans pupils being racist in the evaluation of the speakers, the English and the

Sotho pupils seemed to be influenced more by racial perception in their judgements.
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4.2.2.2 Sound input

Tables 7to 11 contain the results of the three language groups’ evaluation of questions
1 - 11 on the questionnaire, relating to the personality traits of each of the four speakers
overheard on the tape recording, but without seeing their faces, as was the case with the

video recording,

TABLE 7: COMBINED AVERAGE RESPONSE OF ALL THREE

LANGUAGE GROUPS

TABLE 8: AVERAGE RESPONSE OF SOTHO, ENGLISH AND

AFRIKAANS FIRST LANGUAGE PUPILS

MFAN l STDh DEV

I 044 i 214 | 048 2.19
0.41 2.60 0.53 2.59
0.48 3.15 0.35 3.11 0.53
0.42 2.57 0.54 2.76 0.59

Tables 8 and 9 show the Cohen d-values, which indicate the effect size of differe s
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between the four speakers’ personalities as evaluated by the pupils of each language

group.

* 02 - small effect, no significant difference

*¥* 0.5 - medium effect, which might show a significant difference
*** 0.8 - large effect, which indicates a significant difference

TABLE9: COMBINED D-VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

SPEAKERS FOR ALL THREE LANGUAGE GROUPS

1.19%**

0.65%* 0.33*

— 0.35*

TABLE 10: -D- VALUES OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SPEAKERS
EVALUATED BY SOTHO, ENGLISH AND AFRIKAAN S

PUPILS SEPARATELY

1.0*** 0.48* 0.56*
1.47%** 1.42%** 1.01*
1.25%*=* 0.44* 0.59*

0.44* 1.02%%% 0.71%#
0.68*
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Cronbach Alpha coefficients are used to indicate the extent to which the averages are
fair reflection of the composition of the data, in other words, whether the ¢ istics
used are reliable. The cut-off point is 0.5, with any average lower than 0.5 regarded as
unreliable and averages of more than 0.5 regarded as useful.

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients for the speakers in the tape recording are as fc ;

indicating that the statistics are reliable:

P1 - 0.73 P3 - 0.80

P2 - 081 P4 - 086

Since all the figures are above 0.5, it indicates that all the averages are fair refl ions

of individual items on the questionnaire.

Interpretation of data on the sound input

Table 6 indicates that the combined scores of the three language groups placed the
speakers on the sound input in the expected order of acceptability of their accent - P1 was
assigned the lowest score, then followed P2, then P4 and the white standard spe: ', - _,

was rated the highest. As in the case of the video input, the separate ratings of the Sotho

and English pupils arranged the speakers in a different order of acceptability:
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TABLE 11: ORDER IN WHICH THREE LANGUAGE GROUPS RANKED

VARIOUS SPEAKERS

SPEAKER
P4 3.29 P3 3.15 P3
P3 3.21 P2 2.60 P4
P2 3.00 P4 2.57 P2
P1 2.44 P1 2.14 P1

From the data above, the following aspects become evident:

1. Sotho pupils rated the black standard speaker (P4) the highest with a mean sco
of 3.29, and the white standard speaker was rated slightly lower at 3.21. The d-
value of 0.12 (Table 10) indicates an insignificant difference perceived between
the language of P3 and P4, acknowledging the quality of P3' s language usage.
The video data revealed a more significant difference in this case, which imj :s
that not seeing the face of the speaker helped to reduce the effe size
differences perceived between speakers. Pupils seemed to be able to make more
objective judgements when not Seeing the images of the speakers. The support
of the Sotho pupils for BSAE is similar to that revealed by the data from the video

input.

2. Other than in the case of the video input, Sotho pupils made a distinction between
P3 and P2, rating the latter lower at a mean of 3.00. In the video input (Table 6)

the Sotho pupils rated P3 and P2 exactly the same. This indicates that the pupils
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who listened to the sound input, evaluated P3 on his language properties - they
were not influenced by the sight of a white speaker and the consequences of
comparing him to the non-standard Black speaker. Even though the d- ue for
P2 and P3 indicates a small effect size of 0.44, it is still different from the one from

the video data, which is 0.04.

Sotho pupils evaluated P1 the lowest and P4 the highest, while P3 was rated
second b‘est. One would, therefore, eipect a larger effect size between P1
than between P1 and P3. In reality the analysis showed a smaller d-value (1 )
for P1 and P4 than for P1 and P3 (1.47), which corresponds with the ue
reflected by the combined scores of the three language groups. The differences
between the accents of the two black speakers were correctly perceived to be less
significant than the differences between the black and the White speaker’s accents
- yet they still rated P4 higher than P3. It seems as if the Sotho pup ;w =
aware of the linguistic differences between the various speakers, but because of
(subconscious) racial prejudice towards their own kind, their scores did not
reflect objective ratings. The fact that they rated P4 higher than P3 indicates their
subjectivity in relation to BSAE speakers. Again, as in the case of the video
recording, this subjectivity could relate to the Sotho pupils’ identification v 1the

¢ standard s ker and tI fact that they : ded h ‘role: «

Another interesting difference between the data from the video and that of the
sound input, is that the Sotho and Afrikaans pupils who watched the video

recording generally awarded a higher mean ave  the s than 1e
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average in the sound test. This seems to indicate that the images of the speakers
do contribute to the overall scores for each speaker. It may be that non-verbal
aspects of communication contribute to the interpretation of meaning. When su
non-verbal aspects are absent, ratings drop because interpretation becor

difficult.

A large effect size was recorded between the speaker rated first (P3) and the
speaker iated third (P4), namely 1.53, but the combined d-value (Table ¢

a small effect size of 0.35. The d-value for P2 and P4 is 0.09, reflecti
insignificant effect size i Yet the English pupils ranked P2 slightly higher than ]
the acrolect speaker. The small d-value supports the view that the nglish pupils
were unable to distinguish the different accents of P2 and P4, and merely rated
them both lower than P3 as a result of stereotypical notions about BS: . ' e
English pupils’ preference for the standard variety of English corresponds v hthe
findings of previous studies like those of De Klerk and Bosch (1993): Co er

(1989).

All three groups consistently rated P1 the lowest and obviously had no difficulty

in identifying it as the basilect.

The Afrikaans pupils rated the speakers in order of acceptability, showing the
same overall response as those who watched the video recording. The d-values
which reflect the differences perceived between speakers (Table 9) are very sir it

to those of the three language groups combined (Table _,.
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From the data presented, it becomes clear that the response of the English pupils to the
sound input differed from the response to the video input. Inthe latter, the English pupils
favoured the black standard speaker; in the former, they preferred the white standard
speaker. Without the visuals, the English pupils seemed to become more racist in their
evaluation of the speakers’ accent, since they failed to make a distinction between e
acrolect and the mesolect - something which did not occur in the data on the video
recording. The Afrikaans pupils, like the English, also favoured white SAE, but they

1e sensitivity towards the black accents in making definite distinctionsbet :en
the three varieties. The Sotho pupils, as with the video recording, rated acrolectal BSAE
the highest. In the case of the sound track, however, they made a much clearer dis
between P3 and P2, indicating fhat without the visuals they could make a more objective
evaluation of the speakersl The data supports the hypothesis that the three gro s of
pupils will have different attitudes towards BSAE, wi  the English pupils showing slightly

tolerance than those who watched the video recording.

The data provided furthermore prdved the hypothesis correct insofar as Sotho pupilsr e
their evaluations subjectively, being the only group out of three to rank P4 - the black
standard speaker - the highest. Although the English and Affikaans pupils ranked P3 - the
wh . standard speaker - first, the combined d-value of 0.35 for P3 and P4 istoosr 1to

blame racism __r their choice.
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4.2.3 Results: Question 12: Social attractiveness

Question 12 of the questionnaire (Addendum 1) was as follows:

Would you like this person? “

Verymuch ... ... ... . Not at all

The purpose of the above question was to determine the social perceptions of the test
population with regard to each speaker, thereby noting any overt racism present in  eir
evaluation of the speakers in the video recording and on the sound input.

The first BSAE speaker in both the recordings (P1) represents a basilect; the second B E
(P2) uses mesolectal English, while the last BSAE speaker (P4), uses English which closely
resembles standard English and can , therefore, be classified as an acrolect. P3 was a White
standard SAE speaker. The voices on the tape recording were arranged in the same order

as the speakers on the video recording.
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4.2.3.1 Video input

TABLE 12: AVERAGE SCORES FOR THE EVALUATION OF QUESTION 12

OF EACH LANGUAGE GROUP

STD DEV
| 260 019 2.38 0.30 2.31 0.22
3.01 0.29 2.63 1 0.23 2.76 0.37
3.02 0.38 2.98 0.36 3.17 0
3.36 0.25 3.09 0.30 2.95 n49

Table 12 shows the Cohen d-values, which indicate the effect size of differences

between the four speakers’ personalities as evaluated by the pupils of each language

group.

* 02 - small effect, no significant difference

** 0.5 - medium effect, which might show a significant difference
*** 0.8 - large effect, which indicates a significant difference
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TABLE 13: D- VALUES OF DIFFERENCES IN SOCIAL PERCEPTI( |

AMONG SOTHO, ENGLISH AND AFRIKAANS PUPILS

1.41%%% 0.83%%%

1.11%%* 1.70%** 2.87%%x
2.96%** 2.40%** 1.31%%*
0.03 0.97%=* 1.11%%*
1.14%** 1.53%%* 0.39*
N ok 0.31* 0.45*

Other than in the case of the previous eleven questions, question 12 calls for a su
response from the test population and in-group identification is expected to play a role in
their responses. In order\to study the attitudes of each language group towards each
speaker, it is essential to look at the order in which each language group ra ed the
ikers with regard to question 12. Considering the phonological properties of theacce .
of each of the speakers in the video recording, one would expect an objective evaluation to

* rank them in the following order from most acceptable to least acceptable on a scale from

D:
A - P3 (standard SAE, white speaker)
B - P4 (acrolectal BSAE with close resemblance to SAJ
C - P2 (typical mesolectal BSAE)

D - P1 (strongly accented basilectal BSAE)
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respectively, indicating that their language usage makes them less socially
acceptable than the two standard speakers. The Sotho pupils madea ysr 1
distinction between P2 and P3 (3.01 and 3.02 respectively), which could be an
indication that, as was the case with the video data for the first 11 questions, the

found the mesolectal English of P2 also quite acceptable.

A closer look at the d-values of each language group reveals the fo
information regarding the effect sizes of differences between the four sp 1

perceived by the test population:

Sotho pupils:
. They distinguished between the different accents of P1, P2 and P4, as
| indicated by the large effect sizes of the following combinations: P1 and P2 -
1.41; P1 and P4 - 2.96; P2 and P4 - 1.14,

. They ranked P3 second and P2 third, but the effect size of 0.03 indicates
that they perceived an insignificant difference between the two 5’
accent. The English and Afrikaans pppils’ responses revealed large d-values
0f0.97 and 1.11 respectively for these two speakers, which cle: y indicates
theirs p eforv' eSS~ " weF™ T The ils’
failure to acknowledge the difference betwr ' € 22
indicates that they preferred the language and voice of P2 above that of P3 -
after all, they decided that P2' s occupation was that of a teacher (Table
18). This argument is further supported by the d-values of the three groups

for the combination of P3 and P4. Both the English and the Afrikaa
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and P3, whereas the Sotho pupils found the differences insignificant (0.03)
and the English pupils’ responses reflected a slightly lower d-value of 0.97.
The data indicates that the Afrikaans pupils were guilty of traditionalrac 1
by favouring white SAE above BSAE. This white racial identification might
" have been reinforced by the individual speech properties of each speaker.
. Where the Sotho and English pupils perceived big differences between P2
and P4 (the d-values are 1.14 and 1.53 respectively), the Afrikaans pupils
regard these differences as much smaller at a d-value of 0.39. It cor [be
because the Afrikaans pupils rated the standard language of P4 lo0 r than
the language of P3, thereby displaying a stereotypical response race>
when they ignore the finer differences in the language of the two s akers.
It seems éis if racism features stronger in the case of question 12 than in
questions 1 - 11, since the d-value revealed by the Afrikaans pupils’

résponses for the same speakers was 0.63 (Table 4).

Sotho pupils show an obvious preference for BSAE and in general their scores were

higher than those of both the English and the Afrikaans pupils. Their averagem 1.

score for the four speakers was 3.00, while the English and Afrika sa ages
77 "7 pe” . T o did with their ~-eferer for B/

revealed by data on questions 1 - 11 r both the videc |

track, showing that BSAE is gaining in-group status and that its speakers are no

longer ashamed of being associated with it. It correlates with De Klerk and

Gough’s observations (to appear) that BSAE is enjoying increasing prestige.
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4.2.3.2 Sound input

Tables 15, 16 and 17 indicate the data regarding the test subjects’ evaluation of ¢ :stion

12 for each speaker in the sound input.

TABLE 15: AVERAGE SCORES FOR THE EVALUATION OF QUES” ON

12 OF EACH LANGUAGE GROUP

STD DEV
2.46 0.35 2.19 0.47 2.20
3.03 0.32 2.68 0.49 2.69 i V.43 i
3.18 0.45 3.13 0.30 Y
3.26 0.33 2.71 0.45 279 | o

Table 15 shows the Cohen d-values, which indicate the effect size of differences

between the four speakers’ personalities as evaluated by the pupils of each language

group.
¥ 02 - small effect, no significant difference
** 0.5 - medium effect, which might show a significant difference

**% 0.8 - large effect, which indicates a significant difference
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TABLE 17: ORDER IN WHICH THREE LANGUAGE GROUPS RANKED

VARIOUS SPEAKERS IN QUESTION 12

The following conclusions can be drawn from the data provided above in Tables 15 and 16:

L.

3.1.

The Sotho pupils perceived P4 (the black standard speaker) as t 1g the most
acceptable. In contrast with the video input, where the English pupils rate P4
more acéeptable than P3, both the English and Afrikaans pupils preferred P3 (the
white standard speaker). The English pupils who listened to the sound input ha

therefore, not been influenced by the sight of a white person among blacks, as was
probably the case with the video recording, and they were able to give a more

objective evaluation of each speaker.

All three language groups perceived P1 and P2 as the least acceptable, rating =m

last and second last.

A closer look at the d-values of each language group (Table 15) ri als the
following information regarding the effect sizes of differences between the four
speakers as perceived by the test population:

Sotho pupils:
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They were able to distinguish between the accents of the various black
speakers, as becomes clear from the large effect sizes recorded between P1
and P2 (1.63) and P1 and P4 (2.29). The differences between P2 and P4
were perceived as being smaller and an 0.7, medium effect size was
recorded.

As in the case of the video input, the pupils ranked P3 in seéond place, with
P2 in third place. The differences between these two speakers were rated
small with a 0.33 d-value. The English and Afrikaans pupils’ re ses
revealed large d-values of 0.92 and 0.86 respectively for the
speakers, indicating a clear disﬁnction between non-standard B! E and
standard SAE. The Sotho pupils’ failure to acknowledge the ¢  rence
between thé language of P2 and P3 can be attributed to cultural pr  ice,
or it could simply be their way of acknowledging that the mesolectal English
of P2 is as acceptable to them as standard SAE.

They recognised the lack of significant differences between the lang1 zes
of P3 and P4, both standard SAE speakers, as indicated by the st |
iﬁsigniﬁcant d-value of 0.18. In the video input, the same d-value was an
inflated 0.83, probably caused by the very sight of a black and a white
speaker being compared. The pupils who listened to the sound i ut

seemed to have been more objective in their evall . on of the !

properties of P3 and P4.
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English pupils:

They evaluated the speakers in the sound input from a racist point of view;
as soon as they perceived P4 to be a black speaker, they downgr :d him.
The d-values show only two exceptional scores, namely those of P2 and P4,
and P3 and P4.

The 0.06 d-value reflected by the response to P2 and P4 reve i that the
English speakers perceived insignificant differences between these vo
speakers’ language. It corresponds with previous data which o sigr...2s

that they displayed some racism by not being able to think differently about

‘the two black speakers, and they fail to give credit to the standard BSAE

speaker. The scores assigned to P2 and P4 are indicative of a  bjective
response, és they seem to feel the same about the two speakers.

The d-value for P3 and P4 is 0.93 and indicates significant differences
perceived by the pupils. The mean scores which they assigned to P 3 and
P4 (Table 14) differed with a figure of 0.42. It is also possible that they
rated P4 lower, because they listened to him immediately after having heard

P3, the white standard speaker, which made him seem less of a standard

‘speaker than he actually was.

Afrikaans pupils:

Their scores (Tables 15 and 16) correlate surprisin_ ,'w  withtk
English pupils, indicating that the input with sound enabled t rsons
from both groups to evaluate the speakers similarly when a more subjective
response, asking for fewer distinctions based on language properties, is

required. The same accounts for the correlation of the two groups’d  on
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questions 1 - 11 for the video input and the sound input. In the former,
mean averages from the two groups differed substantially (Table 2),
especially with regard to P3 and P4. Inthe sound input (Table 8) the mean
averages show a much closer correlation. The physical appearance of a
speaker, therefore, serves as an important variable in an evaluation  is

accent.

As with the video input, the Sotho pupils clearly displayed a preference for t

accent. They awarded higher mean scores to speakers throughout the evalu: >n of
questioﬁ 12. The average mean score of the Sotho pupils was 2.98. The English and
Afrikaans pupils’ average mean scores were 2.68 and 2.70 respectively. The latter two
gréups favoured white SAE, perhaps displaying similar cultural prejudice as the Sotho

pupils.
Results: Question 13: Most likely occupation of each speaker

Question 13 on the questionnaire (Addendum A) required the test population to assign a

possible occupation to each of the four speakers in the video recording and on the sound

input. Inthe ahélysis the following values were assigned to the different occupations. The
sscer  1g order of the values represents a d¢ ase | id

education/trajning required for each occupation:

doctor - 5 farm foreman - 2

teacher - 4 farm worker - 1

shop assistant - 3
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language properties and indicates that all three language groups can distinguish his accent
from that of P1. It would seem then, as if mesolectal BSAE is gaining in status 1
becoming more acceptable as a language of wider communication. The choice 1 :her
as occupation for P2 is quite significant, since it reveals a lot about the de facto sta i
variety of BSAE - teachers have a special position as transmitters of attitudes and as role

models for English second language learners.

Person 3 (white standard SAE) and P4 (acrolec*-’ ’BSAE):

All three groups chose the occupation of doctor for both these speakers, but with varying

frequencies. Graph 1 below indicates the percentages of each group:

FREQUENCIES OF OCCUPATION FOR P3 AND P4

90.9

100

90

8

704

60

FREQUENCIES IN
PERCENTAGE

SOTHO ENGLISH ' AFRIKAANS
LANGUAGE GROUPS

GRAPH 1: FREQUENCIES OF OCCUPATION FOR P3 AND P4

From the information on the graph it becomes clear that the majority of Afrikac s

regarded P3 as having higher status than P4 - 73.9% judged himtobea ¢
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65.2% chose this 6ccupation for P4. Their preference for white SAE could be an indication
of stereotypical racism and correlates with their consistent preference for white SAE
displayed in the previous two categories of the questionnaire. Both the Sotho and the
English pupils judged P4 to be the one with the higher status - 90.9% of the Sotho speakers
and 70.6% of the English pupils chose him above P4. The high frequency of the S¢ >
speakers in this case again emphasises their preference for BSAE, while the Englist upils

clearly acknowledged the level of proficiency gained by P4 as a black speaker.

It seemé as if the three language groups have definite ideas of the language associated  ith
a particular occupation. Various previous studies using occupation as a way to det | nine
language attitudes revealed inconclusive results (Cooper, 1989; Nortje, 1995). The
occupation chosen for a particular speaker will be indicative of the status awarded to that
particular person, and, therefore, reflects the test person’s attitude towards the speaker’s

accent.

From the data presented above, both the Sotho and the English pupils chose the occupation
of doctor for P4 with a conclusive majority (90.9% and 70.6% respectively). Given bofh
groups’ preferehce for BSAE in the personaﬁty questionnaire as well asin  estion 12, it
is clear that they associate the status of doctor with the acrolectal accent of P4 more sot n
with the standard SAE accent of P3. Once again the data indic

assigﬁed to BSAE. In contré.st then with previous studies, the results on the possible
occupation for the standard BSAE speaker as well as the mesolectal BSAE e er seem

to be conclusive in the case of the video input.
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Person 2 (mesolectal BSAE):

All three language groups indicated that they perceived this speaker asbeingat h  The
higher status (compared to P1) assigned to him by the choice of this possible occupation
correlates with his language properties and indicates that all three languagé groups cot
distinguish his accent from that of P1. The majority of the Sotho pupils (85%) chose this
occupation for P2, compared to the 57.1% and the 54.2% of the English and Afr $
pupils. The Sotho pupils felt much more positively about this speaker than- > otheri
language groups. This percentage also differs substantially for the same

video input - only 54.5% of the Sotho pupils in the video input chose the occupation of
teacher for P2. It is possible that the speaker’s physical appearance influence ¢ ice

when they watched the video, even though he was dressed in a suit.

Pe--~n 3 (white s*~—~Jard SAE) and _P4 (acrolectal BSAE):

P4 was assigned the highest status by 52.6% of the Sotho pupils, while both the ~ jlish
pupils and the Afrikaans pupils chose P3, with percentages of 62.5% and 52.

respectively.

Graph 2 below indicates the frequencies of the occupation for each speaker en by

the three language groups:
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FREQUENCIES OF OCCUPATION FOF 3 AND P4
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GRAPH 2: FREQUENCIES OF OCCUPATION FOR P3 AND P4

Once again the Sotho speakers showed a definite preference for BSAE, the majority

assigning the occupation of doctor to P4, the standard BSAE speaker. In contrast with the

90.9% frequency of occupation for P4 from the video input, the frequency percentage of

the Sotho pupils for P4 in the sound input is much lower at 52.6%. If one looked at the

mean average the Sotho pupils assigned to P4 throughout the test, it becomes ev. nt

the mean averages in the video input for each category were consistently hig 't = e

mean averages assigned for the sound input. Having an image of a persont gc a

particular accent clearly ﬁmctiéned as a variable in the test popt

spéaker, causing them to assign a higher mean average for certain speakers in the video
t. Non-verbal aspects such as appearance and perhaps even body language robably

contributed to the higher mean averages assigned to the speakers in the video input.



-97-

The English and Afrikaans pupils assigned the highest frequency to P3, showing that they
preferred the white SAE speaker. Both groups regarded P4 as a doctor, but with very low
frequencies - 37.5% and 28% respectively. This could be an indication that the judge ents
of these two groups are not very clear-cut. Due to a lack of social interaction or experience
with black employees, they could be uncertain as to which occupations a person with this
type of linguistic ability could find himself/herselfin. Tt could also be an indication  at they
are not sure of the status attached a person who speaks SAE as well as P4. Yet ano
explanaﬁon for the low frequencies could be the order in which the speakers

P4 was evaluated immediately after P3, the standard white SAE speaker and might thefefore

have been judged more harshly in comparison.

If one compared the video input and the sound input for the Sotho pupilsit becomesev  ent
that the image of the speakers was a variable which had a considerable influen on the

sice of occupation. Of all the pupils who watched the video, 90.9% indicate that P4
was a doctor; in the sound input, the frequency is much smaller at 52.¢ . The same
accounts for the English speakers, who favoured P4 in the video, but they preferred P3
wh_én they only ﬁad the voice of the person to listen to. It would seem as if the Lon
occupation of speakers in the sound input is inconclusive with regard to P3 and P4, but it
reveals conclusive evidence that mesolectal BSAE 1is acceptable to all three | age

groupsar g ing status.
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out of context.
The topic under discussion by each speaker varies and it might have d an
influence on how they were evaluated. P1, for example, was an eye-witness to a
murder, while the other three speakers talked about business matters.
The first language spoken by the three groups of respondents might havein enced
their responses, especially in the case of the Afrikaans pupils. The Sotho pupils
watched or listened to three black first language speakers from their racial gro
using BSAE; the English pupils watched or listened to three blaék first language
speakers and a white English first language speaker from their own ethnic group,
using their own first language; the Afrikaans pupils watched and listenedto¢ [ r
speakefé - none of them Afrikaans first language speakers or a member ‘their own

ethnic group - usirig what is to them a second language.

with suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTERS

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this chapter a general conclusion and summary of the results discussed in Chapter 4 will

be presented. Recommendations are made for future studies in this field.
CONCLUSIONS

Keeping in mind the format of the test used in this study, the data from the questi naires
and the preferred accent of each language group for each category can

be organised as follows:

TABLE 20: SUMMARY OF ACCENT PREFERRED BY THREE LANGUAGE

GROUPS

ENGLISH

ENGLISH

BSAE BSAE SAE BSAE SAE SAE
BSAE BSAE SAE BSAE. SAE SAE
BSAE BSAE SAE BSAE SAE SAE I

As was the case with Nortje’s (19§5: 34)and De Klerk and _ »s_ _ study (

Vthis study revealed that one of the non-standard groups, namely the Sotho pupils, showed
solidarity with their own sociolinguistic group and were more positive towards their own
accent throughout, in both the video and sound input. The English pupils had ambiva

attitudes: those who evaluated the speakers in the video input, regarded BSAE more




5.1.2

-101-
positively than white SAE in all three categories of the questionnaire; in the case of e
sound input, SAE was preferred. The Afiikaans pupils showed more solidarity* h e
white SAE speaker, even though he was an English first language speaker and not an

Afrikaans first language speaker.

The attitude of the Sotho pupils towards SAE
The Sotho pupils’ highly positive attitude towards BSAE can be ascribed to various

factors:

5.1.2.1 In her study on the attitudes to Englishina multilingual university,
De Klerk (1996 (b): 125) states that, apart from being visibly
diﬂ‘erent from other cultural groups, ethnic groups such as the
Sotho pupils owe considerable loyalty to their own soci nguistic
groups. The data presented in Chapter 4 indicates a group-identity
feeling with their own ethnolinguistic group and its distinct variety

of English.

5122 The Sotho pupils displayed a subconscious affective preference for
~ t1 ~~~sp¢ * 1 speaking the language which is ider

evaluation (cf. De K : & Bosch, 1993: 21

5123 The socio-political changes in South Affican during the past
decade led to a change in the distribution of power -

oppressed majority groups now arted an upward mover [
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rating the three BSAE speakers.

5.1.2.7 . Coetzee-Van Rooy (2000: 253) points out that for South Sotho
pupils the language emphasis is on communication. They also
regard language proficiency largely as conversational language
proficiency (as opposed to a more literacy-related concept of
proficiency), which could explain why they rated the mesolectal

and acrolectal BSAE in the video and sound recordings so higt

5.1.3. The attitude of the English pupils towards SAE
The English pupils’ ambivalent attitude towards SAE can be attributed to the foll ving

reasons:

5.1.3.1 They share the same class with the Sotho pupils, who also take
English‘as a first language in school. Consequently, as Nortje
(1995: 35) mentioned, they may wﬁnt to show solidarity with their
classmates and be accepted by them. This could account for the
fact that they displayed a more positive attitude towards BSAE

v ' "zrating "~ dir own ST accent lower.

5.1.3.2 Because of the recent integration of Schools, the English pupils are
aware of the disappearance of social and ethnic barriers, and they
could be of the opinion that the “in-thing” to do is to be more

positive about the other ethnic groups in their school.
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As was the case with the Xhosa speakers who were learning
English in Nortje’s study (1995: 36), it is also possible that the
English pupils are aware of the difficulties which their S¢ o
classmates are experiencing in English first language stuc s, and
therefore they are more sympathetic towards the Sotho speakers

and more tolerant of non-standard varieties in their language.

Another reason for the positive attitude displayed towards B¢

by English pupils, could simply be the fact that they want to
acknowledge the level of proficiency achieved by = black
acrolectal speaker and they give credit to his efforts by ing

BSAE higher than their own dialect.

The physical image of the speaker presented in the leo input
might have served as an additional variable which made the
English pupils more aware of the factors mentioned above. P4
was dressed very professionally in a suit and he appeared rel

and confident in the interview. It seems as if this ad: al
dimension of physical appearance persuaded the Er ~'ish pupils
acknowledge hissuct  iinabusii  wo

by whites. Without the actual image of the speaker,
regarded as just another BSAE speaker in the evaluation of the
sound input (Tables 8 and 11) and was even rated slightlylo r

than P2 (2.57 vs 2.6). Inthe vii > P2alsoa ea n
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but he was rated considerably lower than P4 (Table 2 - 2.55 vs
3.05), indicating that the English pupils made a clear distinction

between mesolectal and acrolectal BSAE.

Nortje (1995: 41) furthermore states that closer contact t :n
the English and Xhosa pupils possibly led to acceptance of the
other culture and familiarity with the non-standard accents; the
same could be said of the closer contact between the English  d

Sotho pupils involved in this study.

As De Klerk and Bosch (1993: 225) point out, the English pupils
probably feel secure in the knowledge that English is an
internaﬁonal communication medium and they do not feel
threatened by the increasing status of BSAE. Ther o>reth can

afford to be generous in rating BSAE higher than standard SAE.

A study on attitudes towards French Canadians at a time when

they were demanding political rights revealed that ac n be
cepted and favour:’ " eve’ ted v' n the 1

speaker’s _ up is de ling « _ al

1995: 41). The struggle of the Sotho pupils to fit in and become

a part of the so-called “privileged” society could be rega ed

sympathetically by the English pupils, causing them to express

their sympathy and support by judging the acrolectal E~ hmuch
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higher than the white speaker’s English.

5.1.3.10 The English pupils who evaluated the sound input showed solidarity with
their first language speaker and a resulting stereotypical judgement of the
BSAE varieties in the tape recording by failing to show sensitivity tow 5

the different varieties of BSAE.

5.13.11 This trend to evaluate the standard SAE accent more posit:
with previous studies such as those by De Klerk and Bosch (1993) and

Cooper (1989).

The attitude of the Afrikaans pupils towards SAE

The positive attitude of the Afrikaans pupils towards SAE can be explained as fc »ws:

51.4.1 They acted in a slightly racist fashion by showing a consistently

positive attitude towards standard SAE.

5142 Their attitude reflects the value system that they had been
confronted with for many years of schooling in schools where the

standard variety of Eng] 1 hasbeentat

1.43 It is feasible that the ideologies of apartheid and all its implications
are still ingrained in the Afrikaans pupils, having been handed

down to them by the older gene on. Consequen

3
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political or racial affiliations will colour their judgement of a-

speaker’s English.

Their positive attitude towards standard SAE and the resulting
negative evaluation of (standard) BSAE might also be i e
of an unwillingness to accept the socio-political changes in the
country and the consequent changes in their own school

environment.

If, as was mentioned above, closer contact between the English
and the Sotho pupils resulted in mutual tolerance of non-¢ 1dard
Eﬁglish varieties, then the same cannot be said of the ; ikaans
pupils. In none of the categories presented in the questionnaire
did they rate BSAE more positively than standard SAE. However,
Afrikaans pupils consistently rated the BSAE speakers
P4>>P2>>P1, indicating some consequent awareness of linguistic

differences between the three BSAE speakers.

EXTNT TO WHICH AIMS OF THE STUDY HAVE BEEN ACHIEVED

‘The following aims were formulated in Chapter 1:

521 To determine what the attitudes of English first language pupils, Afrikaans st

language pupils and Sotho first language pupi are towards latio!
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pronunciation of BSAE.

5272 To determine whether the attitudes revealed are based on linguistic variations

from so-called Standard English or whether they are based on racial bias.
These aims led to the formulation of the following hypotheses:

* English first language pupils, Afrikaans first language pupils and Sotho first
language pupils will have different attitudes regarding deviations in the
pronunciation of BSAE, with the English first language pupils being the least
tolerant.

* Attitudes of English first language pupils will be based on linguistic variations from
their own standard pronunciation, whereas the attitudes of Afrikaans first language

pupils and Sotho first language pupils might be politically/racially bic ~ d.

Table 20 contains a summary of the attitudes of the three language groups as revealed by
the data from the questionnaires. The Sotho pupils had a consisteﬁtly positive attitude
towards BSAE, having rated the acrolectal speaker, P4, the highest in both the video and
the sound input (Table 5 and Table 11). The Afrikaans pupils favoured the standard SAE
accent above the acrolectal BSAE _ :al inl atl videc input (1
5 and Table 11), while the English pupils had ambivalent feelings. They favoured the
| BSAE above the white standard speaker in the video input, but dis 1yed a
mdre positive attitude towards SAE in the sound input (Table 5 and Table 11). The first

hypothesis is supported in the sense that the three language grou i d red
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~ different attitudes towards BSAE. However, it proved to be the Afrikaans pup ; who
were the least tolerant of deviations in accent and the most consistently negative wards
BSAE. The English pupils who evaluated the video input, together with the Sotho pupils, |
were the most tolerant of deviations in the accent of the BSAE speakers and they rated

P4 the highest.

The second hypothesis is supported by the data from the questionnaires. Not only the
Afrikaans pupils, but also the English pupilsbwere at times guilty of making

based on racial bias, or displaying stereotypical notions towards BSAE. From. _ ables 5
and 11 it is quite obvious that the Afrikaans pupils failed to give credit to the proficie v
of P4, rating him much lower than P3 and not much higher than P2. Table 10 clearly
indicates that the English pupils refused to acknowledge the differences between the
mesolectal speakér and the acrolectal speaker, the d-value for P2 and P4 having been only
0.09. The d-value for P3 and P4, however, shows beyond any doubt that they perceived
significant diﬂ’eiences between the white standard speaker and the BSAE acrolectal
speaker. The Sotho i)upils showed clear racial prejudice in the consistently positive way

they evaluated BSAE, and the correspondingly negative attitude towards standard SAE.

This positive experience of their proficiency in English was also revealed in the language

acquisition planning research conducted by -ve -V I (2
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

As was the case with the studies of Cooper (1989) and Nortje ( 1995), this study cannot
provide general conclusive evidence that the occupation of a speaker is indicative of his
status. Although it is true in the case of the video input, the same is not true for the sou

input. More research is necessary in order to provide more conclusive evidence,

Another aspect which deserves more attention is the role which the physical app -ance

- of the speaker plays during an evaluation of his/her accent. It is clear from the

provided on the video input in the questionnaire that there are significant differen s

between the data from the video input and that of the sound input.
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONNAIRE: GROUP 1 (VIDEO)

PERSONAL DETAILS:

1. BRADE: s

2. MALE: FEMALE: ...
3. AGE e _—

4  HOMELANGUAGE:  Sotho: ...
English: ...
Afrikaans: .........

INSTRUCTIONS:

You will see four people in the video recording, talking about different topics.
Try to determine what each person is like according to the personality
characteristics listed. There is a four-point scale between the two opposing
points, for example:

prefty e e e e ugly

Use a cross (X) to mark the space which you feel is most appropriate to ur
perception/opinion of each speaker, eg:

pretty e e e ugly

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP
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PERSON NUMBER: 1

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1. Educated ... e s e Uneducated
4 3 2 1
2. Honest i e e e Dishonest
3. Unfriendly ... e e e Friendly
Selfish e e e e Generous

5.  Intelligent ... i n Unintelligent

6. Reliable .. s e Unreliable
7. Attractive ... i e e Unattractive

8.  Polite vevereevveeeevveanns annnnen Impolite

9.  Religious .. e e Not religious

10.  Bad parent ... e e oo Good parent

11, Strong e e e e Not strong

12. Would you like this person?
Very much . e e s Not at all

13.  What do you think would the most likely occupation of this pers: 2
Tick (¢) ONE of the following as your choice: _

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
....... farm foreman
....... teacher
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PERSON NUMBER: 2

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1 Educated ... s e Uneducated
4 3 2 1
2. Honest overes v e e Dishonest
3. Unfriendly . o e o Fr-iehdly
4. Selfish e e s Generous
5. Infelligent ... ... I Unintelligent
6. Reliable . s e Unreliable
7. Attractive ... i n e Unattractive
8. Polite . Impolite
9. Religious e e e o ~ Not religious
10. Bad parent ... i e e Good parent
11, Strong e e e e Not strong

12. Would you like this person?
Very much .. e e s Not at all

13.  What do u think would the most Iikely occupation of this person be?.
Tick (v) - ONE of the following as your choice:

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
....... farm foreman
....... teacher
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'PERSON NUMBER: 3

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1. Educated .. e e e Uneducated
4 3 2 1

2. Honest e e e e Dishonest
3. Unfriendly ... e e e Friendly
4, Selfish e e e Generous

5. Intelligent o Unintelligent
6. Reliable e e Unreliable
7. Attractive ... e e e Unattractive
8. Polite veeree i e sesvans Impolite
9. Religious  wo. s s e Not religious
10. Bad pdrenf ............................ Good parent

11.  Strong ceoveis smeenee aeeaens eseens Not strong

12.  Would you like this person?
Very much ... ... oo e Not at all

13.  What do you think would the most likely occupation of this person be?
Tick () ONE of the following as your choice:

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
v farm foreman
....... teacher
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PERSON NUMBER: 4

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

Educated e e e e Uneducated
4 3 2 1
HOREST v ceeenr s e Dishonest
Unfriendly . e e e Friendly
Selfish e e e e Generous
Intelligent ... o e e Unintelligent
Reliabie mee wvseee eseree snesees Unreliable
PR e 1 T — Unattractive
Polite .o o e aneeen sneeees Impolite
Religious e e e e Not religious
Bad parent ... e e e Good parent
STPONG e e e e Not strong

Would you like this person?

Very much . ceee e s Not at all

t do you think would the most likely occupation of this person be?

Tick () ONE of the following as your choice:

doctor

farm worker
shop assistant
farm foreman
teacher
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Q JESTIONNAIRE: GROUP 2 (SOUND

TRACK)

PERSONAL DETAILS:
1. GRADE: reiesessssesssssesanseensaesasnanesntests
2 MALE: ... FEMALE: ...
3. AGE: s N
4. HOMELANGUAGE:  Sotho: ...

‘ English: ...

Afrikaans: ...

INSTRUCTIONS:

You will hear four people in the tape recording, talking about different topics.
Try to determine what each person is like according to the personality

ch acteristics listed. There is a four-point scale between the two opposing
points, for example:

prefty s T — ugly

Use a cross (X) to mark the space which you feel is most appropriate to your
perception/opinion of each speaker, eg:
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PERSON NUMBER: 1

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Educated ... e et e Uneducated
4 3 2 1
Honest e e e s Dishonest
Unfriendly ... e e e Friendly
Selfish T Generous
Intelligent ... i on e Unintelligent
Reliable .. e s Unreliable
ATTPACTIVE s s s Unattractive
Polite ... ... e e Impolite
Religious ... e e e Not religious
Bad parent ... e e oo Good parent
Strong e Not strong

Would you like this person?
Very much ... .o e e Not at all

What do you think would the most likely occupation of this person
Tick () ONE of the following as your choice:

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
....... farm foreman
ac. .2
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PERSON L BER: 2

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

-10.

11.

12.

Educated .o e e e - Uneducated
4 3 2 1
Honest e e vveeee e Dishonest
Unfriendly e e i v Friendly
Selfish e e s e Generous
Intelligent ... e e e Unintelligent
Re|iabie ............................ Unreliable
ATtractive e e Unattractive
Polite o e e Impolite
Religious ... ... s Not religious
Bad parent ... e cee e Goo: parent
STrong e e e e No"r strong

Would you like this person?
Very much S Not at all

What do you think would the most likely occupation of this perso
Tick (v) ONE of the following as your choice:

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
....... farm foreman
....... teacher

e?



-129-

PERSON NUMBER: 3

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

10.

11.

12.

13.

Educated e e e e Uneducated
4 3 2 1
HONEST cveer ceeene seenee eens Dishonest
Unfriendly  co. e e Friendly
Selfish e e e e Generous
Intelligent .. e e e Unintelligent
Reliable R Unreliable
ATIPACTIVE e e e e Unattractive
Polite e e e e Impolite
Religious e e e e Not religious
de APeNT e e e e | Good parent
STPONG e e e e Not strong

Would you like this person?

Very much ... coen e e Not at all

t do you think wou’ * the most likely occupation of this person be?

Tick (v) ONE of the following as your choice:

doctor

farm worker
shop assistant
farm foreman
teacher
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PERSON NUMBER: 4

WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THIS PERSON? (Mark with a cross: X)

1. Educated ... i s . Uneducated
4 3 2 1

2. Honest i e i e Dishonest

3. Unfriendly ... e e Friendly

4. Selfish i e e Generous

5. Intelligent ... e n .. Unintelligent
6. Réliable e e e avenene | Unréliable

7. Attractive ... .o e Unattractive

8. Polite ............. Impolite

9.  Religious ... ... .. — Not religious

10.  Bad parent ... i e . Good parent

11, Strong e et e e Not strong

12, Would you like this person?
Very much ... e s e Not at all

13.  What do you think wou' * the most i’ ‘'yoccu| ‘ionof this x 1
Tick () ONE of the following as your choice:

....... doctor

....... farm worker
....... shop assistant
....... farm foreman
v Teac.er
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SUMMARY

AN ASSESSMENT OF HIGH SCHOOL PUPILS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE

PRONUNCIATION OF BLACK SOUTH AFRICAN ENGLISH

South African English (SAE) represents a conglomerate of many different varieties, which 1
to be identified by ethnic labelling. One such variety is Black South African En sh (Bf E),
the English of English second lahguage speakers whose first languages are Bantu languages. It
“used to bé looked at as a minor second languagé variety, deviating from the norm, usu
difficult to comprehend and generally unimportant. This point of view has changed sin e
democratisation of South Africa, reflecting the immense socio-political changes (Smit &
Wissing, 2000: 10). Closer contact between people from various cultures caused a declinein e
prescriptive concern for (linguistic) correctness and the stigma associated with the n  -standard
ieti in the past has been replaced by growing confidence in BSAE (De Klerk & Gough: to
appear). The role of BSAE has undergone dramatic changes since the democratic elections
1994, but the question is whether the attitudes of South Africans towards BSAE have changed

for the better, or not.

The focus of this study is the attitudes of speakers from different home language backgr r |
towards BS4.... Ar¢ there differences in attitude even after the so-c...2d democra o €
country, and are these differences based on linguistic deviations of BSAE from the norm, or are

they based on the skin colour or race of the speaker?
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Pupils from Sotho, English and Afrikaans first language backgrounds were asked to rate four
speakers objectively on a personality questionnaire. The four speech samples repres¢ ed a
basilect, a mesolect and an acrolect of BSAE, with standard white SAE as the controlling factor.
Both video input and sound input were used in order to establish whether the sight of a

black/white speaker influences a person’s evaluation of BSAE/SAE.

The results of the video input revealed that the Sotho pupils, as well as the English puy ,
acrolectal BSAE the highest. The Afrikaans pupils showed a preference for standard white SAE.
The Sotho pupils elevated the status of mesolectal BSAE by rating this speaker very similar to the
standard white SAE speaker. This seems to reflect a newfound pride in the English language of

their own kind.

The results of the sound input revealed that the Sotho pupils, as was the case with the video input,

showed a preference for acrolectal BSAE, while the English and Afrikaans pupils all rated the
~ standard white SAE speaker the highest. The responses of the Sotho pupilsinbc  the- ar

the sound input reflect cultural loyalt? and can probably be ascribed to their identification with the

acrolectal speaker as their role model.

T T ~ pupils " theso linput test rated the mesolectal BSAE speaker higher
hich seems to indicate that tl _ were1 it
the two accents and merely rated them lower than the standard white SAE because of

stereotypical notions about BSAE.
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The results indicated that pupils from all three language groups were, to some extent, y of
racist judgements in evaluating SAE. ‘The Sotho pupils consistently rated acrolectal BSAE e
highest; the Afrikaans pupils did the same with standard white SAE. The English pupils preferred
BSAE in ';he video input, but supported standard white SAE in the sound input. This seems to

indicate that some of them have, to a certain extent, become more lenient and less critical towards

BSAE.

‘Tt became quite evident from this study that BSAE is evaluated most positively among bla

speakers, and in certain cases, also among white SAE speakers.
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OPSOMMING

‘N EVALUERING VAN HOéRSKOOLLEERLINGE SE HOUDING TEENOOR DIE

AKSENT VAN SWART SUID-AFRIKAANSE ENGELS

Suid-Afrikaanse Engels (SAE) bestaan uit ‘n verskeidenheid variéteite wat aanvanklik op gro:
van etnisiteit geklassifiseer is. Een van hierdie variéteite is swart Suid-Afrikaanse Engels (SSAE),
wat gepraat word deur tweedetaalsprekers wie se moedertaal ‘n Bantoetaal is. SSAE is vroeér
beskou as ‘n onbeduidende tweedetaalvariéteit wat baie van die standard verskil het, moei
verstaanbaar was en oor die algemeen onbelangrik was. Hierdie siening het verander sedert die
| demokratiéering van Suid-Afrika en dit is ook ‘n refleksie van die enorme sosio-politiese
veranderinge wat sedertdien plaasgevind het (Smit & Wissing,2000: 10). Nouer kontak tussen
mense van verskillende kulture het gelei tot ‘n mindere mate van voorskriftelike maatresls vir
sogenaamde “korrekte” taalgebruik en die stigma van die nie-standaardvariéteit van die 2
is vervang met ‘n toenemende mate van selfvertroue in SSAE. (De Klerk & Gough: ter perse).
Die rol van Engels het dramaties verander sedert die demokratiese verkiesings in 1994, maar die

vraag is of die houding van Suid-Afrikaners teenoor SSAE ook ten goede verander het, of nie.

Hierdie studie fokus op die houdings van verskillende moedertaalsprekers teenoor SSAE. Is daar
wel verskille in houding na die demokratisering van die land, en word hierdie houdings gebaseer

op taalkundige afwykings van die Standaard, of op die ras of velkleur van die spreker?
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as standaard blanke SAE. Dieselfde geld vir die Afrikaanse leerlinge wat deurgaans stanc ird
| SAE verkies het. Die Engelse leerlinge het die akrolek verkies in die video opname, maar met die
klankopname het hulle tog standaard blanke SAE verkies. Dit dui daarop dat hullemeerbui 1am

en minder krities is teenoor SSAE.

Die studie het duidelik getoon dat SSAE deur swart sprekers, en in sommige gevalle o« ir

blanke sprekers, baie positief ervaar word.



