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The main purpose d this paper isto seeif thereis any difference
between present-day pronunciation and earlier pronunciations d
a group d words spelt in 00 (plus the word butcher).r To find out
about this, the pronunciation d 24 words as reflected in 10 dictio-
naries will be investigated, and the pronunciation d a group of
present-day speakers will be compared to the results d previous
studies. The informants are students at the University d Minne-
sota, Minneapolis, and the parents d some d them. They are all
Minnesota speakers, and the results will therefore mainly apply to
Minnesota speech.

The immediate reason for this investigation is the observation
that laxing seems to be a persistent phenomenon in English. Laxing
here refers to the change in pronunciation whereby a word which
used to be pronounced with a long/tense vowel is now (regularly
or frequently) pronounced with a short/lax vowel, e.g. the change
ju/—=/u] as in root: [rut/—/rut/.

The following 24 words (with high back vowels) were selected
for study: gloom, moon, noon, rood, stoop, doof, groom, proof, rooder,
ook, waf (both asin 'the warp and the woof’, and 'the low gruff
sound produced by a dog'), butcher, rook, broom, Cooper, hoof, hoop,
roof, room, root, soon, §o0on, oodf, and soot. These words (minus gpoof)
were investigated by Charles H. Grandgent about 1890, and the
results reported in Moden Language Notes | have added spoof
because it isaword d relatively recent vintage, and it isd interest
both in terms d its vowd, and in terms d its plural form. Does
it, for instance, pattern with proof, hoof, and/or roof?

67



Grandgent used about 160 informants, chosen with a view to
mapping "familiar speech d highly educated persons” (op. cit.,
p. 230). Hisfindings will first be compared with the pronunciations
listed in the following dictionaries. 1) Noah Webster, An American
Dictionary of the English Languege. Reprinted from 1828 ed. in 1970
by Johnson Reprint Corporation. (Later referred to as Webder 1);
2) Webdge's Nev World Dictionary, The World Publishing Company,
1951 (Webdter II); 3) Webster’s Third New International Dictionary,
G. & C. Merriam Co., 1966 (Webder 11T¢; 4) The Random House
Dictionary ¢ the English Language, Random House, New Y ork, 1966
(R.H); 5) J.S. Kenyon & T. A. Knott, A Pronouncing Dictionary
¢ Ameican English, G. & C. Merriam Co., 1953 (K & K); 6) John
Walker, Critical Pronouncing Dictionary, Collins and Hannay, New
York, 1823 (Walker); 7) The Oxford English Dictionary, Oxford, 1961
(OED); 8) The Advanced Learner's Dictionary 6 Current English, OUP,
1963 (ALD); 9) Everyman's English Pronouncing Dictionary, Thirteenth
ed., Dent, 1967 (EPD); 10) J. W. Lewis, A Condse Pronouncing Dic-
tionary ¢ British and American English, OUP, 1972 (¥WL).* These
ten dictionaries use different transcription systems. | n the following
table, however, the symbols used will be /u/ asinfool, /u/ asinfoat,
and /a/ asin cut. When there are two or more citations for a word
the one to the left represents what the dictionary has as the most
common pronunciation.4

I will first compare the five American English (AE) dictionaries,
plus Wdker, and aso see how the pronunciations listed here agree
with Grandgent's findings. The table shows that there isfull agree-
ment on the words under A. Grandgent had found that the whole
country was "al but unanimous for /u/”’ (op. cit., p. 232). Grand-
gent also found that there was a very strong preference everywhere
for Jo/ in butcher, rack (group C). This finding agrees with all the
dictionaries, except Waker, which has /u/ in rook. The question is
then: Was London pronunciation /ruk/ when Walker's dictionary
appeared (1791) or is Walker wrong? Noah Webster, in the Intro-
duction to W1, clearly thinks Walker is wrong. He states that **the
notation d the sound d oo by Walker is wrong in most or all the
words in which oo are followed by k, and in some others™.? Webster
does not allow for the possibility that the pronunciation d some d
the words in oo was not settled at the time. He holds that the
distinction between the long and the short sound d oo was well
established in a great number d words: ""While in England | did
not hear a single word d this class pronounced according to
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Table 1.

WI | WII WIII | RH |K&K]) Walker | OED | ALD | EPD | JW
1828 | 1951 | 1966 | 1966 | 1953 1823 1961 | 1963 | 1967 | 19'
A
GLOOM u u u u u u u u u u
MOON u u u u u u u u u u
NOON u u u u u u u u u u
ROOST u u u u u u u u u u
STOOP u u u u u u u u u u
B .
ALOOF u u u u u u u u u u
GROOM u u0juV|juoluouviu u V{U ulu
PROOF u u u u uovju u u u u
ROOSTER | - u u Ulu u ujl- u u u -
SPOOK - u u Ulu u vl- u u u u
WOOF u u U ujlu ufu u u u u u
C
BUTCHER 6] U|l0ua &} 8] U 9] U 0
ROOK 8] 0 U 6] Oju U §] ¢
D
BROOM u uUjuuvjuYluvfu u u U ulu
COOPER Ojlu Ojfu Vjuvovlu Olu u u u u
HOOF u VUul0 ujuv ufu ovfu u u u u
HOOP Vitu V|V ulu 0|V ufu u u u u
ROOF u u Ojuvalu vlu ofu u u u u
ROOM u u Uiju vju vlu v]u u U ujlu u
ROOT Vlvn vjuoluovojuuvju u u u u
SOON Uilu uoulu uvju u u u ulu
SOOT Ui ulvau]v ujvualu 8] ¢} ot
SPOON u u u uUju uovju u u u u

Walker's notation™. (op. cit.)® |t seemed inconceivable to Webster
that a man "*bred or resident in London™ (op. ¢it.) should assign to
00 in bodk, cook, toodk and other like words, the same sound as in
codl, broom, hoot, food. This seemsto be a somewhat rash judgement.
Stephen Jones, A Genard Pronouncing and Explanatory Dictionary ¢ the
English Language, London, 1805, has /ruk/, thus supporting Webster.
But William Percy, The Royd Standard English Dictionary, Brookfield,
Mass., 1805, has [ruk/. Webster (1828) says about Percy that his
pronunciation is " nearer to the actual usage in England, than that
d either d his predecessors (= Sheridan, Walker, Jones) before
mentioned" (op. ¢it.). | t seems, therefore, that Walker may not have
been as unreliable on the oo words as Webster claims he is, and
also that the process d laxing in the words that Webster criticized
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Walker for transcribing incorrectly was actually completed later.
This observation may also be true d soat (seegroup D), where
Webster and Jones have /u/, but Walker and Percy have /u/.
Likewise root, which is /rut/ in Webster, but /rut/ in Walker, Jones
and Percy. These facts dso make one doubt the reliability o
Webster's transcription d Coopa /kuper/ and soon /sun/.

Linguistic atlases, e.g. Harold B. Allen, LinguisticAtlasé the Upper
Midwest (UM), attest other pronunciations d butcher, showing that
the long/tense vowel was still heard in the 1940s-50s. | n fact three
d Allen's informants had retained the earlier folk variant /u/, and
six had unrounded /a/. The reader will notice that WIII, which
has incorporated many d the findings & Hans Kurath & al., Lin-
guigtic Atlasd New England (Providence: Brown University, 1939—
43), aso lists /u u A/ in butcher. Butcher is not, d course, one d the
00 words, but it was pronounced with an /u/ in Middle English.
Kurath's Middle English Dictionary shows bocher, bochier, buc(c)er,
boucher, bouchier. Although Allen records a few scattered instances
of /u/, the laxing processis otherwise complete in this word.

For the words under B there is also general agreement between
thefive AE dictionaries. W I hasonly /u/, and the other four either
list only ju/ or have ju/ as less common than /u/, with the ex-
ception d WIII and RH, which have /u/ as the more common
form d wosf. One thing to note about the words in this group is
that neither W1 nor Waker have rooger and spook. The first occur-
rence d rooder in OED is 1822, and for goook it is 1801. The rest d
the words under investigation all have a long history: soon and soot
arefound as early as 725 (OED), and the majority go back to before
1200. The spelling 00 can be traced back to about 1600 for most o
them, forfour  them to before 1400.

For groom, roogter, 000K, woof the laxing processis still in progress.
(But not, apparently, in England.) The most common pronuncia-
tion, however, is /u/. This agrees with Grandgent, who says that
there is a "very strong preference everywhere for /u/”. (op. cit.,
p. 232).

The words in group D show the greatest variation. W | is the
only one that lists only /u/ for Cooper, root, soon. (But see comments
above on the reliability d this transcription.) W I and Waker both
have only long/tense ju/ in broom, hoof, roof, room. Judging from the
AE dictionaries there seems to be a development from a long/tense
to a short/lax vowel in these words. A pronunciation with /u/ has
grown up beside that with /u/, but the latter is still too much alive
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to allow us to talk d a change from long/tense to short/lax vowel
in these words since ca. 1800. (In my material this development is
not evidenced till after 1800, but this need not necessarily mean
that the pronunciation with /o/ was not common before this date.)
Grandgent says that the pronunciation d these words "seems to
follow no etymological principle, and shows different dialect divi-
sions for the different words™. (op. cit., p. 232).

The last group d words also reveas the (necessarily) arbitrary
nature d some d the decisionsthat dictionarymakers have to make.
For example, W II and RH list /u/ as the most common form for
hoop: W III and K & K have /u/. For hoof, W11, W1/ and RH
have Ju/ first: K & K has [u/ as the most common form. And, in
group B, W Il and K & K have only /u/ in woof (asin 'the warp
and the ...") ; WIII and RH have /u/ as the most common form.

A comparison d the AE and BE dictionaries reveals that laxing
isless noticeablein standard BE. The AE dictionaries show evidence
d laxing in all ten words under D, while this process appears to
have affected only three d these words in BE (plus soon in EPD
only.) For none d the 24 words does laxing seem to be more
common in BE than in AE. It might be interesting to see whether
there have been any recent changesin BE. For this one would need
more detailed information than what can be gleaned from pro-
nouncing dictionaries.

To find out how these 23 words (plus spoof) are pronounced by
young Minnesota speakers today, 30 students at the University o
Minnesota were interviewed. Most d them werefirst-year students.
The interviews were conducted in such a way as to hide the fact
that it was chiefly the informants' pronunciation that was being
investigated. They were asked ""What do you call ...”, not “How
doyousay ...”. (Afew d them, however, caught on to what was
going on towards the end d the interview.) Some d the words
could not be elicited without recourse to spelling. Wadf, asin 'the
warp and the woof', was unknown to nearly all the informants;
a few d them did not know the meaning d dodf. (Many d the
students seemed to have a rather limited vocabulary.)

Forty-five more students replied to a questionnaire; 22 females
and 23 males, all raised in Minnesota. Part d theinstruction to the
informants was: " In your own speech, do the vowel soundsin the
following words rhyme with those d fodl, fooz, or cut? Put a check-
mark in the appropriate column™. The questionnaire was used
partly to get a larger sample o this type d informant. |t was aso
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intended to test the reliability d this type d questionnaire. This
was found to be important because the parents d the students that
had been interviewed were sent questionnaires with the same word-
ing, but with fewer items. (Aloof, groom, waf (asin 'the warp and
the ...”), broom, hoof, hoop, rodf, room, roat, soot — most d which had
shown some variation.)?Nineteen parents, with a Minnesota back-
ground, replied. Since thisis not a very large group d informants,
the results should be interpreted with caution.

Thereaction d the parents was sought for the following reasons:
First, it was desired to find out what differences, if any, there might
be between their speech and that d their children. Was there, for
instance, a discernible development toward laxing during the last
generation? (Some students had said they thought some d the
24 words were pronounced differently by their parents.) Second,
there are no other studies that can be used for a word for word
comparison d the speech d my young informants and that d the
older generation. Charles H. Grandgent's article has no informa-
tion on specifically Minnesota or Upper Midwest speech, since he
divides the country into four geographical areas: the South, the
West, New England, and the North, which also includes New
England and the West.2 Harold B. Allen's The Linguigtic Atlas 6
the Upper Midwest (UM), has information on ten d the 24 words
under investigation here. Comparisons with UM will be made fre-
quently. There are, however, some problems involved. As a result
of the way the percentages were arrived at in UM, they do not
always add up to 100%. (Alternatives by speakers were computed
in each group.) Also, the figures for Types |, 11, 111 speakers re-
spectively are the average d all Upper Midwest speakers (Mn.,
la., N.D., S.D., Nb.), not specifically Minnesota speakers; and the
figuresfor Minnesota speakers compriseall three typesd informants.

The results d the interviews and the questionnaires are summa-
rized in Table 2.

Explanation d figuresin Table 2:

Aloof. The group | informants who had /a/ were not familiar
with this word.

Groom. Some group | informants had a pronunciation that was
impressionistically midway between [u/ and ju/. The same is true
d broom, room.

Wd  (asin 'the warp and the woof'). Only a few in group |
knew this word. Two informants suggested either /u/ or /u/, and
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Table 2. Group | informants: (30) students interviewed; II: (45) students replying to g
tionnaires; I1I: (19) parents replying to questionnaires.

(%) 1o/ (%) il (%)
1 IIr III I II  IIT I Ir n
A
GLOOM 100 100
MOON 100 100
NOON 100 100
ROOST 100 100
STOOP 100 93.3 6.7
B
ALOOF 86.7 9l1.1 895 6.7 105 | 13.3 2.2
GROOM 96.7 100 100 3.3
PROOF 100 91.1 8.9
ROOSTER 100 93.3 6.7
SPOOK 100 95.6 4.4
WOOF (in weaving) 56.7 46.7 10.5 | 26.6 40 89.5 2.2
WOOF (barking) 6.7 111 93.3 822
C
BUTCHER 100 91.1 8.9
ROOK 100 97.8 2.2
D
BROOM 93.3 899 9%4.7 6.7 11.1 53
Cooper 100 93.3 6.7
HOOF 33 89 105 |96.7 91.1 895
HOOP 100 97.8 100 2.2
ROOF 10 245 158 | 90 75.5 84.2
ROOM 96.7 93.3 89.5 3.3 6.7 105
ROOT 23.3 11.1 36.8 | 76.7 899 57.8
SOON 100 100
SPOON 100 97.8 2.2
SPOOF 100 86.7 13.3
SOOT 100 2:2 ! 93.3 94.6 . 2.2

two just did not know how to pronounce it. Five group II infor-
mants left it blank.

Waf  (low gruff sound produced by a dog'). Three group II
infs. left it blank.

Soot. One group IT inf. left it blank.

There is generally a close correspondence between the results d
the interviews and the student questionnaire. One fairly consistent
differenceisthat thereisa higher frequency d /u/ in theinterviews.
Aloof, groom, hoof, rdf are exceptions to this tendency. Thelast two
are interesting, and will be commented on later. On the whole,
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however, the correspondence between the interviewer's and the
informants' own impression is close enough for group | and II in-
formants to be lumped together for the purpose d comparing the
speech d the 18-19-year-oldswith that o their parents' generation.
By the same token the results d the questionnaires sent to the
parents are aso felt to be reasonably reliable.

All group | informants had /u/ in the words under A, which
agrees with the ten dictionaries, and Grandgent. All d them
also had the short/lax vowel in the words under C: butcher and
rook. One informant said he had heard /'butfsr/, and two had
heard /'batfor/. Three d Allen's informants had retained the
eastern folk pronunciation /u/, and six had unrounded /a/. The
fv/ in butcher, rook  somed my informantsin group | was produced
with very little liprounding, but was felt to be closer to the vowel
of foot than that d cut, and therefore impressionistically judged
to be an /u/. It isinteresting to see that four group IT informants
judge their vowel in butcher to rhyme with cut, and one does the
same for rook. Allen says about the occurrenced /a/ in hismaterial
that it "*may well be a new development consistent with a tendency
toward the unrounding d rounded vowes". (op. cit., Vol. 3, p.
285.)

This seems to be borne out by my material as well. (See aso
doof, wodf, root, soat in Table 2.) Allen found that the form jsat/
was not chosen at all by " cultivated™ speakers. In my material a
student and a tax accountant have this pronunciation, so this may
be changing. (But two swallows do not make a summer.) Three
group II informants had /u/ in stoop; apart from this, there was
complete agreement on the pronunciation d the first five words
in the table.

There is less uniformity in the pronunciation d the words in
section B. For all d them, except wodf, there is a strong preference
for the long/tense /u/. Waf o all the 24 words shows the greatest
difference between the pronunciation d students and parents. As
aready mentioned, waf (in weaving) was unknown to nearly all
group | informants. It can, therefore, be safely assumed that many
d group II informants too were guessing about the pronunciation
d this word, which can at least partly explain the difference in
student and parent responses. Regarding dodf it is questionable
whether all the instances d /a/ can be taken as examples d the
tendency toward unrounding d rounded vowels already referred
to, since this word was not part d the active vocabulary d these
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group | informants. Twenty-nine out d 30 volunteered rooger for
the 'adult male domestic fowl', and three suggested 'rooster fight'
and ‘fighting rooster', steering clear d cock.®* Two group I1 infor-
mants had ju/ in oook.

Allen found four instances d ju/ among his Minnesota infor-
mants, and suggested that they were probably directly the speech
d the Scandinavian parents d one d his informants, and d the
German-born parents d the other three. The two groupIl in-
formants both have Minnesota-born parents (from Austin, Albert
Lea, McLeod), so that it seems that the /u/ in gpo0k can no longer,
if ever, be ascribed to "foreign™ influence. But one cannot rule
out the possibility that these speakers may be influenced by grand-
parents and neighboursin the largely German McLeod area, and
the largely Scandinavian Albert Lea area.

It was mentioned at the beginning d this paper that one object
was to seeif thereis alaxing process at work. Ten d the 24 words,
which are also dealt within UM, will be looked at from this point
d view. Four of them do not show any laxing; six d them do,
more or less conclusively. The four words are ook, broom, room,
hoop. Soook was pronounced /spuk/ by four (out d 65) Minnesota
speakers in UM; and by two (out d 75) in my material. (See
comments on ook in the preceding paragraph.) Broom was pro-
nounced /brum/ by 10% d my informants. The percentage is
somewhat higher in UAM. However, the distribution ju/-/u/ is less
clear than appears from the percentages. The vowel d many of
my informants was impressionistically midway between /u/ and
/u/, and the assignment d it to either ju/ or /u/ was therefore
necessarily somewhat arbitrary. If kroom (and room) had been pro-
nounced in a context that provided different contrasts, or for a
different interviewer, the percentage might have been different, but
maybe not so much as to show a development toward laxing. (The
UM field workers also had the same problem.) Room: In my
material there is 69/, [u/; thefrequency in UM is somewhat higher.
Hoop: Only 1%, & my informants has ju/, compared with 48% d
the Minnesota speakersin UAM. Although /u/ " seemsto find slightly
greater favor among the better educated” (Allen, op. cit., Vol. 3,
p. 251) where /u/ and /u/ compete, and nearly all my informants
are in this category, there seems to be a clear case d /u/ gaining
ground in this word. I n other words a case d tensing. A possible
explanation for this development is analogy with other words
that end in a bilabial stop: C00p, droop, look, |POOP, sooop, Stoop.
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(For the importance d phonetic environment see the last but one
paragraph d this paper.)

The words that show laxing are butcher, Cooper, root, soot, hodf,
roof. As one would expect the eastern folk variant [u/ in butcher,
which was a declining pronunciation when the fieldwork for UM
was carried out 1947-53 (three type | informants), does not occur
in my material. (See comments on unrounding above.) Coope:
Threed my informants have ju/ compared with only one Minne-
sota speaker in UM, and that one had an Alabamafather. (/'kupar/
is a typically Southern and South Midland pronunciation.) Root:
Thereis a noticeably lower frequencyd /u/ among group | and I1
informants than among the parents: 16% and 379, respectively.
The average occurrence d the short/lax vowel is 819%,, compared
with 75% among the Minnesota speakers in UM. Hoof: The aver-
age occurrence d Ju/ in my material is 92.5%,, compared with ca.
80% in UM. Roof: As with hodf there is no significant difference
between younger and older speakers in my material, but the pres-
ent 829%, /u/ compared with ca. 659%, in UM indicates laxing over
the last generation. Soot: UM has 25% /u/ for the Minnesota in-
formants, and the present investigation only 19%; a clear case d
laxing. To sum up: (0 the ten words that were investigated for
recent trends in Minnesota speech, six indicate that there is a
laxing process still going on and four do not.

Nine d the informants in group |, al d whom had /u/ in hoof,
roof, thought that the pronunciation with /u/ was ""more correct",
“more formal**, "well educated””. One mentioned having been
taught /huif/ at school, as the " correct™ form. Plural formsin /-vz/
were asofelt to be more™ correct™ . One informant would say /hufs/
to hisfriends, but /huvz/ to, e.g., his English teacher. This kind d
attitude may explain the higher frequency d ju/ among group II
informants, since it may have led them, in spite d the directions
in the questionnaire, to put down ju/ rather than ju/. Incidentally,
this attitude may have influenced the responses d some d the
parents, too. But it does not seem asif the efforts o teachers have
stopped the pronunciations /hof/, /ruf/ from gaining ground.

Although a number d group | informants think that it is more
correct to say /hui/, /ruf/ than /huf/, /ruf/ it does not seem that
education/social class affects the pronunciation o these words.
There is no indication d this in the responses d the 19 parents.
Thefour teachers, the attorney and the city manager among them
all have /huf/, [ruff.10
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All the informants were asked how they pronounced the plural

forms d hoof, roof. The results appear in the table below.

Table 3. Pronunciation d the plural forms d hoof, roof. (For informants, see

Table 2)
- [-ofs] (%) - [~ovz/ (%) o f-uls) (%) ~uvz/ (%)
1 1 T |1 o1 o Im | I I mo| I I 1
HOOF |27 357 267 30 262 20 | 0 143 133 |43 238 4
ROOF | 53.3 59.5 533 | 133 48 67 |10 143 20 | 234 214 2

Bergen and Cornelia Evans in their Dictionary of Contemporary
American Usage maintain that the old plural hooves "is now used
only in poetry" (p.224). Kenyon & Knott, op.ci., p. 207, has
“rarely hooves". The first statement is not correct for any major
U.S. speech area, and the second does not apply to Minnesota
speech. Allen (op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 47) found that although hoofs
was the dominant form in the UM area, hooves was the customary
pronunciation d 189, d the U M informants. (219, for Minnesota
speakers.) As shown in Table 3 the situation is more complex
than just the opposition between voiced and voiceless endings.
One would expect long/tense /u/ to occur with /-vz/, and short/
lax fu/ with [-fs/. Actually, all four combinations are found. There
is gquite a striking difference in the distribution d /o] and [u/ in
the singular and the plural forms d hoof. (See Table3.) The
average d groupl, II and IIT informants is. 929 /u/ in the
singular, 27.5%, ju/ in the plural. (Allenfound that six informants
who had the lax /u/ in the singular had /u/ in the plural.) The
average figure for /-fs/ is 39%,, and for /-vz/ 61%,. This is a much
higher figure than Allen's 219, /-vz/, and indicates a change in
the pronunciation d this form. Roof also has four plural forms,
/ruis/ being the most common. I n UM /-vz/ is less frequent among
the least educated informants, but no social or regional contrast
appears with any d these words in the present study.

The group | informants were asked to spell the plural forms d
proof, spoof, hoof, roof, to see whether there was a one-to-one re-
lationship between the spellings -fs, -v2s and unvoiced — voiced
endings respectively. They all suggested proofs, spoofs. (/pruvz/ was
taken to be the 3rd person form d prove by all informants.) For
hoof, roof the spelling -ves usually corresponds to /-vz/, and -fs goes
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with /-fs/. But eight informants spelt the word with -fs even if they
pronounced it with a voiced ending, and six spelt -zes when the
ending was unvoiced. Some d these students were uncertain about
the pronunciation o these words.

Theinformants in group | were asked whether they had heard
forms other than those that they themselves used for the words
with variable pronunciation. Of the eight statements about the
pronunciation d their parents that could be checked, three agreed
and five disagreed (assuming that the parents' responses are fairly
accurate). Judging from this, the other statements offered by these
informants about somebody els€'s speech are probably not very
reliable either, and have therefore not been referred to often.

The responses from the parents were compared with those o
their children to see what kind d correspondence there was be-
tween them. The overall correspondence was 80%,. All the re-
sponses were similar for groom, hoop, soot, and varied for the remain-
ing seven words, with weef not unexpectedly showing the biggest
difference.

An equal number d males and females (38 and 37 respectively)
was chosen ingroups | and II to seeif there might beany difference
in their pronunciation d these words. Wolfram and Fasold have
found that females tend to use stigmatised forms less frequently
than males, and that they demonstrate a higher sensitivity to
prestige norms.'* No statistically significant differences emerge from
my data, which is interesting in view d what many informants
said about the correctness d forms like /hui/, /ruf/ and the plural
forms d these words. The responses do not show any sex differ-
ences, and the conclusion must be that in spite d some school
effortat teaching the " correct” pronunciation the forms with fu/
are not felt to be less prestigious by these informants.

In which phonetic environments does laxing most frequently
occur?Judging from the words in TableII it appears that tense
vowels most often become lax in front & an unvoiced consonant:
Viense = Viax/~Cunvoicear NO Word in this list d the type -Cygiceq
is pronounced with v/ by as many as 109, d the informants. Of
the words that are pronounced with ju/ by only a very few speakers
16 are d the type -C . ;ea @nd four -C..,. Of the five words
that al d the informants pronounce with /u/ four are d the type
-C,;ceq- HOwever, a much larger corpus would be needed to deter-
mine whether thisis a general tendency.

The scope d this paper is limited and it leaves many stones

78



unturned. Laxing seems to be a fruitful area for further research.
I't would be necessary to work with a larger corpus than this one,
and with, say, informants from all the major speech areas of the
USA. The other pairs d tense - lax vowelsshould be investigated.
A comparison d the development in American and British English
might also yield interesting results.

NOTES

1 This paper waswritten during a sabbatical spent at the University d Minne-
sota, Minneapolis. | am indebted to Professor J. L. Mitchell for suggesting
this field, and for his generous advice. Professor Emeritus Harold B. Allen
kindly read an earlier versiond the paper and suggested numerous improve-
ments.

2 The abbreviations Webster |, T1.and 211 do not ordinarily refer to these works.

3 The British English (BE) dictionaries have been included to show how
laxing has influenced BE pronunciation. Apart from this comparison d
dictionairies BE will not be dealt with in this paper.

4 W has /hup/ (hoop) in the sense of 'lament, weep': /hUp/ is'band d wood
or metal’, which is the meaning d it in al the ten entries. W1l lists /u/,
/a/ in butcher and /a/ in rof as dialect.

5 There was no pagination in the edition available to me.

6 Webster went to England twice to do research for his dictionary work, so
that he did have first-hand knowledge d London speech. But Walker had
spent most d his life in that city and presumably had a more intimate
knowledge d this English dialect.

7 The items in the parents' questionnaire were selected after the interviews,
but before the responses from group IT came in. In retrospect it appears
that also gpook, butcher and Cogpar ought to have been included in the parents'
questionnaire.

8 lowa is the only Upper Midwest state in Grandgent's study.

9 H. L. Mencken has an amusing section on taboo words ("' Forbiddenwords')
in The Amgican Language, d which ak is one.

10 This may perhaps seem a surprising conclusion, but it agrees with the
findings & Raven |. McDavid, Jr.. "For many d the words derived from
Middle English /o:/ - and some borrowings that have fallen into the pattern
- both ju/ and fu/ occur, without socid distinction, but with sharply differ-
ing regiona patterns'. (LanguageLearning, IV, p. 109).

11 TheSudy 6 Socid Dialectsin Ameican English, pp. 93-94.
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