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Abstract 

To date there has been limited research into the language regard of Canadians towards the 

varieties of English spoken across this vast country. This thesis provides a comprehensive 

investigation of the language regard of English-speaking Canadians towards varieties of 

Canadian English, alongside a variationist study of 13 previously studied lexical variables and 10 

new lexical variables. This research on perception complements previous work on production, to 

build a better understanding of sociolinguistic variation (see Kretzschmar, 2000 and Preston, 

2018). The methodology provides insights into the use of an online map task with the current 

available tools, while addressing the strength and weaknesses of these tools. An online survey 

allowed for data to be gathered from all areas of Canada and for simultaneous collection and 

analysis of lexical and perceptual data. This study includes a content analysis using GIS 

technology; an analysis of rating tasks for regions on three characteristics: correctness, 

pleasantness, and similarity; an experimental rating task focusing on stereotypes of provinces; 

supplementary perceptual data; and a lexical variation component. Data from 192 completed 

lexical surveys were analyzed using total variation, net variation, and major isoglosses to help 

further develop the understanding of the sociolinguistic landscape of Canadian English. Findings 

suggest that Canadians from different regions harbour perceptions towards Canadian English 

based on their region of origin, with some areas (e.g., Newfoundland and Labrador, and Québec) 

appearing more salient to participants than others. The findings from the analysis of the lexical 

data echo previous findings (e.g., Boberg, 2010, 2016; Gallinger & Motskin, 2018) while also 

highlighting regional variation in some variables that have not previously been studied, 

suggesting further research is needed focusing on these variables. Overall, the results 
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demonstrate the advantages and disadvantages of an online study to survey a large number of 

participants across a large geographical area. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

1.1 Introduction 

 Along an academic journey that has taken me from the province of Alberta (AB) to 

Québec (QC), Saskatchewan (SK), Newfoundland and Labrador (NL), Ontario (ON), and finally 

back to AB, it became apparent that Canadians harboured attitudes and perceptions toward the 

English spoken in regions across the country. Many of my conversations with residents of the 

provinces I temporarily lived in focused on the pronunciation of vowels and the different words I 

used. These conversations and an introduction to the study of language regard and language 

variation led me to a more in-depth study and a doctoral dissertation on this topic. This thesis 

provides novel research on the language regard of English-speaking Canadians towards the 

English spoken across Canada, while also exploring lexical variation in Canadian English. This 

introduction serves to present some concepts of language regard and lexical variation in the 

context of Canadian English, to outline my research questions, and offer an overview of the 

structure of the thesis. 

 The field of language regard (Preston, 2010) examines the attitudes, perceptions, and 

ideologies of non-linguists towards language, and draws on many fields such as social 

psychology, dialectology, sociolinguistics, anthropological linguistics, and perceptual 

dialectology (Preston, 2018). Studies focusing on language regard have been conducted across 

the globe in order to shed light on the intrinsic system of regard in non-linguists. Language 

regard varies according to a number of factors just like more traditional grammatical or 

phonological variables in variationist sociolinguistics (see Evans et al., 2018). Further, by 

studying language regard and how it varies, linguists are provided with further insight into the 

five essential problems of linguistic variation and change outlined by Weinreich, Labov, and 
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Herzog (1968), as well as spatial variation of language (Cukor-Avila, 2018). I discuss these 

problems and how the study of language regard assists in building a broader theory of 

sociolinguistics further in Chapter 2. 

 Preston (2018) suggests that building a complete picture of language regard networks is 

complex and must include the gathering of information ñon language variation data, 

experimental detail, metalinguistic commentary, and deep cultural knowledgeò (p. 3). Further, in 

what Kretzschmar (2000) calls ñpostmodern dialectologyò, he calls for the study of perception of 

speakers compared to the production of speech to better understand language variation. The 

current study provides further insight into the perception and production of Canadian English 

and includes an array of data collected through a lexical variation study, rating tasks, sections for 

further unsolicited comments, and a map task.  

 Though lexical variation studies focusing on Canadian English are quite prevalent in the 

last century, there are virtually no national language regard studies that include participants from 

all regions of Canada. McKinnie & Dailey-OôCain (2002) provide great insight into young 

Albertansô and Ontariansô regard to Canadian English; however their study stops short of 

including Canadians from other regions and from a broader age range. The current study seeks to 

fill this gap and provide further insight into the language regard of Canadians from many regions 

and different ages, and the lexical variation occurring across the country. 

1.2 Research goals and questions  

 As described above, the aim of this dissertation is twofold: to complete the first national 

language regard study focusing on adult Canadians from all provinces and territories; and to 

gather data on lexical variables previously studied, as well as data on new lexical variables not 

previously studied. Fulfilling these goals will broaden scholarsô insight into Canadian language 
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regard and Canadiansô perceptions of the varieties of English across the country, alongside 

further information, and awareness into the production of lexical terms and the regional 

differences associated with these variables. 

 Several research questions guided the creation of the general survey and analysis of the 

collected data which are presented in this dissertation. First, the study aims to investigate 

whether Canadians harbour perceptions of, and attitudes towards, English spoken in different 

areas of Canada. If so, what features are salient to Canadians and are these features salient to all 

or only a subset of Canada? Further, do Canadians differ in their perceptions of which speakers 

in Canada speak the most correct and pleasant English, and are these findings comparable to 

what McKinnie & Dailey-OôCain (2002) found for their Albertan and Ontarian participants? 

Thirdly, are there areas of the country that Canadians believe speak varieties of English more 

similar to their own than other areas? In connecting the field of language regard and lexical 

variation: are specific lexical items unique to particular regions of Canada and do Canadians 

associate their use with these regions? Lastly, following from the survey of lexical variation, 

have there been changes in the use of some lexical variables previously associated with Canada 

or Canadian regions?  

1.3 Chapter Outline 

 Following this introduction, Chapter 2 outlines the origin and development of Canadian 

English, including several theories of the development of this variety of English. Major linguistic 

studies focusing on the lexical variation and language regard are also presented in Chapter 2. A 

discussion of the connection between lexical variation and language regard completes the 

literature review. 
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 In Chapter 3, I discuss the lexical variables included in the current study and provide 

details on findings from previous studies, as well as a list of the variables that do not have 

previous findings to compare to. 

 In Chapter 4, I outline the methodology, including an in-depth discussion of the design of 

the online survey. Further discussion is provided on how the data was circulated, and how 

participants were grouped together. This chapter also reports the methods used to analyze the 

map tasks, rating tasks, stereotype tasks, and lexical variation questionnaire. 

 In Chapter 5, I present the language regard results and discussion alongside the lexical 

variation results and discussion. I provide a detailed analysis of the intersection points from the 

data and compare the current findings to previous studies.  

 Finally, Chapter 6 provides overall conclusions. I review the main findings of the 

analysis and comment on limitations to the study, as well as provide suggestions for future 

studies focusing on the language regard and lexical variation of Canadians.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction  

 Scholars have been studying language and variation since the early 20th century. Theories 

of variation and change within language have developed since, with significant developments in 

methods, including the concept of the sociolinguistic variable, beginning in the 1960s and 1970s 

with Labovôs studies of Marthaôs Vineyard and the Lower East Side of New York City (1963 & 

1972). In their seminal paper, Weinreich, Labov, and Herzog (1968) outlined five essential 

problems in linguistic variation and change which motivated the development of the methods 

used by early scholars in sociolinguistics: 

(1) The Constraints Problem: One must ñdetermine the set of possible changes and 

possible conditions for changeò (p. 183)  

(2) The Transition Problem: The attempt to determine the stages a change takes from the 

beginning to the end (p. 184). 

(3) The Embedding Problem: How are the changes under investigation embedded in the 

linguistic and social systems (p. 185)? 

(4) The Evaluation Problem: One must determine how the variables are evaluated by 

speakers (p. 186). 

(5) The Actuation Problem: Why did the change not occur sooner (p. 112)? 

Answers to these problems have been sought through a plethora of sociolinguistic studies 

of language variation and change since 1968. These questions have guided the development of 

sociolinguistic theory and the attempt to understand language variation and change in a different 

light than neogrammarians who largely focused on stability in language. In the current study, the 
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focus of lexical variation in Canadian English and language regard of English-speaking 

Canadians provides insight into the embedding and evaluation problems listed above.  

While studying lexical variation alongside language regard, it is apparent that some 

lexical variables, as well as phonological and syntactical variables, are salient to speakers, and 

sometimes these variables are used by listeners to identify where a speaker originates from. In 

addition, prejudices, attitudes, and ideologies they hold towards that speaker and their 

community come to light and can play an integral role in interactions between the speaker and 

listener. This is evident in many studies, such as Purnell, Idsardi, and Baugh (1999), which 

showed that dialect prejudice is possible through the utterance of the word óhelloô and can result 

in a person being refused as a tenant because of the dialect they speak. To shed light on these 

problems and to further linguistic theory, I have chosen to focus solely on lexical variables 

alongside a study of language regard. I also call for further study in phonological and syntactical 

variables within studies of language regard to help fill out the embedding and evaluation 

problems. Further, if identity and language variation are connected, then it follows that language 

regard must play a role in this connection as we all hold attitudes and ideologies towards 

everything, consciously, subconsciously, or unconsciously. Further discussion surrounding this 

and the fact that language regard varies, just as language itself does, is given in Sections 2.4 and 

2.5 below. 

First though, to set up the basis of the current study, it is important to understand the 

history of Canada and where English influences originated (Section 2.2). Following the historical 

outline, I provide an overview of major linguistic studies focusing on the lexicon of Canadian 

English in Section 2.3, followed by Section 2.4, an overview of language regard and the studies 
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that have been completed in Canada. Finally, Section 2.5 provides an explanation of how lexical 

variation and language regard intersect, with a summary provided in Section 2.6. 

2.2 Canada and its English 

 The term Canadian English was first used in 1857 by the Reverend A. Constable Geikie 

(Avis, 1967). It is used broadly throughout this dissertation to describe several varieties of 

English spoken by over 26,000,000 English-speaking Canadians (Statistics Canada, 2022a). 

Other terms are used to refer to specific regional varieties of Canadian English such as: Mainland 

Canadian English, which is used for the varieties of English spoken across the country from 

British Columbia to the Maritime provinces, and excluding the English spoken in NL; or 

Newfoundland English, which is used to refer to the varieties of English spoken in NL.  

It was not until after the 1950s that Canadian English became a prominent subject in 

linguistic research (Orkin, 1970). The lack of literature prior to the second half of the 20th 

century is evident in Avisôs (1965) bibliography of writings that focus on Canadian English. This 

bibliography consists of 165 titles with more than half being published after the end of the 

Second World War. Further, it was not until the mid-20th century, when the Canadian Linguistic 

Association (CLA) was formed, that scholars began constructing a Canadian dictionary that 

followed similar principles as the Oxford English Dictionary (Walker, 2015).  

 A definition of Canadian English is difficult to formulate due to several reasons. Studies 

across North America have shown that Canadian and American English often share similarities 

when it comes to phonetic, grammatical, and lexical patterns (e.g., Labov, Ash & Boberg, 2008). 

Despite this continuity between Canada and America, regional variation is prevalent across the 

border and within Canadian provinces. Boberg (2005) suggests that there are six principal dialect 

regions within Canada. Even within these six regions there are smaller enclaves, such as the 
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Ottawa Valley in Ontario and Guysborough County in Nova Scotia, which differ from the larger 

surrounding area (Boberg, 2010). Despite enough similarities to group regions in Canada 

together as dialect regions, and the similarities American and Canadian English share, the history 

of Canadian English and settlement patterns are significantly different than those south of the 

border. 

 2.2.1 Historical Influences on Canadian English  

 Before European explorers arrived in North America and colonization began, the 

continent was home to a large population who presently are referred to as Indigenous Peoples. 

Studies focusing on Indigenous language families of North America, as well as geographical, 

anthropological, and archeological studies suggest that one or more migrations of humans 

originated from Asia, crossing to North America via a land bridge which crossed the Bering 

Strait (Josephy, Jaffe, & Wandschneider, 2015, p. 15). Over the past 70,000 years this land 

bridge has been present several times, which would have allowed migration to North America by 

nomadic peoples perhaps following herds of animals. This migration of peoples resulted in a 

population of humans who spread across the North American continent before Europeans arrived 

much later.  

 It is estimated that over 600 languages were spoken across North America by the original 

Indigenous populations prior to the arrival of Europeans (Josephy et al., 2015). Within Canadaôs 

borders, scholars suggest that over 300 languages were spoken by approximately 350,000 people 

when Europeans arrived in the 16th and 17th centuries (Walker, 2015). The present Indigenous 

population in Canada was last reported in the 2016 census at 1,673,785 (Statistics Canada, 

2022b). Despite a recent increase in their population there has been a steady decline in the use of 

Indigenous languages. Statistics Canada reports 85,835 people speak an Indigenous language at 
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home, while 148,895 Canadians have an Indigenous language as their mother tongue (2022c). 

Further, the numbers of speakers of these languages are not evenly distributed across Indigenous 

languages. Algonquian languages are the most known Indigenous languages with 97,125 

speakers learning an Algonquian language as their mother tongue (Statistics Canada, 2022c). 

Following this group, 33,790 residents of Canada stated an Inuktut language as their mother 

tongue in the 2021 census. The third largest group of Indigenous languages as a mother tongue in 

Canada are Athabaskan languages, with 12,885 speakers. The remaining Indigenous language 

family groups have fewer than 5,000 speakers each, who report one of these languages as their 

mother tongue. This is a far different picture from what North America would have looked like 

with the arrival of Europeans, with fewer than 100 Indigenous languages presently surviving 

compared to approximately 300 languages originally spoken in the territory presently known as 

Canada (Walker, 2015, p. 41). 

 According to Norse sagas and archeological discoveries on the East Coast, in particular 

Lôanse-aux Meadows, NL, the earliest known Europeans to arrive to Canada were the Vikings 

who had departed from nearby Greenland around the 10th century (Boberg, 2010). The Norse 

settlement uncovered at Lôanse-aux-Meadows provides evidence which suggests that Vikings 

predated other European discovery and exploration by the French, English, and Spanish of North 

America. However, the Viking settlement was not permanent and seems to have been abandoned 

shortly after the Vikingôs arrival due to postulated reasons such as hostility from the local 

Indigenous population, disease, and/or bad weather. 

 Europeans did not return to present-day Canada until the Venetian explorer, Zuan 

Cabotto (John Cabot) was sponsored by King Henry VII to cross the Atlantic Ocean in 1497 

(Clarke, 2010). Upon discovering waters filled with fish surrounding the island of 



 

10 

 

Newfoundland, Western European powers began a migratory fishery around the island of 

Newfoundland and off the shores of Nova Scotia (NS), sending fishermen during the warmer 

months of the year. The Basque, French, Portuguese, Spanish, and English did not set up 

permanent settlements in NL and the East Coast of Canada until 1583 when England claimed NL 

for the English Crown (Clarke, 2010). Meanwhile, Jacques Cartier, a French explorer, was the 

first European to reach the St. Lawrence River in 1535 (Boberg, 2010). Exploring further inland 

on the St. Lawrence, Cartier came to the location of present-day Montréal and claimed the region 

for France (Boberg, 2010). Permanent settlement by the French on North America did not begin 

until the early 1600s. Meanwhile, Britain was also settling permanently on mainland North 

American soil in present-day Virginia and Massachusetts.  

As the British expanded along the Eastern coast of North America, founding the 13 

Colonies, the French claimed land in a surrounding arc from present-day Montréal, along the 

great lakes, and south to Louisiana. In 1605, Samuel de Champlain founded Acadia at present-

day Annapolis Royal, NS (Boberg, 2010). Three years later he founded Québec (QC) in 1608. 

Meanwhile, the British established Jamestown, Virginia in 1607 and Boston, Massachusetts in 

1620. Despite a large area originally settled by the French and the establishment of a French fur 

trade around the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence River, the presence of the British in North 

America began to surpass the French with the exploration of Hudsonôs Bay and the interior of 

North America. In 1670 King Charles II gave Rupertôs Land, the land west and north of Lake 

Huron, to the Hudsonôs Bay Company to further develop the fur trade (Boberg, 2010). 

 Over several decades in the 1700s, the British and French, along with their Indigenous 

allies, were part of numerous wars and battles over North American land. Beginning in 1701 and 

lasting till 1714, the War of Spanish Succession had a few implications for North American 
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territories held by European countries. In 1713, France ceded its territories on the island of 

Newfoundland and the peninsula of NS to Britain as a result of the Treaty of Utrecht (Walker, 

2015). NS (excluding Cape Breton), home to a French population, became a British province 

without an English population (Boberg, 2010). Instead, NS was home to the Acadians, a French 

population. Despite a large portion of their North American territories being handed over to the 

British, the French built a large fort at Louisbourg on Cape Breton. In response, Britain founded 

Halifax in 1749 with 2,500 English settlers and 1,500 German and Swiss immigrants. An 

additional group of settlers to Halifax who did particularly well, were approximately 1,000 New 

Englanders (Boberg, 2010). The British turned their attention to attracting North American 

pioneers who were experienced in settling the land.  

 Despite efforts to increase the English-speaking population in NS by founding Halifax in 

1749 and recruiting Europeans initially from Britain, and then Germany and Switzerland, the 

population, initially, did not grow substantially (Boberg, 2010, p. 59). From 1755 ï 1758, the 

British expelled the original Acadian population from the best land in NS to make room for new 

pioneers (Boberg, 2010). Not only did they have the best land to work, but they also refused to 

ñsign oaths of loyalty to the British Crown in the ongoing battles with Franceò (Walker, 2015, p. 

43). Following the Acadian expulsion, the British sent a proclamation for colonists from the 13 

colonies to settle NS (Boberg, 2010). Meanwhile, further changes in colonizing powers over 

territories occurred during the Seven Yearsô War (1756 ï 1763). The French were defeated by 

the British in a battle on the Plains of Abraham in 1759, ending with the Treaty of Paris which 

ceded French territories in present-day Canada to the British. This allowed the British to expand 

further into western and northern territories of North America and prevented further emigration 

from France (Boberg, 2010).  
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 The American fight for independence from Britain brought about one of the largest 

waves of English-speaking migration to Canada. The Revolutionary War began in 1775 and 

ended in 1783 resulting in the formation of a new, independent country, the United States of 

America (USA). Several factors brought about unrest in the British colonies, such as taxes and 

settlement restrictions during the 1760s and 1770s leading up to the Revolutionary War (Boberg, 

2010). During the war, loyalists to the British flag, known as United Empire Loyalists, fled 

hostile environments to Britainôs territory north of the American colonies. Most of those fleeing 

were originally from the middle and New England colonies and could not afford passage back to 

Britain or had any reason to return to Britain (Boberg, 2010, p. 61). It is estimated that 

approximately 35,000 Loyalists first went to NS and New Brunswick (NB). This influx of 

English-speaking migrants established the first substantial English population in present-day NB. 

Further, an estimated 7,000 Loyalists originally went to QC, but later resettled in ON (Boberg, 

2010, p. 63). As a result of a sharp influx of Loyalists arriving in NS between October and 

November 1783, the British created a new province, NB, due to a large population of 

approximately 15,000 Loyalists settling there (Walker, 2015, p. 45).  

 With the increase in population, it was possible for the British to expand westward and 

settle the land in present-day ON. Approximately 6,000 Loyalists from present-day QC, along 

with some Loyalists from NB and NS, were sent to settle land in present-day ON (Boberg, 

2010). Settlers found promising agricultural prospects there, which aided in building the 

population and resulted in the split of present-day ON and QC into two separate provinces in 

1791: Upper Canada and Lower Canada, respectively. A land rush resulted in approximately 

20,000 more New Englanders moving into Lower Canada by 1817. New Englanders were not the 
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only group to move into Canada during the 18th century. Between 1790 and 1812 at least 10,500 

Scots emigrated to NS and Prince Edward Island (PEI) (Boberg, 2010, p. 65).  

 Meanwhile, the land on the west coast of present-day Canada was slowly opening to 

European explorers and the expanding fur trade during the 18th century. Henry Kelsey explored 

land in present-day SK up to present-day Prince Rupert in 1690. Further west, Anthony Henday 

had explored present-day AB and the fur trade was increasing settlement by European migrants 

slowly to these two provinces (Boberg, 2010). The first permanent settlement in AB was set up 

by Peter Pond in 1778, while James Cook landed on the Pacific Coast of present-day British 

Columbia (BC) the same year, marking the first British landing on the Pacific Coast (Boberg, 

2010). A battle for the west began between the Hudsonôs Bay Company and their competitor, the 

North West Company in the late 1700s, resulting in several forts and trading posts expanding 

across present-day Manitoba (MB), SK, and AB. Further exploration of the interior of present-

day BC by George Washington secured the area for Britain in the 1790s (Boberg, 2010).  

 Further British and Irish immigration occurred throughout the 1800s, as the British 

government encouraged relocation to relieve stress on the towns and cities in Britain which were 

taking in people looking for work and homes because of the industrial revolution (Boberg, 2010). 

In addition to this encouragement, the establishment and expansion of industries in Canada also 

brought higher rates of immigration to Canada. NL experienced a dramatic increase in 

population from 19,000 to 75,000 from 1800-1830 because of British and Irish immigration to 

the province during a boom in the fishing and salt cod industry (Boberg, 2010, p. 65). 

Approximately 75% of the immigrants to NL during this time were Irish. The growing forestry 

industry in NB during the early 1800s brought about English immigration to the province. 

Further west in present-day MB, the ñfirst significant agricultural colonyò (Boberg, 2010, p. 66), 
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Red River, was established by approximately 300 Scottish and Irish immigrants in 1811. In 

present-day AB, permanent settlement began at Fort Chipewyan in 1803 and Edmonton in 1813.  

 Prior to the War of 1812, the European population of British North America was 

approximately 500,000 (Boberg, 2010). Besides British and Irish immigrants, present-day 

Canada also saw an influx of German, Low German, Gaelic, and French speakers (Walker, 

2015). Despite many immigrants coming from overseas, Upper Canadaôs population consisted of 

80% American colonists in 1812 (Boberg, 2010). After the USA attempted to annex British 

North America, a time which became known as the War of 1812, the high population of 

American settlers in Upper Canada became a concern as the British were unsure of their loyalty 

(Walker, 2015). Thus, immigration from the United States was discouraged and immigration 

from Britain, and later, other areas of Europe, became the answer to building up British North 

America against any further hostilities from the south (Boberg, 2010).  

 Boberg (2010) describes two great waves of immigration to British North America 

following the War of 1812: (1) From 1815 ï 1860s, and (2) The end of 19th Century-mid-20th 

Century (p. 69). During the first wave, the Irish Potato Famine occurred from 1845 ï 1849 which 

marked the peak of immigration to British North America. Despite a high estimate of 

approximately 820,000 immigrants arriving from the British Isles between 1815 ï 1860, Boberg 

(2010) suggests the natural increase was probably more significant than immigration, during this 

time, for population growth in present-day Canada. This is clearly represented in the first 

Canadian census in 1871 in which 13% of citizens were British-born and 83% were Canadian-

born (p. 72). As mentioned above, immigration from other European countries also occurred 

during the 1800s. Approximately 40,000 German speakers and 15,000 Scandinavian speakers 

arrived by 1862 (Walker, 2015). A Black community was also growing as enslaved Blacks came 
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to British North America with many of the loyalists, as well as formerly enslaved Blacks who 

fled via the Underground Railroad (Walker, 2015). 

 Interestingly, the British and Irish immigrants often established new communities rather 

than settling in existing communities as the Loyalists had done (Walker, 2015). Certain areas of 

British North America also attracted specific groups of immigrants. For example, many Irish 

immigrants settled in Halifax, NB, Eastern ON, and northwest of Toronto up to Lake Huron 

(Boberg, 2010). Many Scots settled in NS and PEI. Not only did immigrants from specific areas 

of origin group together as mentioned above, but religious groups also tended to settle together. 

Protestant immigrants generally moved to areas to establish farms, generally in present-day ON, 

while catholic immigrants tended to settle in urban areas, such as present-day QC (Boberg, 

2010). Despite these waves of immigration to British North America from Europe, the West was 

still not nearly as established as Upper and Lower Canada, and the maritime provinces by the 

year of confederation.  

 In 1867, the British North American Act was passed following several conferences held 

in British North America regarding the confederation of ON, QC, NB, and NS (Walker, 2015, p. 

52). This act united the four provinces to form the Dominion of Canada. Rupertôs Land, west of 

the newly formed dominion, was still sparsely populated and undeveloped. South of the 49th 

parallel, the USA completed the first transcontinental railway in 1869, opening the West to the 

East. In response, Britain bought Rupertôs Land from the Hudsonôs Bay Company in 1870 and 

gave it to Canada to settle. This expansive area became known as the North West Territories 

(Walker, 2015). In addition to this new territory, a sixth province was created ï MB. BC, on the 

west coast, joined confederation in 1871 on the premise a transcontinental railway would connect 

the province to the rest of Canada (Boberg, 2010). This promise was fulfilled when the Canadian 
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Pacific Railway began to construct a railway from Winnipeg to Vancouver via Regina and 

Calgary in 1881, completing it in 1885 (Boberg, 2010). A northern route was completed by the 

early 20th century, opening the area to further European settlement. 

 In 1872, the Dominion Lands Act was passed, allowing any man over 21 to settle 160-

acres of free land with the requirement of living on the land for at least three years (Boberg, 

2010; Walker, 2015). The opening of western settlement brought about a large increase in 

immigration. An increase in the demand for Canadian agricultural products also influenced the 

increase in immigration as did the lift on bans of American immigration (Walker, 2015). By 

1901 immigration was booming with over 100,000 immigrants coming to Canada per year; just 

before World War I the yearly rate of immigration was 400,000 before dropping throughout the 

duration of the war (Boberg, 2010). Following World War I immigration resumed at high rates 

until 1931 and the beginning of the Great Depression. Nearly 3,000,000 people lived in the west 

by 1931, with 7.5% of the population of Canada being foreign born, excluding the USA and 

Britain (Boberg, 2010). However, during the 1930s there was a general decrease in immigration 

to the prairie provinces. Boberg (2010) describes four groups which made up the general 

population of the west alongside Indigenous peoples: ñInternal Canadian migrants, mostly from 

Ontario; and immigrants from Britain, Europe, and the United Statesò (p. 88). To keep most of 

the population white and Anglo-Saxon, Canada began to pass restrictive immigration laws 

during the early 1900s with some of these laws lasting until late into the 20th Century (Walker, 

2015). These laws generally targeted non-Northern Europeans and banned them from 

immigrating to Canada. For example, many Chinese workers were brought over to build the 

railroads in Canada. These workers were strongly discouraged to bring their families and in 1923 
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the Chinese Immigration Act was put in place, banning Chinese immigration altogether (Walker, 

2015).  

The influences which shaped Mainland Canadian English1 into its present state have 

largely been contested, with several theories arising regarding the most influential sources. A 

prominent theory, suggested by Bloomfield (1948), is referred to as the Loyalist Origin Theory. 

This theory suggests that the immigration of Loyalists from the USA to NS, NB, PEI, and 

regions of Lower and Upper Canada because of the American Revolution, feelings of loyalty to 

the British crown, and cheap land prospects, played a critical role in establishing the varieties of 

English found across Canada today (Chambers, 2013a). Scholars have referred to the group of 

Loyalists who arrived in Canada, originating from the middle American States (e.g., 

Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York), as ñthe founding population of inland Canadaò 

(Chambers, 20013a, p. 15).  As for differences between Loyalist dialects and their ancestral 

British English dialects, Walker (2015) suggests that dialect levelling would have occurred in 

America, creating dialects which differed from the dialects spoken in the British Isles. With the 

large populations of Loyalists immigrating to areas which had small populations of English 

speakers, it is thought that these Loyalist varieties had an impact on the original populationsô 

varieties of English (Orkin, 1970). This idea would fall under what Mufwene (1996) calls the 

ñFounder Principleò (p.84) which suggests that the population that arrives first in an area has a 

greater influence on many of the features of a linguistic variety used in the area, in this case 

English. The large influx of Loyalists, who were primarily English-speaking, would influence 

the development of the English varieties in the areas they settled. However, not all linguists 

agree that Canadian English is strongly influenced by the Loyalists.  

 
1 Newfoundland and Labrador have a significantly different history than Mainland Canada and are generally 

excluded from the Loyalist Theory of Canadian English (Boberg, 2010). 
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 Several scholars suggest that the large increase in immigration from the British Isles after 

the War of 1812 overwhelmed the influence of the Loyalistsô English dialects on Canadian 

English (Walker, 2015, p. 58). This theory was first proposed by Scargill (1957) who suggested 

that the wave of these immigrants had a more significant impact on Canadian English than that 

of the Loyalists. This idea is portrayed further through the comparison of British English and 

Canadian English in which Scargill (1977) provides a plethora of examples to demonstrate the 

large influence of British immigrantsô varieties of English on early Canadian English. Despite 

these suggestions, Scargill leaned towards a more balanced view regarding the origins and 

influences of Canadian English, like many scholars today. 

 In addition to the two divergent theories above, scholars, such as Charles Boberg (2010), 

have suggested that the origins of and influences on Canadian English may be more complex 

than originally thought. Boberg (2010) stresses that differences in settlement history and patterns 

had different effects on regions which can be seen in enclaves across the country (p. 26). As 

well, fluctuating immigration rates of people from various countries are also thought to have 

influenced Canadian English. Scholars who do not conform to the two theories outlined above 

often suggest there is no simple answer to the question of Canadian English origins and whether 

it had a sole influencer. A broader view is suggested when addressing the history of Canadian 

English.  

 Unlike the debates regarding the origins and influences of Mainland Canadian English, 

the origins and differences in English spoken in NL are a bit clearer. While many of the 

provinces were established in the late 1800s and early 1900s, NL had a significantly different 

settlement history than the mainland provinces. Often the English spoken by residents of NL is 

perceived as sounding more Irish than Canadian (Clarke, 2010, p.1). This difference in dialects is 



 

19 

 

largely a result of the significantly different settlement patterns from the early 1600s to the 

1900s. Prior to the province being claimed for England, in the 1400s an early migratory fishery 

was occurring which included the Basques, French, Portuguese, and Spanish (Clarke, 2010). 

Originally, the only fishermen to attempt to settle permanently were the French. Despite the 

French presence, which was generally around the west and northwest coasts (until 1904), the 

British claimed the island and began permanent settlements along the east and southeast portion 

of the island (Clarke, 2010).  

 Unlike in mainland Canada, most of the immigrants that came to NL were from the 

southwest counties of England and the southeast counties of Ireland (Clarke, 2010, p. 6). This 

was partially the result of the migratory fishery being centered in southwest England. Despite a 

growing population along the coast, little of the centre of the island was explored by Europeans 

until 1822 when William Epps Cormack became the first European to cross the interior of the 

island. Up until this time, the interior of the island had only been known about by the Indigenous 

peoples native to the island: the Beothuk and the Miôkmaq (Clarke, 2010). In 1832, NL was 

granted a colonial assembly and soon after, in 1854, it became a self-governing colony. The cod 

fishery continued to bring in immigrants from the British Isles, with most immigrants coming 

from Ireland (Boberg, 2010). Not only was NLôs population increasing due to immigration 

during the late 1880s, but natural increase was a substantial factor in this increase. By 1884, 97% 

of the population was native born (Clarke, 2010, p. 9). 

 As NLôs economy and industries continued to grow during the 1800s, a trans-island 

railway was constructed in 1898, allowing easier transportation of citizens and goods between 

the east and west coasts. In 1907, NL became a Dominion, only to join confederation forty-two 

years later in 1949. Unfortunately, the late 20th century was not as prosperous for NL as the 19th 
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century. The provincial government began a relocation program, moving residents from small 

communities and relocating them as the cod population began to decline (Clarke, 2010). In 1992, 

the cod moratorium restricted cod fishing and most residents who relied on fishing for an 

occupation were left jobless. This resulted in the urbanization of the population with many 

residents moving from small coastal communities to more urban areas, such as St. Johnôs or 

Corner Brook. In addition, many Newfoundlanders found seasonal work in mainland provinces, 

such as the oil sands in AB, or have permanently moved to mainland Canada (Clarke, 2010). 

 Up until Confederation and arguably even later, NL was isolated from the rest of Canada, 

with most immigrants coming from the British Isles. This isolation and long historical tie to the 

British resulted in a distinct dialect of English that differs from that of Mainland Canada. There 

has been little Indigenous influence of the Beothuk and Miôkmaq groups as the Indigenous 

peoples were killed or forced off the island by the arrival and colonization of Europeans. An 

Indigenous population continues to exist in Labrador, a section of the province that is attached to 

the mainland. The largest Indigenous groups in Labrador are the Inuit and Innu, alongside a 

Métis population (Newfoundland & Labrador Indigenous Tourism Association, n.d.) Thus, NL 

host many dialects of English, though recent linguistic studies find these dialects are starting to 

follow some mainland Canadian English trends (see Chambers, 1991; Clarke, 2010).  

2.2.2 Contemporary Influences on Canadian English  

 Following World War II, immigration to Canada began to increase dramatically. 

Approximately 1.5 million immigrants arrived in Canada per decade from the end of the war to 

the 1970s (Boberg, 2010). Beginning in the 1960s several laws were put in place in Canada 

regarding the linguistic landscape of the country. During the ó60s there was a push for the 

acknowledgement of Canadaôs bilingual and multicultural nature which was responded to in 
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1969 with the passing of the Official Languages Act (Walker, 2015). This made English and 

French the official languages of the federal government and officially made Canada a federally 

bilingual entity. Though all provinces and territories in Canada are institutionally bilingual, not 

all are constitutionally bilingual, with NB being the only constitutionally bilingual province and 

QC being the only constitutionally French province (Chambers, 2010).  

 The Immigration Act passed in 1982 lifted all bans on immigration put in place by earlier 

governments, opening Canadaôs boarders to individuals who had previously been restricted from 

entering the country (Walker, 2015). Following the 1980s, immigration rates from Europe and 

the USA began to decline while immigration from the Caribbean, Middle East, Central and 

South America, and Asia began to increase (Statistics Canada, 2016). Immigration from Asia 

was greatest, with many of these immigrants generally settling in Canadian cities rather than 

rural areas (Walker, 2015). The highest foreign-born population in Canada since confederation, 

no longer comes from the British Isles, but from China and India (Statistics Canada 2016). While 

the highest percentage of the foreign-born population in Canada was recorded in the 1921 census 

at 22.3%, the 2016 census reports that 21.9% of Canadaôs population is foreign-born (Statistics 

Canada 2016). 

 Despite the dramatic rise in immigration from areas that do not have English as a first 

language most scholars agree that it is too early to determine the linguistic impact this may have 

on Canadaôs English and its future. However, Chambers (2010) suggests that the high rate of 

English as a second language accents may influence Canadian English speakers in urban areas, 

eventually becoming a marker of urban Canadian English (p. 14). An example of this is given by 

Denis (2021) who studies the use of the lexical term, bucktee, in a variety of English called 

Multicultural Toronto English, spoken in the Greater Toronto Area by younger people. He 
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examines the origins of the term in the Somali language and how it spread throughout the 

community, eventually becoming a term used by many young Torontonians outside of the 

Somali and black community. Considering other slang terms used in this variety, Denis (2021) 

suggests this variety is influenced by Jamaican Patwa and Somali, suggesting what Chambers 

(2010) predicted is occurring within the largest city in Canada. 

2.3 Major Linguistic Studies Focusing on Canadian English and its Lexicon  

It was not until after the 1950s that Canadian English became a prominent subject in 

linguistic research (Orkin, 1970). Comments prior to World War II made by scholars regarding 

the English variety spoken in Canada often portrayed negative attitudes towards the variety and 

were often made within a study focusing on American English. These two varieties were frequently 

compared (Orkin, 1970). Once the CLA was formed, scholars began constructing a dictionary on 

Canadian English, and began publishing a journal bi-annually with scholarly work focusing on 

Canadian English, with many of the early studies focusing on dialectology and lexicography 

(Orkin, 1970). 

 Bloomberg (1948) called for more attention on the study of Canadian English and 

suggested that scholars often ignored or were ignorant of the differences in Canadian history 

compared to the other British colonyôs histories. Among the earlier studies, as discussed in the 

history of Canadian English above, many scholars focused on investigating whether Canadian 

English was more similar to British English or American English, rather than focusing on a 

scientific study of Canadian English itself. However, after the formation of the CLA, the 

association ñimmediately organized committees for linguistic geography lexicographyò (Gregg, 

1993, p. 29). Linguists across the country began to focus on establishing the identity of Canadian 

English, discovering dialect differences in ON, the Maritimes, and NL.  Dictionaries focusing on 
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Canadian English became more popular as these systematic studies began, such as a Dictionary 

of Canadianisms on Historical Principles (Avis, Crate, Drysdale, Leechman, & Scargill, 1967). 

 The years following World War II saw an abundance of scholarly work focusing on 

regional Canadian English. Throughout the 50ôs and 60ôs, the phonological systems and regional 

dialects of Newfoundland English were studied by many scholars (e.g., Drysdale, 1959; Portor, 

1966; Seary, Story, & Kirwin, 1968). Further study of the regional dialects of Newfoundland 

English resulted in Story, Kirwin and Widdowsonôs (1982) dialect dictionary, Dictionary of 

Newfoundland English. This was followed by Prattôs (1988) Dictionary of Prince Edward Island 

English.  

 Moving west, studies were completed in ON, with some focusing on regional dialects 

(e.g., the Ottawa Valley), as well as comparing Canadian English along the border to nearby 

dialects of American English (Avis, 1954, 1955, 1956). The latter example was also a topic of 

research in MB and SK (e.g., Allen, 1959). Scargill conducted numerous studies on AB English, 

such as his general survey of English pronunciation in the province (Gregg, 1993). Robert Gregg 

(1957a, 1957b, 1975) thoroughly investigated the language varieties of BC (in particular, 

Vancouver). Further studies investigating Canadian English are outlined in Avis (1965), Avis 

and Kinloch (1978), and Lougheed (1988).  

 In 1970, a large-scale study was proposed by the Canadian Council of Teachers of 

English and the CLA to compare the speech of parents and students across Canada (Scargill & 

Warkentyne, 1972). The survey explored 104 linguistic items, including 29 vocabulary 

questions. It was the first national survey of Canadian English, and its primary focus was to 

explore the regional variations of Canadian English, rather than focus on the similarities and 

differences of Canadian English to British and/or American English varieties (Warkentyne, 
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1971). Their findings, from a total of 14,228 respondents across the ten provinces, suggest that 

three distinct regional dialect areas exist: NL; Eastern Canada, including ON, but not NL; and 

Western Canada (Warkentyne, 1971). In addition to the regional differences, they found a 

generational gap between the parents and students. It became clear that the younger generation 

was not only using new expressions, but also preserving, and in some instances reviving, older 

forms (Scargill &  Warkentyne, 1972).  

 In the 1990s, Jack Chambers introduced a new methodology to the study of Canadian 

English: dialect topography. This method was like dialect geography in that both methods 

ñprovide a macro-level perspective on linguistic variationò (Chambers, 1994, p. 35) while 

surveying speakers in a continuous geographic area. However, dialect topographyôs focus moved 

away from non-mobile, older, rural, predominately males (NORMs), towards gathering a 

representative sample from general society (p. 36). Further, Chambers stressed the fact that 

dialect topography was more sociolinguistic in nature, ñprovid[ing] comparative linguistic data 

from individuals in a particular geographic settingò (p. 35) which would ultimately provide 

useful information for a variety of professions, such as teachers, actors, and ESL instructors. 

Instead of having to use prior methods that involved a fieldworker or schoolmaster to 

interpret/read questions to illiterate participants (often NORMs), Chambers used volunteers to 

hand out questionnaires to areas where the volunteers worked (colleges and retirement homes) 

and included pre-paid business envelopes to return the questionnaires to reach a wider, more 

representative sample. 

 More national studies were completed in the early 2000s. Like Scargill and Warkentyne 

(1972), Boberg (2005, 2008, 2010) conducted a nation-wide lexical study that extended past the 

Canadian border to include some of the USA, using a written questionnaire distributed by 
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undergraduate students to friends and family. This became known as the North American 

Regional Vocabulary Survey (NARVS). Bobergôs findings expand on Scargill and Warkentyneôs 

(1972) in that the NARVS data suggests that Canada consists of six different lexical regions: The 

West, ON, Montréal, NB-NS, PEI, and NL. This was determined through quantitative and 

qualitative analysis using what Boberg introduces as ñnet variationò and ñmajor isoglossesò 

(2005, p. 32-33). These methods are further discussed in Chapter 4, as they are used in the 

current study to analyze the data. 

The NARVS data is further analyzed by Boberg (2010) using a calculation called ñtotal 

variationò (p. 170). This calculation is also discussed in Chapter 4, but simply, is the sum of all 

the standard deviations of each variant of a variable. This calculation gives insight into the 

important differences in frequencies, as well as the differences in variation between variables. 

The larger the differences in the frequencies of several variants, the larger the total variation, 

which would suggest there may be regional differences, while those with smaller total variation 

percentages suggest that there is virtually no regional variation (p. 170). Of 44 variables, Boberg 

found ten had a total variation higher than 65%, with the highest being 110%. Bobergôs study 

builds on Scargill and Warkentyneôs (1972) national study and provides insight into changes that 

have occurred and are occurring, while highlighting areas for further research. In addition, his 

study examines variables that had not been considered before, providing new information for 

variables that scholars may want to consider in future studies.  

Boberg (2016) continued his study of the Canadian lexicon using the local newspapers 

across Canadian communities to gather further data on speakerôs lexical use. He collected data 

for 19 NARVS variables and found that the newspaper data converged closely with the NARVS 

data. Though the focus of this study is more towards the methodological use of newspapers and 
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mass-media, he found similar findings as NARVS. Further details about his findings for both 

NARVS and the newspaper study are available in Chapter 3. 

 Smaller scale studies have continued to investigate the features of Canadian English and 

have aided in creating a description of this English variety, that is often very similar to that of the 

broader Northern American variety (Chambers, 1994; Boberg, 2005). I have focused on the 

large-scale studies that have investigated Canadian English; however, there are plenty of smaller 

regional studies that have also been completed. These studies describe the changes and variation 

within Canadian English that are generally focused on in the field of sociolinguistics. As it has 

been over fifteen years since the results from NARVS were first published by Boberg in 2005, 

additional sociolinguistic investigation will provide further evidence towards sociolinguistic 

theory and highlight any changes and/or variation that may be occurring in 21st century Canadian 

English. 

The above studies have not only exposed change in the Canadian English lexicon, but 

they have also revealed that the English spoken across the nation is not completely homogenous, 

at least at the lexical level. Whether Canadians hold perceptions, attitudes, or ideologies towards 

the English spoken across the many regions of Canada is less clear to scholars. 

2.4 Language Regard and Canadian English 

Unlike the abundance of sociolinguistic studies focusing on variation and change in 

Canadian English, studies focusing on language regard within the country are lacking. There 

have been several studies on local levels that research the language attitudes and ideologies of 

Canadian speakers, but only one national study to my knowledge has ever been completed (see 

McKinnie & Dailey-OôCain, 2002). 
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Non-linguistsô (or folk) attitudes, perceptions, and ideologies of language, coined by 

Preston (2010b) as language regard, has been studied worldwide (see Preston, 1999 and Long & 

Preston, 2002). Through these studies it has become apparent that language regard is not stable, 

but rather, varies similarly to linguistic variables (Preston, 2017). There is no single ñtrueò 

attitude or perception that the scholar must tease out from folk, but an array of attitudes, 

perceptions, and ideologies that folk hold towards language which are produced, and possibly 

expressed, depending on many factors (Niedzielski & Preston, 1999). Thus, scholars have 

recently called for the exploration of language regard through numerous methods, stressing that 

it is not possible to control for every single factor that contributes to the expression of language 

regard in a single study (Garrett, 2010; Preston, 2017). Rather than finding a single method or set 

of methods which find the ñtrueò attitude or perception of non-linguists, scholars must 

investigate language regard through different methods to explore the variability of language 

regard in speakers.  

 Many studies of language regard originally used the matched guise technique developed 

by Lambert, Hodgson, Gardner, and Fillenbaum (1960), a method which is still commonly used 

today. These scholars studied the language attitudes and perceptions of speakers towards English 

and French in QC. The foundational method they developed consists of recordings of one or 

more speakers which are presented to a group of listeners. In the case of multiple speakers, each 

recording is paired with another recording of the same speaker and may differ linguistically in 

some way. In Lambert et al.ôs (1960) study, the passage the speakers read in the recordings 

consisted of a French philosophical text that was translated into English and read by the speakers 

in both English and French. Several control recordings were also included that do not have a 

matched recording. The listeners do not know they are hearing the same speaker(s) and are asked 
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to rate the speaker in each recording on several scales such as personality traits or degree of 

bilingualism and asked to indicate specific characteristics of each speaker, such as their possible 

occupation. An indirect approach to studying language regard, such as the matched guise test, 

allows the scholar insight into stereotypes and beliefs that a respondent may not share openly if 

asked directly. As the respondent does not generally know the scholar is investigating their 

attitudes and perceptions towards language, results differ from those studies that use a more 

direct approach (Garrett, 2010).  

 Another significant method used in a subbranch of language regard, perceptual 

dialectology, is the map task. Rather than an indirect approach, the map task leans towards a 

direct approach as respondents are asked to draw on a map where they believe speakers of a 

language speak differently (or similarly) compared to their own variety of language. Initially 

used by Japanese and Dutch dialectologists, map tasks were further developed by Preston (1989) 

in the USA. Preston has used map tasks to thoroughly explore the language regard of Americans 

in numerous states, including Hawaiôi and Michigan. His findings show differences in attitudes 

and perceptions across the country. Findings have enlightened scholars as to possible linguistic 

variables undergoing change which have gone unnoticed by linguists.  

 Further development in technology has allowed for the analysis of the map task to 

become more sophisticated with geographic information systems (GIS). Rather than tracing by 

hand each map onto a composite map, this can be digitized along with characteristics of the 

speaker, the speakerôs labels for a specific area, and much more. Montgomery and Stoeckle 

(2013) provide an in-depth explanation of how GIS is used in the analysis of map tasks and 

allows for comprehensive visualizations of the data to be created. GIS also allows for quicker 
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data processing and the ability to analyze more data in a simpler manner. How GIS is used to 

analyze data is discussed further in Chapter 4.  

 GIS and map tasks also allow for a content analysis to be completed on the labels 

provided for areas that are highlighted by participants. Content analyses (Bauer, 2000) which 

were originally developed for textual materials in social research, allow scholars to understand 

the social construct of participants and their ñworldviews, values, attitudes, opinions, prejudices 

and stereotypes and compare these across communitiesò (p. 134). Evans (2011) completes a 

content analysis of the labels provided by respondents from the state of Washington to explore 

their perceptions towards the English spoken across the state. By completing a content analysis, 

she provides composite maps (heat maps) of participantôs perceptions as a mixed method to 

analysing language regard. The composite maps of label categories allow for a visualization of 

the perceptions and to better see patterns that exist because of similar perceptions held by many 

participants. Further, she suggests that rare labels that are not used by many participants or do 

not have other related labels to comprise a single category indicate a lack of perception related to 

that label, such as the lack of ñNative Americanò labels in her data (p. 403). She did not find this 

label often in the responses from participants, despite there being a large Indigenous population, 

suggesting the participants do not perceive an Indigenous influence on English spoken in 

Washington. 

Findings from ñdraw-a-mapò tasks have revealed variation in language regard of 

residents in small regions as well as larger regions and provide further information on specific 

areas of linguistic insecurity, a term often associated with Labovôs (1972) departmental study of 

preconsonantal and final position /-r/ in New York City. Labov (1972) suggested that the group 

of speakers who used a higher rate of pronouncing /-r/ in emphatic speech were 
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ñhypercorrectingò due to linguistic insecurity. This group of speakers, in their attempt to use the 

ñstandardò language, which is generally associated with higher-class speakers, overcorrected past 

the rates of those speakers due to their negative attitudes and perceptions towards their own way 

of speaking. In perceptual dialectology, scholars suggest that the groups of respondents who are 

asked to rate their home regions on characteristics, such as pleasantness and correctness, and rate 

their home areas as being more correct or pleasant than other areas are generally more 

linguistically secure (McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain, 2002; Preston, 1989). Further evidence for 

linguistically secure areas is found in the lack of comments regarding regionalisms or 

nonstandard variants in areas that the respondent originates from on map tasks. Thus, 

respondents who comment on the regionalisms and nonstandard use of linguistic variables in 

their home region, as well as rate their home areas as less correct and/or pleasant than other areas 

are generally thought to be more linguistically insecure (Evans, 2013b). It is particularly 

interesting when respondents do not notice regionalisms or nonstandard forms used by speakers 

in the area that the respondent comes from, as present in Niedzielskiôs (1999) findings. Exploring 

whether speakers perceive differences in their speech compared to other speakers may also 

provide sociolinguists insight into the types of linguistic changes occurring in an area, as well as 

the factors contributing to and influencing those changes (e.g., Plichta, 2004). 

 Related to linguistic security is the idea of a standard language. The ideology of a 

ñstandard languageò has been studied in several fields, such as linguistic anthropology 

(Silverstein, 1996) and perceptual dialectology (Preston, 1989). The notion of a standard 

language has been constructed by lexicographers and educators across the globe and is deeply 

engrained in many societies and even linguistic theory (Lippi-Green, 2011; Milroy, 2001). The 

standard language, according to lexicographers and educators, is generally thought to be the 
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language spoken by the educated, which is largely uniform in structure and is accepted by a large 

population of speakers in an area (Lippi-Green, 2011, p. 57). Thus, the exploration of responses 

to rating tasks of languages on scales for correctness and pleasantness provides scholars insight 

into what beliefs speakers may hold regarding a standard language in their society. Lippi-Green 

(2011) provides a thorough discussion on how the ideology of a standard language in society 

turns language into a commodity. This can be detrimental to those who do not speak a variety 

similar to the standard language in a society, such as the lost opportunity of being hired or denied 

rental accommodations (Baugh, 2003; Lippi-Green, 2011; Purnell, Idsardi, and Baugh, 1999). 

An important step in minimizing negative consequences for those who do not speak the ñcorrectò 

variety of a language in a society is to determine whether the residents perceive the existence of 

a standard or correct language. Perceptual dialectology allows for insight into whether a standard 

language ideology may exist in a society, and if so, what the standard language might look like.  

 Perceptual dialectology studies conducted across the globe have shed light on where 

respondents believe speakers speak the most correct and/or pleasant variety of a language. 

However, within Canada there have only been a handful of studies examining Canadiansô 

attitudes towards English spoken in Canada. Most of these studies have been regional, 

concentrating on residentsô regard towards the English spoken around them or in their province. 

Many of these studies have been conducted in NL and have explored the language regard of 

Newfoundlanders towards varieties of Newfoundland English (Clarke, 1981, 1982, 2010; 

Hampson, 1982; OôDwyer, 1982). It should also be noted that, although not focused specifically 

on the study of English, Lambert et al. (1960) developed significant methods in studying 

language regard, in particular the matched-guise test, in QC as discussed above. 
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 Despite several regional studies on Canadiansô language regard, few large-scale language 

regard studies have been completed in Canada. McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002), focus on 

the language regard of young Albertans and Ontarians towards English spoken in the provinces 

and territories of Canada. Their respondents completed a rating task which required them to rate 

the English of each province and territory on three characteristics: pleasantness, correctness, and 

similarity to their own English variety. Their findings suggest that Canadians are less critical 

when assessing fellow Canadiansô English compared to results in studies that focus on 

Americansô and their language regard towards American varieties of English. The authors found 

that Albertans and Ontarians perceived their home provinces as being among the most ópleasantô 

and ócorrectô, as well as the English of speakers in BC. McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain suggest 

that Albertans and Ontarians have high levels of linguistic security indicated by the high rating 

each group gave to their home province. In addition, these two groups rated BC as being more 

ócorrectô than the speakers in their own provinces. On the opposite end of the spectrum, QC was 

rated the lowest by both groups of respondents for all three rating tasks. McKinnie and Dailey-

OôCain also asked respondents to mark on a blank map of Canada where they thought dialect 

boundaries existed. Ten regions were highlighted by at least 10% of respondents (p. 290), further 

suggesting that Albertans and Ontarians perceive differences in English spoken across the 

country.  

 Though insightful, McKinnie and Dailey-OôCainôs study only includes young 

respondents from two provinces. Their study sets the foundation for further investigation of 

language regard including respondents from other provinces and territories, as well as different 

age groups. In addition, a content analysis of the labels provided by respondents on the map task 

may reveal Canadiansô perceptions of dialect areas and the features that characterize them 
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(Evans, 2011; Preston, 2011). To fill this gap, the current study presents the findings from a 

national ñdraw-a-mapò task extended to participants across Canada, alongside rating tasks for the 

three characteristics McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002) studied. Further, a content analysis 

was completed, and the results and analysis are presented in Chapter 5. 

2.5 Connecting Lexical Variation and Language Regard in Canadian English 

There are several points where lexical variation and language regard intersect. In 

particular, the study of dialectology closely links language regard and lexical variation studies. 

For example, the study of perceptual dialectology focuses on the differences (or similarities) that 

speakers are aware of in a defined region, which leads scholars to investigate whether any 

linguistic boundaries exist (Preston, 1989). Sometimes, language regard studies highlight 

variables that linguists, who are not accustomed to the local dialects, did not know existed (e.g., 

Plichta, 2004).  

Within language regard studies it has become apparent that lexical features are salient to 

respondents (Clarke, 1984). Using a matched-guise test, Clarke investigated how influential 

linguistic features were on respondentsô responses when asked to respond with what occupation 

they believed a speaker had, the speakerôs regional background, and to rate the speaker on a 

seven-point scale of standardness. Her findings show that listenerôs ratings changed depending 

on what linguistic feature was targeted (e.g., lexical, phonological, grammatical), despite hearing 

the same speaker saying the same phrase and only adjusting specific linguistic features (e.g., 

using [t] in place of [ɗ]). Lexical nonstandard features were the second most stigmatized feature, 

following nonstandard phonological features. Further, lexical diversity, or ñvocabulary richnessò 

(Bradac & Wisegarver, 1984), has been found to correlate with perceptions and attitudes towards 

competence and status (Garrett, 2010). Bradac and Wisegarver (1984) found that respondents 
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rated speech samples with high lexical diversity higher for social status/high-status jobs than low 

lexical diversity.  

 In addition, findings from my masterôs research, which focused on perceptions of 

residents of the Greater Toronto Area, suggested that folk recognize differences in lexical 

features used by speakers, as shown in Figure 1.  

Figure 1. Respondentôs Response to Map Task of the Greater Toronto Area 

 
 Note. This figure is an example of a map task from a perceptual study of the Greater Toronto 

Area. Reprinted from ñHillbillies, schmucks and gangsters: A perceptual dialectology study of 

the Greater Toronto Area,ò by Y. Freake, 2014, unpublished Masterôs Major Research Paper, p. 

41. Reprinted with permission. 

Whether respondents include examples of lexical items on the map task in the current 

study may provide scholars insight into whether participants are accurate and aware of 

regionalisms occurring in the country. For example, if participants highlight an area around the 



 

35 

 

province of SK on the map task and use the label óbunny hugô, a term often used in the prairie 

province for a hooded sweater with a large middle pocket, and the term óbunny hugô is provided 

as the answer for the question in the lexical survey portion referencing a hooded sweater by the 

majority of SK participants, it would suggest that Canadians recognize this particular 

regionalism. Going a step further, the term óbunny hugô may be a term that displays a particular 

identity desirable to some individuals. There may be lexical variables that seem more subtle yet 

play a role in the portrayal of a regional identity that will provide further insight into 

sociolinguistic theory. The map task may also highlight lexical items that linguists have not 

focused on prior to this study, giving insight into possible changes or variation, resulting in new 

regions or dialect boundaries within Canada. Further, the results of the rating tasks will also help 

develop a theory of what areas of Canada are more linguistically secure than others, and if this 

has changed. 

2.6 Summary 

 There have been many studies focusing on Canadian English following World War II; 

however, there lack in-depth studies focused on the language regard of all Canadians towards the 

English varieties spoken across the country, and only a few national lexical studies focusing on 

Canadiansô lexicon. Further, there is only one large-scale study focusing on the perceptions of 

Canadians which found differing attitudes existed between young Albertans and Ontarians 

(McKinnie & Daily-OôCain, 2002). The current study aims to explore the attitudes and 

perceptions of more Canadians in different provinces to expand on McKinnie and Daily-

OôCainôs work. It may also become apparent that attitudes have changed over the past twenty 

years since their study took place.  



 

36 

 

Though lexical variation has been studied more broadly in Canadian English, it has been 

over a decade since a national lexical survey has been completed. NARVS (Boberg 2010) 

provides detail into several lexical variables and sheds light on regional boundaries that exist, at 

least with regard to Canadiansô lexicon. Another goal of the current study is to provide further 

insight into whether changes have started, continued, stopped, or even reversed in comparison to 

those that Boberg and other scholars (e.g., Scargill &  Warkentyne, 1972) have witnessed in their 

data. 

This study relies on the methodology used in several of the studies mentioned above, in 

particular, Boberg (2005, 2008, 2010), McKinnie and Daily-OôCain (2002), and Preston (1989). 

Further details on the specific methodologies are provided in Chapter 4. An overview of the 

lexical variables explored in this study and previous findings from lexical surveys is given in the 

following Chapter 3, to setup the analysis and discussion in Chapter 5. 
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3.0 Lexical Variables 

3.1 Introduction to the lexical variables and previous studies 

Before addressing the methods used in the current study, it is important to contextualize 

and highlight the lexical variables that were included in the current study and give a brief 

overview of those variables that have previously been studied, including the general findings 

from those studies. This chapter lays the groundwork for the data analysis and discussion in 

Chapter 5 and explains why certain variables were explored in the current study. 

Table 1 lists the lexical variables considered in the current study and previous studies of 

these variables. The category of the variable is given in capital letters followed by a description 

in lower case, and examples of some, but not all variants are provided below each variable in 

italics. A complete list of variants for each variable is provided in Appendix A. Some variables 

have not been investigated previously and are included based on my observation of variation in 

my time spent living in several provinces. 

The studies listed in Table 1 use similar methods, a lexical questionnaire, as I do in the 

current study. However, each questionnaire was unique in its distribution and the participants 

included. Beginning with the earliest study, Scargill & Warkentyne (1972) report the results of 

their lexical survey of Canada which focused on a total of 104 linguistic items, split into four 

categories: pronunciation, grammatical usage, vocabulary, and spelling conventions. As this was 

prior to the common household having a personal computer, questionnaires were distributed 

through regional school directors to grade nine students and their parents. In their analysis, they 

only considered participants who were ñnative-born English-speaking Canadiansò (p. 48). In 

total, they had 14,228 participants and concluded that a generational gap between the parents and 

students was present for several variables, and in some cases found the younger generation 
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reviving or preserving variables (e.g., pronouncing ñyolkò as yelk). Based on their findings, they 

suggested three dialect areas: Newfoundland, Eastern Canada (excluding NL, but including 

Ontario), and Western Canada (Warkentyne, 1971). 

Table 1. The Lexical Variables Considered and Previous Studies 

Variable Previous Study 

VEHICLE ï large cargo transport vehicle 

(semi, 18-wheeler, transport truck, etc.) 
None 

UTENSIL ï kitchen utensil used for flipping 

(flipper, spatula, etc.) 
None 

SHOE ï an athletic shoe  

(runners, sneakers, tennis shoes, etc.) 

Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016 

Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

PARKING ï a parking structure 

(parkade, parking garage, etc.) 
Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016 

HOUSE ï rural leisure house 

(cabin, cottage, summer house, etc.) 
Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016 

TV ï television accessory 

(clicker, remote, channel changer, etc.) 
Boberg, 2005 

SPORT ï a sport combining baseball and soccer 

(kickball, Chinese baseball, etc.) 
Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

DECK ï outdoor area attached to a home near an entrance 

(veranda, porch, deck, etc.) 
None 

FOOD ï sweet breakfast food 

(pancakes, hot cakes, etc.) 
None 

BABY ï accessory to soothe babies 

(soother, binky, etc.) 
None 

SNOW VEHICLE ï a vehicle used in deep snow 

(snowmobile, ski-doo, etc.) 
None 

SNOW ACTIVITY ï an item used in the snow often by 

children 

(toboggan, sled, slide, etc.) 

None 

SHOPPING ï a wagon used in supermarkets  

(cart, trolley, carriage, etc.) 
Boberg, 2005 

CLEANING ï an item used to clean and protect clothing 

while eating 

(napkin, serviette, etc.) 

Scargill & Warkentyne, 1972 

BEVERAGE ï a carbonated sugary beverage 

(pop, soda, drink, etc.) 

Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016 

Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

DADDY LONG-LEGS ï an insect with long legs 

(crane fly vs. spider) 
None 

HAIR ACCESSORY ï an accessory to tie back hair  

(hair tie, ponytail, elastic, etc.) 
None 
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CLOTHING ACCESSORYï an accessory to keep your head 

warm  

(toque, hat, beanie, etc.) 

Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

FURNITURE ï a piece of furniture that seats 2 ï 4 people 

(sofa, chesterfield, couch, etc.) 

Boberg, 2005, 2010 

Chambers, 1990 

Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

Scargill & Warkentyne, 1972 

CLOTHING ï a hooded sweater 

(hoody, sweater, bunny hug, etc.) 

Boberg, 2005, 2016 

Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

BAG ï an bag worn on back with shoulder straps 

(backpack, rucksack, bookbag, etc.) 
Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016 

DRAWING ï coloured pencils 

(pencil crayons, leads, coloured pencils, etc.) 
Gallinger & Motskin, 2018 

DRIVING ï a car driverôs sound alert 

(honk, beep, toot, etc.) 
None 

 

Bobergôs (2005, 2010) study, NARVS, began as a fieldwork exercise for an introductory 

to sociolinguistics undergraduate course at McGill University. Students were asked to gather 

several questionnaires from friends and family and analyze the data of 30 linguistic variables as 

an assignment. After three years, Boberg expanded the original question from 30 to 47 questions 

and setup an email so interested participants could request a survey to participate. After 

promoting the study through media and receiving over three thousand responses, Boberg 

expanded the survey to 53 variables and began distributing through an online form. Boberg 

focuses analysis on 1,800 Canadians who were still living in the region they were born and grew 

up in and separates this group into 15 Canadian regions for analysis. He found regional variation 

present, and used a new method for calculating variation, net variation, and total variation as 

described in Section 2.3. He suggested six lexical regions: Western Canada, ON, Montréal, NBï

NS, PEI, and NL.  

Boberg (2016) continued to explore Canadian lexical variation using a questionnaire 

distributed through local newspapers. This approach was exploratory in nature to determine if a 

new method for collecting data was as efficient as traditional dialectology techniques. Boberg 
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found that the data converged with previous research, including NARVS, and allowed for many 

respondents to participate across the country. In total, he received 1,192 responses of which he 

reduced to 842 for analysis based on participants who still lived in areas they grew up in. 

Analyzing 19 lexical variables, Boberg suggested that the homogeneity of lexical variation that is 

often associated with mainland Canada is not so homogenous. In fact, the data from this study 

indicate there may be regional variation between urban and rural settings, as well as between 

smaller regional areas across mainland Canada (e.g., Ottawa valley and QCôs Eastern 

Townships).    

Like Bobergôs (2016) study above, Gallinger & Motskin (2018), co-founders and editors 

of the online blog, The 10 and 3, conducted an online survey with Bobergôs help to gather data 

on lexical variation in Canada. Asking 35 questions focused on lexical and phonological 

variation, the authors presented colour-coded maps based on the dominant variant in a province. 

They received 9,500 responses from across Canada, which allowed them not only to explore 

differences between provinces, but also between urban and rural areas. Maps generated only 

show the participants still residing in the same province or territory where they grew up. 

The following section discusses the lexical variables investigated in the current study that 

have been explored in previous studies.  

3.2 Previous findings of lexical variables 

This section reviews the findings from previous studies of 13 lexical variables that are 

included in the current study. When there are multiple studies of a particular variable, the 

studiesô findings are reviewed chronologically to determine any potential diachronic change. 

Variables are presented in capitalized letters and variants are presented in italics to avoid 

confusion. 
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SHOE is a lexical variable that has been studied by Boberg (2005, 2010, 2016) and 

Gallinger & Motskin (2018). This variable is often described as ñ[a]thletic shoes worn as casual 

attireò (Boberg, 2005, p. 27) and has variants such as running shoe, runners, sneakers, tennis 

shoes, or gym shoes. Boberg (2005, 2010) found this variable to be among the top ten Canadian 

regional differentiators by major isoglosses, with ON and QC mostly using running shoes, the 

western provinces using runners, and the Atlantic provinces favouring sneakers. This finding did 

not seem to diverge in any of the provinces studied when Boberg revisited the SHOE variable in 

his 2016 study, with similar regional results as in the NARVS data.  Finally, Gallinger & 

Motskin (2018) found the same variation across the three regional areas as Boberg (2005, 2010, 

2016). 

The PARKING variable refers to the name for the public structure that is often multi-

leveled and is where one parks their car. Boberg (2005, 2010) reported similar findings to the 

SHOE variable in that this variable was a top ten differentiator by major isoglosses, splitting 

Canada into the two regions based on the usage of specific variants. Western Canada, including 

northwestern ON, but not the rest of ON, preferred parkade, while the rest of ON and east are 

dominated by the term parking garage or garage (2005, p. 43). In his 2016 study, Boberg 

suggests that the variant parkade may be increasing slightly in usage overall; however, the two 

regions discussed above still prominently use the variants from the findings in the NARVS 

study. 

Boberg (2005, 2010) studied the HOUSE variable, which refers to ña small house in the 

countryside, often by a lake, where people go on summer weekendsò (2005, p. 56). The results 

suggest this variable to be among the greatest distinguisher of one Canadian region from another. 

The variant, cabin, is used predominately in the western provinces and NL. ON, QC, and the 
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Maritimes favour the variant, cottage, with parts of northwestern ON and NB using camp (p. 42). 

In addition, Quebecers often use the variant chalet. There is no apparent change in this difference 

between regions in Bobergôs 2016 study, and Gallinger & Motskin (2018) confirm these regional 

distinctions in their own study. One additional finding of Gallinger & Motskinôs (2018) analysis 

is the use of bungalow on Cape Breton, NS, which Boberg does not touch on in any of his 

studies. 

The NARVS study is the only study to focus on the variable TV in Canadian lexical 

variation studies (Boberg, 2005). This variable refers to the ñdevice that changes channels on a 

TVò (p. 57). Boberg (2005) does not report his findings on this variable, so there is little to 

compare the current data to. 

The SPORT variable refers to the game or sport played on a baseball diamond, but 

instead of pitching a baseball and hitting it with a bat, players roll a large rubber ball from the 

mound to home base where another player kicks it, and play continues similarly to baseball. The 

variants noted by Gallinger & Motskin (2018) are kickball in the western provinces and Yukon 

(YT), and soccer baseball in the remaining regions. No other studies have published results on 

this variable. 

Boberg (2005) includes the SHOPPING variable, which refers to a wheeled cart used to 

put oneôs groceries in while at the supermarket but does not report any data or regional 

differences. The variants he notes in the NARVS data are shopping basket, shopping buggy, 

shopping cart, and shopping trolley (p. 55). 

Scargill and Warkentyne (1972) included the variable CLEANING, which is the object 

used to clean oneôs hands or face when eating a meal, in their survey. They found a divide 

between Eastern and Western Canada (with ON being the boundary and following usage patterns 
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similar to the East) with regards to this variable. The western provinces seemed to favour napkin 

while the east favoured serviette. Itôs important to note that the scholars asked two questions 

regarding this variable to determine if there was a difference in variant usage based on the 

objectôs material (paper vs. cloth). They found that there were some adults who did make a 

distinction depending on the objectôs material, but that the number of adults who used the words 

interchangeably, regardless of the objectôs material, was also high. The image used in the current 

study showed this object made from paper. 

Studies focusing on American English and lexical variation often explore the variable 

BEVERAGE, which is a sugary, carbonated beverage and has variants such as pop, soda, cola, 

coke, drink, tonic, fizzy drink, cold drink, and sodapop (Boberg, 2005, p. 55). It is a 

distinguishing feature between states in the USA and has also been studied in Canadian English. 

In the NARVS data, Boberg finds pop to be the dominant variable across Canada, except for 

MB, Eastern ON, Montréal, and NL (p. 44). In these regions, soft drink is the competing variant, 

though he notes the only region using this variant by the majority of speakers is in Montréal 

while the other areas are more split between the variants (p. 44). Boberg (2016) includes the 

BEVERAGE variable in the newspaper questionnaire but does not report any of the findings. 

Interestingly, Gallinger & Motskin (2018) suggest pop to be the favoured variant across Canada 

except for QC, where they report 63% of Anglophones using soft drink and another quarter of 

Québécois Anglophones using soda. This may be due to where the respondents were located in 

QC but may also suggest a shift throughout the province towards soft drink. 

The CLOTHING ACCESSORY variable is the object one wears to keep their head 

warm, often in colder weather. Gallinger & Motskin (2018) report on this variable, finding two 



 

44 

 

variants: toque and hat. Most Canadians prefer toque while the majority of NL and Nunavut 

(NU) prefer hat. The other studies do not investigate this variable. 

An exceedingly popular variable to study in Canadian English is the variable 

FURNITURE which refers to the piece of furniture that seats three people (Boberg, 2005, p. 55). 

Variants include chesterfield, davenport, sofa, and couch. In Scargill and Warkentyneôs (1972) 

study, the variant chesterfield is used by the majority of respondents regardless of age or region. 

They note that the preferred British variant is sofa and the American variants preferred are sofa 

and davenport. Chambers (1990) further studies this variable in Canadian and American 

respondents in a large survey of Canadians living along the American border in ON. His findings 

show a difference in usage of variants based on age, with older participants preferring 

chesterfield, while the younger generation prefers couch. Similarly, Boberg (2010) finds that 

there is a notable change in the use of variants in both Canadian and American English over the 

years, with speakers from both countries moving towards higher usage of couch (pp. 191-192). 

Gallinger and Motskinôs (2018) findings support this, as no area in Canada uses chesterfield as 

the dominant term; however, they do note NL and Cape Breton, NS have the highest rates of 

preference for chesterfield among Canadians, with the highest rate of speakers using this variant 

(25%) originating from the Avalon Peninsula in NL.  

The variable CLOTHING, which refers to a hooded sweatshirt, is studied by Boberg 

(2005, 2010, 2016). The data is only reported in Bobergôs newspaper study (2016) with the 

majority of respondents using the variant hoodie. An important note is that Boberg combines the 

prairie provinces but when exploring this variable within the individual prairie provinces, he 

finds that the variant bunny hug dominates in Saskatchewan. Gallinger and Motskin (2018) have 

similar findings with regards to the CLOTHING variable. 
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Boberg (2005) explores the BAG variable, which refers to the bag generally suspended 

by two straps that students carry books and supplies in. West of Montréal, Canadians prefer the 

term backpack, while most PEI respondents prefer schoolbag, and bookbag is preferred in NB 

and NL. In his 2016 study, Boberg suggests similar findings, with backpack being the leading 

variant, except for in the Atlantic region. He notes that Torontonians prefer to use the unique 

variant knapsack which is rarely found in other regions (2010, p. 176). 

 The last variable studied in previous studies, DRAWING, refers to the coloured pencils 

used to colour on paper with examples of variants being pencil crayons, coloured pencils, 

colouring pencils, and leads. Gallinger and Motskin (2018) explored this variable and found 

pencil crayons to be the leading variant in all provinces except for QC, NB, and NL. QC and NB 

preferred the usage of coloured pencils, while the majority of NL used leads.   

3.3 Summary 

  The above discussion of previously studied lexical variables provides context for the 

analysis that follows in Chapter 5. It is important to note that the above summary only includes 

the studies that were largely focused on lexical variation in Canada and used similar methods to 

the current study. Findings for variables, such as FURNITURE suggest recent changes have 

occurred, while others remain relatively stable (e.g., SHOES and HOUSE). The current study 

builds on previous findings, as well as providing new data for variables that have not yet been 

studied in a lexical survey of Canadian English.  

 The next chapter outlines the methodology used to gather the data for this study. Some of 

the current methods were exploratory in nature to determine if data gathering could be simplified 

using new technologies. Following Chapter 4, the data are presented and discussed with 

reference to previous findings when available in Chapter 5. 
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4.0 The Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

 Generally, sociolinguistic research focused on lexical variation utilizes several different 

types of methods to gather data, including but not limited to, surveys (e.g., postal surveys, online 

surveys, etc.), interviews, or the use of a text corpus or corpora. There are advantages and 

disadvantages to these methods, some of which are discussed in Chapters 2 and 3. Techniques 

and methods continue to be developed in the field of language regard, with some scholars using 

an indirect approach (e.g., implicit association test, matched-guise test, etc.) while others use a 

more direct approach (e.g., map tasks, rating tasks, etc.) to determine the most effective method 

of collecting subconscious and conscious perceptions, attitudes, ideologies, beliefs, etc. As 

outlined in Chapter 2, there are challenges and strengths to indirect and direct approaches in 

studying the language regard of speakers. Many scholars in this field have called for a mixed 

approach as language regard is multifaceted and varies like the linguistic variables studied in 

variation studies.  

 In this study, I use an online survey because it allowed for the collection of lexical 

variation data alongside perceptual and attitudinal data. The survey details and methods used in 

creating and distributing the survey are provided in the following sections, with the analysis and 

discussion of data following in Chapter 5. 

4.2 General Survey Design 

The survey used for this project was created using the ArcGIS software, Survey123. This 

survey platform allowed for the map task to be completed in the same survey as the lexical 

questionnaire and other rating tasks, making it easier to complete than other options. A challenge 

to using a hardcopy survey was that it would have been sent by mail to a random sample of 
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participants and had them return by post which would have resulted in a much greater time 

commitment for the research to be completed. The construction and content of the online survey 

are presented below. For a copy of the complete survey, see Appendix B.   

 The survey consisted of five parts: 1) a questionnaire on demographics and language use; 

2) a map task; 3) a rating task; 4) a statement task; and 5) a lexical questionnaire. Part one 

gathered information on participantôs gender, age, ethnicity, birthplace, childhood 

hometown/city, current area of residence, whether participants had lived in other 

provinces/territories besides their native province/territory for more than one year, whether 

participants had visited other areas of Canada, birthplace of their parents, their familiarity with 

the location of provinces and territories, education, employment, and whether they had 

previously taken linguistic courses.  

 The focus of parts two, three, and four was on participantôs language regard. Part two 

presented participants with a blank map of Canada with major cities, bodies of water, and bodies 

of land (e.g., Baffin Islands) provided for point of reference (see Figure B11 in Appendix B). No 

province or territory names were given on the blank map. Following previous scholarsô work 

(e.g., Evans 2011, 2013a, 2013b; Preston, 1999) participants were asked to mark on the map 

where they thought people spoke English that sounded different from their own English (e.g., 

phonetically, syntactically, lexically, etc.). The term ñdifferentò was not expanded upon and 

allowed participants to determine what ñdifferentò meant to themselves. They were then asked to 

provide a label that described the English spoken in the areas they had marked. Survey123 

allowed participants to use predetermined shapes (e.g., circles, rectangles, or squares) or to mark 

their regions freehand. In addition, the ability to change the colours of markups was available. A 

textbox tool allowed participants to choose an area on the map and write their comments and 
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labels. Once they saved the map task, they were given the chance to provide further comments in 

a larger textbox which was separate from the map. 

 The rating task followed the map task in part three of the survey. It had three subsections 

focusing on different attributes of English: 1) Correctness; 2) Pleasantness; and 3) Similarity. 

Each subsection asked participants to rate the English spoken in the 13 provinces and territories 

on how correct they thought the English was, how pleasant the English sounded, and how similar 

the English was to their own. The scales were presented on a 10-point Likert-type scale with one 

being the least correct/pleasant/similar, and ten representing the most correct/pleasant/similar. A 

textbox was available to participants at the end of the section to provide further comments (see 

Appendix B).  

 The fourth part of the survey presented participants with eight statements to which they 

had to indicate their degree of agreement on a 5-point Likert-type scale: 1) Strongly Disagree; 2) 

Disagree; 3) Neutral; 4) Agree; and 5) Strongly Agree. These statements were included to gauge 

stereotypes and ideologies held that may influence the participantsô responses to the first section, 

the map task, and the second section, the rating tasks. At the end of the fourth section, a textbox 

for further comments was provided. 

 The final section of the survey focused on lexical variation. There was a total of 23 

questions asking participants to provide the term(s) they use for the object(s), actions, and 

activities depicted in images. They were asked to give the first response that came to mind. There 

was no description provided for the images except for the last question, which was a verb rather 

than a noun (e.g., honk, beep, toot, etc.), as shown in Appendix B.  
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Once participants had completed all required sections of the survey, they submitted their 

answers and were provided the researcherôs email and the website link to a project website to see 

further developments in the project.   

4.2.1 Participants 

To collect data from across the country I used a ñsnowballò method which involved 

friends, family, and colleagues passing the online survey link to members of their networks. 

Having lived in four provinces in the past decade and with family and friends in many other 

provinces I had the advantage of reaching participants nationally. Initially, I had planned to 

consider several social factors relevant to participantsô responses: age, gender, ethnicity, 

education, socioeconomic status derived from income and occupation, and province of 

residence/origin. These factors have been shown to contribute to variation in language regard and 

lexical variation in prior studies, several of which are outlined in Chapter 2. The sample frame in 

Table 2 below is an example of how many respondents were originally sought out in three 

specific categories. The goal was to recruit 728 respondents from across the nation who were 

eighteen years or older and proficient in English.  

Once the survey was live, I personally contacted friends and family across Canada, and 

asked them to share the survey link with their Canadian networks. In addition, I used social 

media, through posts and personal messages, to reach out to friends and family (e.g., Facebook, 

Twitter, and Instagram). Due to the difficulty of accessing the survey (e.g., having to download 

an app), there were 202 responses by May 2020. At that point I decided to close the survey and 

begin analysis due to the difficulty in further recruitment and time constraints.  
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Table 2. Sample Design of Respondents  

PROVINCE 

AGE 

18-32 33-45 46-58 59+ 

M F M F M F M F 

BC 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

AB 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

SK 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

MB 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

ON 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

QC 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

NB 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

NS 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

PEI 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

NL 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

YT 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

NT 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

NU 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Total 

Respondents 
728 

 

The participants recruited are examined further in Chapter 5; however, of the 202 

responses, all provinces and territories had a native participant except for the Northwest 

Territories (NT) and NU. Due to the smaller than anticipated number of respondents, I decided to 

reduce the social factors considered and focus on the regional lexical variation and language 

regard of respondents based on their default province, which is explained in the following 

section.   

4.2.2 Areas of Residence 

An important difference in the current lexical study and those reviewed in Chapter 3 is 

that previous studies only included the data collected from participants who grew up and 

remained in the same province. However, because of the smaller number of participants in this 

survey, I also included those who currently resided in a different province or region than their 

province of birth in the current analysis. The participantsô responses to the survey questions 

below were used to determine what I call their default province. 
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- Were you born in Canada? If yes, what province were you born in? 

- What city or town did you grow up in? Please provide the city/town you spent the 

majority of time in (or near) before age 18. 

- What city/town and province do you live in currently? Please provide the city/town 

and province you currently live in. 

- Have you lived in another province or territory for more than 1 year? If yes, please 

specify which province(s)/territory(ies) and length of time. 

Using the answers from respondents, I sorted them into default provinces by the number 

of years spent in their province of birth/province they grew up in and whether they had lived in 

another province for an extended period. For example, Participant 26 reported her province of 

birth and where she grew up as BC and Surrey, respectively. Her current province of residence 

was AB. She also included a note that she had lived in BC for 20 years after responding óyesô to 

ñHave you lived elsewhere?ò Because she spent most of her younger years in BC, her default 

province was set as BC. 

 If the participant had moved to different provinces throughout their lives, which made it 

more difficult to determine a default province, the critical age of 13 years old was used. That is 

to say, the province participants lived in the majority of their lives up to the age of 13 years old 

was then their default province. If this was not available, the province the participant grew up in 

was used as the default as it is thought this is the province that they identify their youth with.  

4.3 Map Task 

 Because there are no available step-by-step instructions for digitizing and creating heat 

maps from map task surveys, I present the high-level steps here for future scholars, and more in-
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depth steps with screenshots in Appendix C.2 For further discussion on the steps used to process 

map tasks, see Montgomery and Stoeckle (2013), but note their steps use an older version of 

ArcGIS that is slightly different from the current (2022) version of ArcGIS Pro. 

It is important to carefully consider the base, blank map that will be used in the survey for 

participants to draw on and label. Note that many countries have georeferenced base maps that 

can be publicly accessed and used for this purpose.3 The first step is to digitize the maps into 

ArcGIS Pro, which may involve scanning paper maps or importing digital files into the software. 

Using the ñGeoreferencingò tool, ñcontrol pointsò can be added to the maps to align to a general 

map where all polygons and labels are combined. Generally, the use of borders and boundaries 

on the scanned base map is beneficial to align to coordinate systems in ArcGIS Pro. Montgomery 

and Stoeckle (2013) provide an example of georeferencing which is reproduced in Figure 2. One 

can see three control points on the hand drawn map on the left in Figure 2 below, which are 

aligned to the georeferenced map of the United Kingdom on the right.  

For the current study, all the maps that participants had drawn polygons on and/or labeled 

were transferred into ArcGIS Pro; however, the map used in the survey was a publicly sourced 

image that was not georeferenced and when control points were added, it greatly skewed the 

resulting polygons and map. This resulted in the need to ñtraceò the polygons onto a 

georeferenced map of Canada using borders, landscapes (e.g., lakes), and boundaries to more 

accurately ñtraceò the polygons, similar to how map tasks were analyzed before GIS software 

(e.g., Preston 1989, 1999). Had I been able to georeference the blank base map more closely and 

 
2 Note: ArcGIS Pro is constantly being updated and these steps may alter in the future, but generally tools remain the 

same, though may be under a different name or menu. 
3 Note: I discovered this after I had collected the data and is an important point to consider prior to collecting data as 

it would have made the analysis process much simpler. 
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accurately using the above techniques, I could have traced the polygons onto the map directly 

using the ócreate polygonô tool in ArcGIS Pro. 

Figure 2. Georeferencing and Control Points 

 

Note. From ñGeographic information systems and perceptual dialectology: a method for 

processing draw-a-map data,ò by C. Montgomery and P. Stoeckle, 2013, Journal of Linguistic 

Geography, 1(1), p. 61. Copyright 2013 by Cambridge University Press. 

 

Once a polygon was created, attributes were assigned to the polygon using fields in an 

attribute table as shown in Figure 3. This allowed the polygon to be directly associated with the 

participantôs demographic information, as well as the label given to the specific polygon, directly 

in ArcGIS Pro. This also allowed for quick separation of groups of participants for further 

analysis (e.g., separating polygons by semantic category of labels for the content analysis). 
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Figure 3. Example of Attribute Table With Demographic Information Tagged to Each Polygon 

 

 Once all the polygons had been traced into the database, the geoprocessing tool, ñunionò, 

was used and a new layer was created. After opening the attribute table of this new layer, I added 

three fields to the attribute table: longitude, latitude, and centroid. Setting the longitude column 

as the ñX Coordinate of Centroidò and the latitude column as the ñY Coordinate of Centroidò, it 

was possible to have the software determine the centroid when the longitude and latitude were 

combined through the ñCalculate Fieldò tool. This populated the data in the new centroid 

column. The ñFrequencyò tool was then used to determine the frequency of the centroid, 

resulting in a separate table showing the newly calculated data. By right clicking the union layer 

and selecting ñJoinéò from the ñJoins and Relatesò function, it was then possible to join the 

frequency table to the union layer. Finally, the conversion tool, ñFeature to Rasterò was used, 

with the union layer set as the input feature and the frequency set as the field. This resulted in a 

new layer that showed a gradient symbolizing the frequency of overlap of polygons. This 

gradient (heat map) could be customized using the ñsymbologyò option. 
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 Thirty-one heat maps were generated according to: all participantsô maps (one map), 

participants split into groups based on their default province (ten maps), and by labels 

categorized into semantic categories which were determined for the content analysis (20 maps). 

4.3.1. Content Analysis 

I used a content analysis to complete the analysis of the labels and polygons drawn on the 

map task (Bauer, 2000). A content analysis proved useful to highlight prominent themes and 

stereotypes in recurring labels. This allows insight into salient features which may have not been 

previously noticed by scholars investigating the language varieties in the area. I divided labels 

according to semantic categories following methods similar to Evans (2011) and Garrett, 

Williams, and Evans (2003, 2005). For example, the labels ñNewfieò and ñNewfoundland 

Englishò were put into a category NEWFOUNDLAND, and ñSnowy, Survival, Inuit Englishò 

and ñNative accentò were put into a category INDIGENOUS. Labels were put into a single 

category unless they consisted of two separate labels that would not fit into the same semantic 

category; for example the label, ñEastern Canadian Accents/óNewfiesôò was put into both the 

EASTERN and the NEWFOUNDLAND categories. An UNSURE/OTHER category was created 

for labels that did not have more than five instances of a label in the same semantic category or 

were uninterpretable due to an overlapping feature on the map or spelling conventions/typos. If a 

noun phrase was used, the meaning of the phrase was considered, and it was put into the 

category that best matched its meaning. For example, PRONUNCIATION is a category that 

labels, such as ñStrong accentò or ñSurfer accents, California inspiredò fell into, but ñPrairie 

accentò fell into the PRIARIE category with 18 other labels referring to the prairies. Finally, a 

second reviewer looked over the labels and categories to help reduce biases. For a full list of the 

766 labels categorized, see Appendix D.  
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 There was a total of 20 categories once the labels had been analyzed and categorized 

semantically. The categories and number of labels within each category are presented in Table 3. 

A composite map was created for each category, including a map with polygons that did not 

have a label (BLANK), and the results are presented in Chapter 5.  

Table 3. Categories of Labels for the Content Analysis 

CATEGORY NUMBER OF LABELS 

BLANK  258 

NEWFOUNDLAND 76 

FRENCH 68 

MARITIME  58 

PRONUNCIATION 38 

UNSURE/OTHER 32 

INDIGENOUS 30 

EAST COAST/EASTERN 29 

QUÉBEC 23 

RURAL/COUNTRY 20 

PRAIRIES 19 

CANADIAN  17 

ONTARIO 17 

LEXICAL VARIATION  15 

NORTHERN/TERRITORIES 14 

WESTERN 14 

OTHER LANGUAGE 11 

URBAN/CITY 10 

WEST COAST 9 

SLANG 8 
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4.4 Rating Task  

 Participants were presented with three categories on which to rate each province and 

territory on the English spoken there: correctness, pleasantness, and similarity to the participantôs 

own English. This direct-approach method of using a Likert-type scale is common in language 

regard studies and provides insight into metalinguistic data (e.g., Niedzielski and Preston 2000; 

McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain, 2002). The ten-point scale used was similar to Niedzielski and 

Preston (2000), with one being the least correct/pleasant/similar and ten being the most 

correct/pleasant/similar. Means were then calculated for each group of participants by default 

province and any additional comments participants included are analyzed and discussed in 

Chapter 5.  

4.5 Stereotype Statement Methods 

 In addition to rating other provinces and territoriesô English on the three characteristics 

outlined above, respondents were also asked to rate their agreement on a 5-point Likert-type 

scale for eight stereotype statements. This was included to gather data on beliefs and stereotypes 

that may be associated with specific regions of Canada and is a direct approach to stereotypes 

and language regard. The statements were created in collaboration with my supervisor, Dr. 

Michol Hoffman, and myself from our own knowledge of stereotypes we have heard from 

Canadians about other provinces. These statements were used as they covered all regions of 

Canada. The scale ranged from óstrongly disagreeô to óstrongly agreeô and the eight statements 

were: 

1. People living in British Columbia are hippies. 

2. People living in the Prairie Provinces (AB, SK, MB) are all farmers. 

3. People living in Ontario think Ontario is the most important province. 



 

58 

 

4. The Anglophones living in Québec are different from Anglophones in other parts of 

Canada. 

5. People living in the Atlantic Provinces are friendly and homey. 

6. People living in the Territories don't have much contact with the rest of the country. 

7. People living in urban areas are smarter and more sophisticated than those living in rural 

areas. 

8. People in different provinces/territories across Canada are more alike than different. 

The means and standard deviations were calculated for each province and are presented 

in Chapter 5, with ñstrongly disagreeò correlating to 1.0 and ñstrongly agreeò correlating to 5.0. 

These statements were included to determine if there may be a correlation between stereotypes 

and the attitudes and perceptions presented in the rating tasks, as well as the labels in the content 

analysis. From my knowledge, these types of rating scales with stereotyped statements have not 

been used in language regard studies before and are exploratory in nature.  

4.6 Lexical Variation Questionnaire Methods 

 The lexical variation questionnaire represented a large portion of the study. It presented 

participants with 23 questions, each asking them to name an image depicted. Twenty-two of the 

images represented nouns and one a verb. See Figure 4 for an example of the first question in the 

lexical variation portion of the survey. For a complete version of the questionnaire, see Appendix 

B. 

Following Boberg (2005, 2010, 2016), I calculated the net variation, major isoglosses, 

and total variation for each variable. Participantsô default provinces were used to determine if 

regional variation existed for each variable based on these calculations. 
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Figure 4. Example of Question 1 From the Lexical Variation Questionnaire 

 
 

 I calculated the net variation by determining the absolute difference in the frequency of a 

variant between two regions and adding the differences for each variant together. For example, 

Table 4 shows the frequencies for the variants of the SHOE variable.  

Table 4. Frequencies for Each Variant of the SHOE Variable by Default Province 

 
BC AB SK MB ON QC MA  NL 

Runners 63% 53% 54% 50% 5% 10% 0% 0% 

Running 21% 26% 31% 25% 75% 60% 0% 13% 

Sneakers 0% 11% 8% 17% 8% 30% 93% 73% 

Other 16% 11% 8% 8% 11% 0% 7% 13% 

 

The absolute difference was calculated for each boundary of provinces that border each other 

physically, as shown in Table 5 below. The net variation is the sum of the absolute difference for 

each variant according to each boundary, shown in the bottom row of Table 5.  

Table 5. Absolute Differences Between Boundary Frequencies and Net Variation 

 
BC-AB AB-SK SK-MB MB-ON ON-QC QC-MA MA-NL QC-NL 

Runners 10% 1% 4% 45% 5% 10% 0% 10% 

Running 4% 5% 6% 50% 15% 60% 13% 47% 

Sneakers 11% 3% 9% 8% 22% 63% 20% 43% 

Other 5% 3% 1% 3% 11% 7% 7% 13% 

Net 

Variation 
30% 12% 19% 107% 54% 140% 40% 113% 
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Boberg (2005) first introduced the idea of major isoglosses in the NARVS analysis. A 

major isogloss is said to occur whenever the absolute difference between a boundary is greater 

than 50%. In the above example of the SHOE variable, there are two major isoglosses because 

based on the boundaries in Table 5, two of the variants (running and sneakers) have an absolute 

difference that is greater than 50%.  

In addition, the total variation was calculated by determining the standard deviation for 

each variantôs frequency and then adding all those standard deviations together for a specific 

variable. This calculation is presented as a percentage as the frequencies are based on 

percentages (Boberg, 2010, p. 170). For example, the frequencies for the four variants of the 

SHOE variable, and the standard deviations of those variants are shown in Table 6.   

Table 6. Frequencies, Standard Deviations, and Total Variation for SHOE Variable 

 
BC AB SK MB ON QC MA NL 

 
SD 

(%) 

Runners 63% 53% 54% 50% 5% 10% 0% 0% 27.86 

Running 21% 26% 31% 25% 75% 60% 0% 13% 24.64 

Sneakers 0% 11% 8% 17% 8% 30% 93% 73% 34.46 

Other 16% 11% 8% 8% 11% 0% 7% 13% 4.81 

Total Variation 91.77 

 

The standard deviation is presented in the furthest right column for each variant, and the total 

variation for the SHOE variable is presented in the bottom right. Note the total variation can be 

higher than 100% because it is the sum of multiple proportions. According to Boberg, ñtotal 

variation comprises three dimensions of regional lexical variation: the number of variants of a 

variable; the number of important regional differences in the frequencies of those variants; and 

the relative size of the differenceò (2010, p. 170). By calculating the total variation, it becomes 

apparent which variables display larger amounts of regional variation. If the total variation is 

high, it is the result of high standard deviations, suggesting regional variation is present among 

variants, while a total variation that is lower is the result of standard deviations that are lower, 
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suggesting little variation is present among variants. Thus, total variation allows for ranking of 

the variables on which show the highest regional variation to the lowest. 

 The three calculations above allow for a better understanding of regional variation. They 

also allow for close comparison to Bobergôs (2005, 2010, 2016) studies as he uses at least one of 

these calculations in each study. The smaller quantity of data for each province, did not allow for 

further statistical analyses, but the results will nevertheless give insights into which variables 

show variation and which may be more consistent across regions. Further constraints on the 

survey are discussed below. 

4.7 Research Constraints 

I originally chose an online survey because it offered several benefits, such as reaching a 

wide range of respondents, collecting data quickly and efficiently, cost efficiency, and the ease 

of participation for respondents. However, the technology for the map task to be included in the 

online survey has yet to be perfected. This was a disadvantage as it discouraged participants from 

participating because of the difficulty and added length of time to complete the survey. However, 

it is important to note that Survey123 proved to have extremely useful survey tools that few other 

online survey platforms were able to provide. In particular, the ability to complete a map task by 

drawing free-form, polygons, and labels on an image of a map, was made possible through the 

question types available on the Survey123 platform. Nevertheless, ArcGIS has yet to perfect this 

tool and the user must download the app onto their device (e.g., computer, mobile device, etc.) 

and complete the survey on the app. This resulted in at least an extra five minutes to complete 

the survey and many people did not trust downloading an app if they were unfamiliar with 

ArcGIS.  



 

62 

 

Some may argue that another disadvantage with collecting data through an online survey 

is that the researcher cannot be present when the respondent is completing the survey to answer 

questions or clarify instructions. I mitigated this by providing respondents with my email address 

so they could send inquiries and questions if an issue arose. In addition, the messenger systems 

on social media made me more available to help participants. Chambers (1998) discusses the use 

of a postal questionnaire as a means of collecting dialectic data which may be similarly applied 

to the method of using an online survey. He argues that despite the lack of supervision when 

respondents are filling out the questionnaire there are some major advantages to using a remote 

data collecting method: a) it reduces the observerôs paradox (Labov, 1972) which is a concept in 

sociolinguistics that stresses the need to collect data from language in use that is not biased due 

to being observed, but only being able to collect data by means of observing it; b) It is quicker 

than meeting face-to-face with respondents and allows for a larger number of responses through 

inexpensive means; and c) respondents do not feel pressured or are influenced by the presence of 

a fieldworker. 

 Another disadvantage to note is the ability of some respondents who may be unfamiliar 

with technology to access and complete the survey. This may result in fewer responses from 

some groups, such as older generations. To minimize this disadvantage as much as possible I 

provided thorough instructions throughout the survey and on the survey website, and always 

tried to be quick to respond if questions arose or a participant needed me to walk them through 

downloading the app onto their device. Often, older participants who were unfamiliar with the 

process were connected to a younger participant who had taken part in the survey, and in many 

instances the younger participant assisted with the completion of the survey by the older 

participant. Further, it has been brought to my attention that a team at the University of 
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Washington is currently working on an online platform that will allow for simpler data gathering 

and analysis with regards to map tasks. I believe a version of a survey that allows participants to 

complete the map task in a browser will help substantially with the difficulties expressed above 

and open new windows of opportunity for wide-scale studies. 

 Finally, the use of Bobergôs (2005, 2010, 2016) three calculations were based on a 

minimum sample of 25 respondents in each province category to avoid insignificant findings to 

appear significant. As is further discussed in Chapter 5, many of the default provinces did not 

have 25 respondents. I am mindful of the distribution of data and avoid claiming anything in the 

analysis and discussion as significant unless otherwise discussed (e.g., t-tests for differences 

between groups). With further development of the methods, as described above, there will be 

ample opportunity to gather larger groups of data from each region of Canada to perform 

statistical analysis.  

 The next chapter provides the data from all parts of the survey with discussion on the 

findings throughout.  
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5.0 Analysis and Discussion 

5.1 Introduction 

 This chapter presents the data and findings from the survey, as well as the analysis and 

discussion of the findings. It begins with a description of the participants and any exclusions. 

Next, I present the results in the order in which they appear in the survey: data from the map 

tasks, followed by data from the rating task and statement tasks, and finally, the lexical variation 

results. Conclusions and connections between the different parts of the survey are provided in the 

final section. 

5.2 Participants 

 Due to the difficulty and added complication of downloading an app to access the survey, 

the original target of 728 participants was not met. Further, because of time constraints, I decided 

to begin analysis of the collected data after receiving 202 responses after the survey had been 

live from November 2018 to May 2020. These responses came from a wide range of participants 

from across the country as displayed in Table 7, which shows the distribution of total participants 

and their province of birth, sorted by age and gender. 

 There were 18 participants who were born outside of Canada, as shown in Table 7. If a 

participant moved to Canada before the age of 13, they were included in the analysis as the 

critical period for language acquisition is generally thought to be adolescence4. This resulted in 

five of the participants who were born outside of Canada being excluded from the analysis. 

Further, one participant did not complete all demographic questions and was also excluded from 

the analysis.  

 
4 The critical-period hypothesis is often debated, and ongoing studies suggest the age factor may not be as 

significant on second language acquisition as originally thought. However, this dissertation follows previous 

sociolinguistic studies as to the criteria for excluding speakers from outside of the study region.   
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Table 7. Total Distribution of Participants Who Took the Survey 

Province of Birth 

Age 

Total 18-32 33-45 46-58 59+ 

M F O M F O M F M F 

BC 2 7 2 0 5 1 1 2 2 1 23 

AB 7 20 0 5 0 0 1 7 1 2 43 

SK 1 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 11 

MB 4 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 11 

ON 12 21 1 6 11 0 1 2 1 2 57 

QC 2 7 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 14 

NB 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 4 

NS 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

PEI 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

NL 7 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 2 14 

YT 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

NT 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 

NU 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Outside of Canada 1 6 0 2 3 0 0 2 0 4 18 

Total 36 76 4 15 28 1 5 18 5 14 202 

 

Finally, four participants were excluded due to the lack of data for genders other than female or 

male5. These four participants identified as non-binary, trans, or preferred not to answer. This left 

a total of 192 participants analyzed for the lexical variation, stereotype statements, and rating 

tasks. The resulting distributions of participants after they were grouped into their default 

province are presented in Table 8.  

 For the content analysis and map task analysis 12 additional participants were excluded 

because they did not include any polygons on their maps and/or their maps were indecipherable. 

This left 180 participants for the map task analysis and content analysis. The resulting 

distribution of participants for these analyses is presented in Table 9. 

 Due to the small number of participants from NB, NS, and PEI, I decided to combine 

these three provinces into one group, referred to as Maritimes or MA, for all analyses except for 

 
5 Note: The one participant who did not fill in all the questions did not answer the question regarding their gender 

and is one of the four under the O column for the 18-32 age group in Table 7. 
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the general heat maps for each province in Section 5.3. This resulted in a total of eight categories 

for participantsô origin for all the quantitative analyses. 

Table 8. Total Distribution of Participants for Lexical Variation, Ranking Task, and Stereotype 

Statement Analyses 

Default Province 

Age 

Total 18-32 33-45 46-58 59+ 

M F M F M F M F 

BC 3 6 0 6 1 2 1 0 19 

AB 8 19 5 1 2 8 2 2 47 

SK 0 5 1 4 0 1 0 2 13 

MB 4 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 12 

ON 13 22 7 9 1 4 2 3 61 

QC 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 2 10 

NB 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 2 7 

NS 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 

PEI 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

NL 7 3 1 0 1 1 0 2 15 

Total 36 74 14 26 5 18 5 14 192 

 

Table 9. Distribution of Participants Analyzed for Map Task and Content Analysis 

Default Province 

Age 

Total 18-32 33-45 46-58 59+ 

M F M F M F M F 

BC 3 6 0 6 1 1 1 0 18 

AB 6 18 5 1 2 7 2 2 43 

SK 0 5 1 4 0 1 0 2 13 

MB 4 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 11 

ON 12 22 7 9 1 4 2 3 60 

QC 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 1 9 

NB 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 1 5 

NS 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 

PEI 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 

NL 7 2 1 0 1 1 0 2 14 

Total 33 71 14 24 5 16 5 12 180 

 

5.3 Map Task 

 After all the maps were digitized and polygons were inputted into ArcGIS Pro, I created 

heat maps for each of the provinces based on the frequency of overlapping polygons. Participants 
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did not have a limit to how many polygons they could draw on the map. In total, 763 polygons 

were drawn on the maps of 180 participants and Figure 5 shows a heat map of all the combined 

polygons. The gradient is based on the frequency of overlapping polygons where pale yellow 

indicates the lower frequency (e.g., 1 ï 19 polygons) and dark red indicates areas with a high 

frequency of polygons overlapping (147 ï 166 polygons). Areas that are white, or do not contain 

colour indicate areas that were not included in any participantôs polygons. 

Figure 5. Heatmap Based on Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by all Participants (n 

= 180 Participants) 

 
 

 It is not surprising to see that the east coast is much redder than any other part of the 

country, as the east is home to many dialects that stand out to Canadians as sounding different 
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(e.g., NL and QC). Further, linguistic studies focusing on English have also determined these 

areas are linguistically diverse compared to other regions of Canada (Boberg, 2005, 2010, 2016; 

Labov, Ash & Boberg, 2008). Interestingly, there is a slight hue of red in the prairies, 

specifically SK, which will be further explored below in the heat maps based on participantsô 

default province to show which groups of participants noticed differences in the prairies. 

 Figure 6 shows the compilation of maps marked up by participants whose default 

province was BC. The marked areas are the result of asking participants to mark areas on the 

map where they thought English sounded different from their own. 

Figure 6. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by BC Participants (n = 18 Participants) 
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It is important to remember that participants could draw multiple polygons that overlap to some 

degree on their own maps, resulting in a higher frequency of overlap than participants. Instead of 

focusing on the specific number of overlapping polygons, it is more helpful to focus on the 

gradient and areas that stand out to more participants. In Figure 6, NL, the maritime provinces, 

and QC stand out as having different sounding English than BC participantôs own English. 

Further, there appears to be some agreement on differences in SK and MB, as noted by the 

orange shades in these provinces. The polygons drawn by BC participants reflect similarities to 

Figure 5, suggesting that their polygons contribute to the hue of red in the prairie provinces in 

Figure 5, perhaps reflecting a different awareness or variation than in central and eastern regions. 

 Figure 7 resembles Figure 6 in that NL and QC are once again perceived as having 

different sounding English than those of AB participants. Interestingly, the maritime provinces 

have less overlap among AB participants than BC participants. This may be due to the instability 

of drawing polygons using a mouse or a small screen (e.g., a phone screen), or participants from 

AB may be more familiar (or less) with NL and QC English, compared to the maritime 

provinces. It may also be that AB has greater exposure to NL English because of the influx of 

Newfoundlanders who travelled to AB for work in the oil and gas industry over the past couple 

decades. Further, some AB participants find SK as having more different sounding English than 

MB, which is in contrast to the responses from BC participants. The frequency in both maps 

surrounding the two prairie provinces is relatively small though and may be something to 

investigate in future studies. 

 The findings from Figure 7 are similar to those of the map task data presented by 

McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002). Though they do not include heat maps, they do highlight 

that many AB and ON respondents perceived a boundary at NL and QC. Though we do not see 
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whether there is a boundary between these provinces in Figure 7 (the content analysis and lexical 

variation results explore this further below), these two areas are distinct to the AB participants in 

the current study. 

Figure 7. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by AB Participants (n = 43 Participants) 

 

 Figure 8 shows the frequency of overlapping polygons drawn by SK participants, which 

shows a very similar heat map as the two above. There is a great deal of agreement among 

polygons drawn over NL and the maritime provinces. Further, SK participants may be more 

aware of differences within NL as different regions of the province are highlighted more 

frequently than others (e.g., central Labrador versus southeastern Labrador). Follow-up 

interviews could help determine whether this was on purpose or not. One major difference 
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between AB and BC participants compared to SK participants is the smaller areas of overlapping 

polygons in QC. The SK participants highlight a much smaller area along the St. Lawrence 

River, compared to the larger areas in southern and western QC highlighted by BC and AB 

participants (See Figures 6 and 7 vs. Figure 8). 

Figure 8. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons drawn by SK Participants (n = 13 Participants) 

 

 Those participants whose default province was MB show similarities to those of their 

prairie neighbours, indicating NL and QC with high frequency (see Figure 9). However, they 

largely do not indicate differences between their way of speaking and that in BC. Interestingly, 

SK is noticed by some MB participants as slightly different when it comes to the English spoken 
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there. The territories, particularly NT, stand out to Manitobans, like the other prairie provinces 

discussed above. 

Figure 9. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by MB Participants (N=11 Participants) 

 

 As we move eastward, it becomes apparent that different perceptions are held by 

participants whose default province is ON, as seen in Figure 10. Similar to the provinces west of 

ON, a large number of ON participants indicate that NL, the Maritimes, and QC speak different 

sounding English. In addition, a greater number of ON participants highlight parts of AB and 

SK. This may be more prevalent due to the greater number of participants from ON and is further 

explored in the content analysis. As mentioned above, McKinnie and Dailey-OôCainôs (2002) 

data also indicate that ON participants notice a difference in QC and NL English. I explore this 
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further in the content analysis and lexical variation analysis below to determine if ON 

participants perceive a dialect boundary between these two provinces in the current study. 

Figure 10. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by ON Participants. (n = 60 

Participants) 

 

 Residents from QC find many areas of Canada to speak different sounding English as 

depicted in Figure 11. In particular, the Rocky Mountain region between BC and AB is 

highlighted with the highest frequency, and NB, NS, and NL also stand out. Due to the high 

population of Francophones in QC it is not surprising to find that there is a strong perception that 

English sounds different in mostly Anglophone provinces. Interestingly, NB with its greater 

Francophone population is highlighted more frequently than the neighbouring province of ON 
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which has a greater number of Anglophones. Perhaps the QC participants are actually 

highlighting NB because of differences in their French rather than their English, something 

follow-up interviews could confirm in future studies. This distinction between QC speakers and 

their neighbours is discussed further in the content analysis below. 

Figure 11. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by QC Participants (N=9 Participants) 

 

 NB participants are similar to QC participants in that they notice different provinces 

compared to those participants west of QC (see Figure 12). It is important to note that there were 

only five participants whose default province was NB, compared to some of the other provinces 

with larger numbers of participants, such as AB and ON, and further data collected from the 

maritime provinces and QC would be beneficial. Parts of SK, NT, BC, and NL are circled with 
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greater frequency by NB participants. However, the highest frequency is small, with only five 

polygons overlapping on the Northern Peninsula in NL. Interestingly, NB participants do not 

highlight QC as having a high degree of difference in their English, something that is not 

reciprocal.  

Figure 12. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by NB Participants (n = 5 Participants) 

 

 Participants whose default province was NS did not agree with their neighbours in NB 

with regards to their judgements of different sounding English, though the number of NS 

participants is even smaller than that of NB participants at four participants. QC, small parts of 
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MB, SK, AB, and NL seem to be noticeable by NS participants; however, the highest frequency 

of overlap is within QC, as shown in Figure 13. 

Figure 13. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by NS Participants (n = 4 Participants) 

 

 The few participants of PEI have relatively few overlapping polygons, with the exception 

of NL and a small part of the NT. This is not surprising due to the limited number of PEI 

participants. Figure 14 is an example of overlapping polygons on one participantôs map (Avalon 

Peninsula, NL). It is difficult to draw conclusions from such a small sample size of three (PEI), 

five (NB), and four (NS) participants. Further analysis and discussion are provided below in the 

content analysis where the maritime provinces are combined to create a larger sample group. 
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Figure 14. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by PEI Participants (n = 3 Participants) 

 

 Unlike many of the other provinces NL participants, drew many areas with overlapping 

polygons as shown in Figure 15. These polygons were much more detailed and smaller, resulting 

in more specific areas having a higher frequency of overlap. For example, parts of QC, MB, and 

SK have a high frequency of overlap when asked where English sounds different compared to 

NL English. Smaller areas in NB, NL, and larger areas in NT, NU, BC, AB, ON, and QC are 

also noticeable in bright red. Every part of Canada is highlighted by at least one polygon by a 

participant from NL, suggesting they may be more aware of differences across Canada than any 

other group of participants. Follow-up interviews would be beneficial to determine if 

Newfoundlanders are more aware of linguistic differences due to the high frequency of variation 

within their own province or perhaps their exposure to other provinces.  
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Figure 15. Frequency of Overlapping Polygons Drawn by NL Participants (n = 14 Participants) 

 

 The above heat maps only show the overlapping frequency of polygons by each 

provincial group of participants. Comments on the labels provided for these polygons are 

presented below in the content analysis. Comparing the individual provincial results offers 

further insight into the general heat map in Figure 5, with the eastern provinces (ON and east) 

seeming to notice some differences among the prairie provinces, while most participants 

nationally specify NL as sounding different than their own English (including some NL 

participants). Follow-up interviews would be beneficial in determining what exactly makes these 

areas salient to the participants, but the analysis of labels provided for areas also gives insight 

into the saliency of these areas.   
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5.4 Content Analysis 

 Following the creation of the heat maps for each province, I analyzed labels for each area 

and divided them into semantic categories. Table 10 consists of the resulting 20 semantic 

categories which are organized from the greatest number of labels to the least.  

Table 10. Semantic Category and Frequency of Labeled Polygons With Number of Participants 

Providing Labels for Each Category 

Category 
Number of Participant by Default Province That 

Provided at Least one Label 

Total 

Number of 

Labels BC AB SK MB ON QC MA NL 

BLANK  6 20 5 5 25 10 8 7 258 

NEWFOUNDLAND 8 18 5 4 25 2 7 4 76 

FRENCH 8 20 4 5 22 0 1 4 68 

MARITIME  5 14 4 1 16 3 3 3 58 

PRONUNCIATION 3 4 3 1 12 1 2 1 38 

UNSURE/OTHER 3 7 3 1 7 0 1 3 32 

INDIGENOUS 3 7 1 4 10 0 1 3 30 

EAST COAST/EASTERN 4 7 1 1 10 1 2 1 29 

QUÉBEC 3 4 1 0 9 1 2 1 23 

RURAL/COUNTRY 1 5 1 0 6 1 0 1 20 

PRAIRIES 2 4 0 0 8 0 4 1 19 

CANADIAN  3 3 1 2 5 0 0 3 17 

ONTARIO 1 4 1 1 6 0 1 2 17 

LEXICAL VARIATION  3 2 1 0 5 0 1 0 15 

NOTHERN/TERRITORIES 1 4 1 2 3 1 0 1 14 

WESTERN 0 2 3 0 6 0 3 0 14 

OTHER LANGUAGE 1 1 1 2 2 0 1 1 11 

URBAN/CITY 0 3 1 2 3 0 0 0 10 

WEST COAST 0 0 0 0 3 1 3 2 9 

SLANG 0 3 0 2 3 0 0 0 8 
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Three labels were given that were counted twice as they consisted of two semantic categories 

(e.g., ñEastern Canadian Accents/óNewfiesô was categorized in EASTERN and 

NEWFOUNDLAND). This increased the total number of labels in the content analysis from 763 

to 766. 

 The first category, BLANK, consisted of polygons that were indicated but not labelled. 

Of the 766 labels, 258 (34%) were in this category. In total, 88 participants drew polygons 

without labeling them. Though it may seem odd to include these polygons in a content analysis, 

it is important to recognize that it seems participants thought these areas sounded different than 

their own English but could not think of, or did not want to, label that English. Figure 16 is a 

heat map of the overlapping polygons that did not have any label associated with a polygon. 

Figure 16. Heat Map of Overlapping Polygons in the BLANK Category (n = 258 Labels) 

 



 

81 

 

 There is a high degree of overlap in NL, the maritime provinces, and QC, as well as some 

degree of agreement in the prairies and territories. It is interesting to note that although there 

were 258 polygons drawn with no labels, many of them did not overlap, with the highest 

frequency of overlap being 48 polygons. This map is similar to the general heat map for all 

participantôs polygons in Figure 5, with the east coast and QC being indicated frequently by 

participants. 

 The next largest category of named labels was NEWFOUNDLAND (76/766 or 10%) 

with 73 participants from across all regions contributing to the heat map in Figure 17. Examples 

of labels in this category include: 

 Newfie 

 NLF 

 Newfoundland English 

 Newfoundland and Labrador 

 Newfoundland ñIrishò 

It is apparent from the heat map in Figure 17 that respondents know where NL is and almost 

completely agree that the island of NL falls into this category of labels. Interestingly, Labrador is 

not highlighted as frequently as the island itself. Whether some respondents are unaware of any 

differences in the English spoken in Labrador compared to speakers living on the island of 

Newfoundland is not apparent in this study. However, respondents are aware of the NL dialect 

that has been largely studied by linguists (e.g., Clarke, 1981, 1997, 2010; Paddock, 1982; Power, 

2014). Some are also in tune with the Irish influence on many dialects within the province of NL, 

while others notice an ñaccentò or that they talk ñfasterò. 
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Figure 17. Composite Map of Frequency of Overlapping Polygons With Labels in 

NEWFOUNDLAND Category (n = 76 Labels) 

  

 Here it is important to note the stereotypes surrounding Newfoundlanders and NL 

English and the amount and kind of attention the residents and dialect(s) have received in 

Canadian history. Clarke (2010) outlines some of the history surrounding the negative 

stereotypes towards Newfoundlanders, with negative attitudes and stereotypes surrounding the 

residentôs way of speaking as early as the 1800s (p. 133). Amulree (1933), a public servant and 

Labour politician wrote in the Newfoundland Royal Commission report that Newfoundlanders 

were ñimprovident and happy-go-luckyò, and ñexhibit a child-like simplicity when confronted 

with matters outside their own immediate horizonò (p. 210). Clarke (2010) also describes the 
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term ónewfieô ñas the equivalent of an ethnic slur by many residents of the provinceò (p. 133). Of 

the 76 labels in this category, 31 are either a version of ónewfieô or contain the term in the label. 

NL and the portrayal of the residents of the province are also prevalent in Canadian media, with 

NL musicians and actors being quite successful when harnessing the negative stereotypes in their 

music or humour (p. 135). 

 Further studies (e.g., Edwards and Jacobsen, 1987; McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain, 2002; 

Pringle, 1985) have found results of salient features, such as TH-stopping, unique terms and 

phrases such as bôy for boy and lôuh for look, and a difference in vowel sounds, which are 

noticed by Canadians from other provinces. McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002) also found 

negative attitudes towards NL English held by AB and ON participants on the scales of 

ócorrectnessô and ópleasantnessô (discussed further below when I address the rating tasks). Thus, 

the data found in the content analysis suggests these features are still salient, and that despite its 

disparaging value, the term ónewfieô is still alive and well in Canadiansô minds when thinking of 

Newfoundlanders.   

 Unsurprisingly, one of the categories with the highest number of labels is the FRENCH 

category (68/766 or 9%). Due to Canadaôs official bilingual status, I had hypothesized that 

French speakers and language difference would appear in the language regard data collected in 

the current study. Examples of labels in this category include: 

 French accented English 

French 

French Canadian 

Quebec French accent and lots of French-English word exchange 

Maritime French 
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Sixty-three participants from all regions, except for QC, highlighted at least one area and 

used a label in this category. As shown by the scale of frequencies in Figure 18, nearly all 64 

participants agreed with the area of QC sounding different than their own English. A small 

number of the labels referred to maritime French or Acadian French, which were generally given 

to areas in the Maritimes. This is shown in the yellow and orange colours in NB and NS. Besides 

this category, the BLANK category, and the QUÉBEC category, QC does not show a high 

frequency of overlap for any other categories in the content analysis. As shown in Figure 10 

above, no QC participants used a FRENCH label, while most of the participants that did came 

from AB or ON. 

Figure 18. Composite Map of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the FRENCH Category (n = 

68 labels) 
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 As discussed in Chapter 2, QCôs majority population is French-speaking, and the 

province is very protective of the use of the French language to retain cultural and historical 

significance. The Maritimes also have a population of French speakers, in particular, the 

Acadians in NB as outlined in Chapter 2. It seems this group is less salient to English speakers 

compared to Quebecers. QC is often in the national news regarding language laws and 

contentious issues surrounding the preservation of the French language in the province (e.g., Bill 

96 and the Charter of the French Language). Throughout the later 20th century, national focus 

was drawn to a separatist movement in QC which sought to separate the province from the rest 

of Canada. Support for this movement eventually declined in the early 2000s after a narrowly 

failed referendum vote (Boberg, 2010). QC has often been in the news across the country and 

negative attitudes towards QC were present in McKinnie and Dailey-OôCainôs (2002) findings in 

the three rating tasks they presented to Albertans and Ontarians. These negative perceptions will 

be further examined in the rating and stereotype tasks in Sections 5.5 and 5.6, but no labels 

indicated overtly negative comments towards the province in the content analysis. 

 Forty-nine participants with default regions across Canada highlighted and used labels 

that fell into the MARITIME category (58/766 or 8%). Figure 19 shows the frequency of overlap 

in a composite map of polygons with labels falling in this category. Examples of MARITIME 

labels include: 

 Maritimes 

Cape Breton 

PEI drawl 

Maritimes as a whole ï strage old ñUKò/appalachian accent 

Acadian accent 
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Figure 19. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the MARITIME 

Category (n = 58 Labels) 

 

 Again, there is a high degree of agreement between the participants, with forty-five 

polygons overlapping over NB, NS, and PEI. NL and QC are partially included in some 

polygons, but for the most part respondents are quite specific and accurate in identifying the 

maritime provinces. Many labels were either ñMaritimeò or ñMaritimesò with no further 

comments available regarding what features are salient to participants. The labels referring to 

Acadian, without mention of French, were included in this category due to the Acadian presence 

in NB and these comments could refer to the English spoken by the Acadians rather than their 

French. The ñmaritime accentò is also a common label for this area, suggesting participants 
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recognize a phonetic difference in maritime speakers, though specific examples of particular 

differences are unavailable. This may suggest they are aware of some of the phonetic shifts and 

differences noticed by linguists in the maritime provinces as outlined by Labov, Ash, and Boberg 

(2006) and Boberg (2010).   

 The fifth category with the highest number of labels was the PRONUNCIATION 

category, in which participants mentioned specific features (38/766 or 5%). Twenty-seven 

participants from default regions across Canada provided labels that fell into this category, with 

labels including: 

 Canôt say óshô 

 Nasal 

 Twangy English 

 Hoser accents Longer A sounds, says ñeh budò a lot 

 Softer vowels kind of 

 Unlike the other categories discussed above (except for the BLANK category), there is 

less agreement on where pronunciation differs across Canada for labels in this category, with the 

highest number of overlapping polygons being 11 over NL. As we saw in the 

NEWFOUNDLAND category, this area is very salient to Canadians, and the map in Figure 20 

provides further insight into what makes NL salient. To some participants, it appears that 

Newfoundlanders use a different pronunciation in some aspect than the participant. Some of the 

labels were more specific in this highlighted area, such as: ñCanôt say óshôò, ñóbyô for boyò, 

ñnasalò, ñLong A sound like wa~ter(tilda over a)ò, ñTheir separate words sound like oneò, and 

ñtwangy englishò. As discussed above, NL has been one of the most studied areas in Canadian 
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linguistics with many regional dialects prevalent, so it is not surprising that some participants 

highlighted this area. 

Figure 20. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the 

PRONUNCIATION Category (n =38 Labels) 

 

 Further, there seems to be some consensus regarding phonetic differences in the prairie 

provinces, though not by a large number of participants. Some of the labels given to the prairies 

included: ñHoser accents Longer A sounds, says ñeh budò a lotò, ñMild accentò, ñStrong accentò, 

and ñPrairies ï Canadian Raising ï very ñcountryò. These labels suggest that some of the 

phonetic differences that Boberg (2010) outlines in his phonetic analysis of Canada may be 
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salient to Canadian speakers. The prairies were also distinct linguistic region in the Phonetics of 

Canadian English study (Labov, Ash, and Boberg, 2008). 

 The UNSURE/OTHER category had 32 labels (4%) given by 25 participants, with 

overlapping polygons prevalent in Figure 21. Labels in this category included: 

 Proper English 

 Hippie 

 Oil baron 

 No idea 

 Flat/Snooty 

Figure 21. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the 

UNSURE/OTHER Category (n = 32 Labels) 
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 Some of the labels included in this category can be found in other content analyses of 

different areas (e.g., Evans, 2011), but due to the lack of multiple labels falling into the same 

semantic category they were grouped in the UNSURE/OTHER category. Figure 21 shows some 

agreement across the country, with the prairies, southwestern BC, and southern ON being 

highlighted frequently. This may suggest that there is something unique to these areas according 

to participants, but they are not quite sure or do not agree on what makes these areas salient. It is 

also important to note that many of the labels in this category do not necessarily relate to 

linguistic properties, but social properties, and possibly social stereotypes, associated with the 

area, such as ñoil baronò and ñhippieò. 

 Figure 22 shows the frequency of overlap of the INDIGENOUS category (30/766 or 4%). 

Twenty-nine participants highlighted and labeled an area that fell into this category, with many 

agreeing on the regions in the territories as sounding different in this aspect. Some of the labels 

include 

 Native accent 

 Inuit influenced 

Accent influenced by first nations languages 

Rhythmic like Cree 

Far north, sort of an indigenous sounding accent 

 It was expected that the northern areas of Canada would be associated with Indigenous 

languages because of the greater Indigenous population there. Despite the decline of Indigenous 

languages, many of the labels referred to Indigenous language influence, such as ñIndigenous 

language influenceò and, ñInfluenced by Inuit languages?ò. As preservation efforts continue to 

revitalize Indigenous languages, it will be interesting to determine if these perceptions start to 
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become more prevalent among Canadians when asked where English sounds different across the 

nation. Perhaps new regions will be highlighted in future studies with higher frequency where 

the speakers of Indigenous languages increase. 

Figure 22. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the INDIGENOUS 

Category (n = 30 Labels) 

 

Bobergôs (2010) discussion on the northern territories being more isolated than regions among 

the provinces with higher Indigenous populations, such as on provincial reserves, suggests that 

the Indigenous language influence may be more prevalent in the territories due to isolation from 

other areas. He suggests that the Indigenous populations close to urban areas tend to lose the 

Indigenous influence in their English more quickly than those in rural areas (e.g., the territories). 
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Further study into this may provide insight into how Indigenous influences survive or dissipate in 

English and whether this is dependent on regional influences and/or isolation.   

 The EAST COAST category has 29 labels (4%) provided by 27 participants and are 

displayed in a heat map in Figure 23. This category is composed of label such as: 

 East Coast 

 Atlantic (my own English) 

 East Coast accent 

 East Coast dialect 

 East 

Figure 23. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the EAST 

COAST/EASTERN Category (n = 29 Labels) 
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 Like the QUÉBEC category below, the majority of the labels in this category simply said, 

ñEast coastò, ñEastò, or ñEasternò, though six labels referred to a dialect or accent. There is a 

high degree of agreement between participants in this category, with 26 polygons overlapping 

over NB, NS, and PEI. NL also has a relatively high degree of overlap in this category and seems 

to be included in some participantôs perceptions as ñEast Coast/Easternò. The 

PRONUNCIATION category, discussed above, gives some insight into what may be unique 

about these provinces, with participants agreeing that NB, NS, and PEI sound different 

phonetically. However, it is difficult to conclude whether those who simply labeled these areas 

as ñEast Coastò or ñEastò are referring to linguistic differences in these speakerôs English or if 

there are social attitudes and ideologies towards the population living in these provinces.  

 Further, the EAST COAST category may seem to overlap with the MARITIME category. 

When looking at the participants who provided labels for each of these categories, they are all 

different participants except for two. For example, the participants who provided a label that fell 

under the EAST COAST category, did not provide a label that fell under the MARITIME 

category (there were two participants who did provide labels in both categories). Though the 

decision to split these categories was made by the researcher, it may be that these should be 

combined. However, it would be important to understand if participants recognize a difference 

between labels that were categorized as EAST COAST and those that were categorized as 

MARITIME which may validate the split between these categories. Follow-up interviews with 

participants would give further insight into what they meant by ñEastò or ñEast Coastò, as well as 

ñmaritime.ò  

The QUÉBEC category had 21 participants that drew 23 labels which fell into this 

category (23/766 or 3%). Labels included: 
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 Quebec 

 The Quebecois accent reminds me of Canada so much, lovely 

 Quebecois 

 Anglo-quebecker English (Eastern Townships) 

 Qc and Montreal English 

As one would anticipate, participants are very aware of where QC is and there is complete 

agreement among these participants, with the highest number of overlapping polygons at 21. The 

high frequency of overlap is also quite specific in that the southern parts of the province along 

the St. Lawrence River, where Montréal and Québec City lie, are highlighted, and labelled most 

often as shown in Figure 24.  

 Like the NEWFOUNDLAND labels, the QUÉBEC category does not contain specific 

examples of what makes the area unique. All 23 labels refer to the province or smaller region 

within the province (e.g., QC and Montréal English). The most frequent label in this category, 

provided 13 times, is simply, ñQuebecò. Looking at the composite map of the 

PRONUNCIATION category does not reveal much regarding phonetic differences between QC 

and the rest of Canada. Participants may be referring to a difference that is not in fact linguistic, 

but social, or may be referring to the lack of English-speakers. As discussed above in the 

FRENCH category, participants are quite aware of the official language of QC and often circled 

and labeled the province with FRENCH labels. When reviewing the specific participants that 

provided labels that were categorized in the FRENCH and QUÉBEC category, no participant 

provides a label for each category. That is to say, all the participants that provided labels that fell 

into the FRENCH category were different participants than those who provided a label(s) for the 

QUÉBEC category. There were also no participants from QC that provided a FRENCH label, 
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while one provided a QUÉBEC label. The labels for these categories were given by participants 

across Canada. Again, follow-up interviews could help determine what the participants who 

provided QUÉBEC labels meant by these labels. 

Figure 24. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the QUÉBEC 

Category (n = 23 Labels) 

 

 Twenty labels (3%) fell into the RURAL/COUNTRY category and were provided by 15 

participants. Labels that fell into this category include: 

 Isolated, Relaxed, Fishing, and Wind-bitten English 

 ñRedneckò sounding and different expressions 

 Slow drawl 
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 Farm English 

 Rural 

 Unlike the categories discussed that refer to specific geographic areas, the labels that 

created this category were more detailed and unique, with little consensus over a specific word, 

such as ñruralò. As shown in Figure 25, there is some agreement among participants around the 

perception of SK being RURAL/COUNTRY sounding. Other parts of Canada are also 

highlighted, which suggests pockets of RURAL/COUNTRY exist across the nation, though with 

fewer overlapping polygons than in the prairies. Some of the labels suggested specific areas 

falling into this category, such as ñNorthern Ontario (Ottawa valley) Small Town Englishò and 

ñruralò accent like the stereotypical Ontario accent in black belowò. Participants provided few 

specifics as to what phonetic or grammatical features make the COUNTRY/RURAL areas sound 

different. The most detailed label regarding a specific linguistic entity is given by participant 22, 

ñRedneck sounding and different expressionsò. 

The PRONUNCIATION category may provide further insight into what makes the 

prairies particularly salient. It is apparent that some participants perceive an ñaccentò in the 

prairie provinces. Perhaps this accent is the same, salient feature, that some participants associate 

with COUNTRY/RURAL. Nylvek (1992) studied the pronunciations of ten words that vary 

within Canadian English and found a rural/urban divide among Saskatchewan speakers for five 

of the words. Further, Boberg (2010) split participants into smaller regions that aligned with 

urban centres in instances where he had large numbers of participants (e.g., Toronto, Montréal, 

Vancouver, etc.). He found several lexical variables that differed in urban centres compared to 

rural areas, such as pail/bucket and supper/dinner. Interestingly, several participants used labels 

that referred to ñprairiesò rather than RURAL/COUNTRY, as discussed below. 
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Figure 25. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the 

RURAL/COUNTRY Category (n = 20 Labels) 

 

The PRAIRIES category was composed of 19 labels (2.5%) provided by 19 participants 

and included labels such as: 

 Prairies 

 Prairie English 

 Flat Prairies 

 Prairie twang 

 Prairies accent Influenced by Eastern Europeans 
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 The PRAIRIE category has 100% agreement between the 19 participants that central and 

southern SK fall into this category as shown in Figure 26. Participants also agree to a large extent 

that AB and MB have a PRAIRIE aspect, while BC, NT, NU, and ON are less agreed upon.  

Figure 26. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the PRAIRIE 

Category (n = 19 Labels) 

 

 Similar to some of the other categories referring to regions, the labels in this category 

largely refer to ñprairieò without explanation of what that means to participants. Within this 

category though, it is important to note that some notice an ñaccentò or ñtwangò, with one 

participant suggesting the accent is influenced by Eastern Europeans. This participant seems to 

be aware of the historical demographics of the prairies as described in Chapter 2. The 
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PRONUNCIATION category sheds little light on what some participants may find salient in this 

area, with little agreement among participants who provided labels in the PRONUNCIATION 

category. Once again, follow-up interviews may provide further insight into what ñprairieò 

means to participants. Further discussion about the intersection between PRAIRIES, WESTERN, 

and WEST COAST are provided further below when addressing the results for the WEST 

COAST category. 

 The CANADIAN category is made up of 17 labels (2%) provided by 17 participants with 

the heat map provided in Figure 27. Examples of CANADIAN labels include: 

 Classic Canadian 

 Tend to have a more ñCanadian accentò 

 Stereotypical Canadian 

 Really Canadian 

 Warm, friendly, stereotypical Canadian accents, Irish-ish 

 The majority of participants that provided a polygon with a CANADIAN label 

highlighted an area in SK and MB, indicated by the bright red in Figure 27. From the labels 

provided, it appears that participants assume a common understanding of what ñstereotypical 

Canadianò or ñClassic Canadianò sounds like without giving specific examples as to what makes 

that areaôs English sound ñCanadianò. Participant 105 gives the example, ñClassic Canadian 

stereotype ñEhò, but no other participants in this category give any detailed examples. As 

discussed above for the PRIAIRE and PRONUNCIATION categories, it is not apparent as to 

whether there are specific phonetic variables that are salient to Canadians; however, it seems 

PRAIRIE and CANADIAN may intersect, with both composite maps showing the prairie 

provinces as sounding different compared to these participantôs English. 
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Figure 27. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the CANADIAN 

Category (n = 17 Labels) 

 

 Labels, such as the ones given above referring to a stereotyped-Canadian English or 

ñClassic Canadianò may be referring to several features that have been well documented in 

linguistic literature, such as Canadian raising or the unique lexicon of Canadians (e.g., ñduo-

tangò, ñehò, or ñtoqueò). Perhaps participants are referring to other linguistic items that linguists 

have yet to study; thus, follow-up interviews would again assist with determining the features, if 

any, the participants are thinking constitute ñstereotypical Canadianò and ñClassic Canadian.ò 
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 Sixteen participants provided 17 labels (2%) that were categorized into the ONTARIO 

category, with the heat map in Figure 28 showing high frequency of overlap of polygons. Labels 

include: 

 Ontarian 

 Southern, ON 

 Ottawa valley accent 

 Ontario ï Subtle Canadian accent Especially noticeable are differences in the /o/sounds. 

 Ontario accent British influences 

Figure 28. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the ONTARIO 

Category (n = 17 Labels) 
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 As one would anticipate, the highest frequency of overlapping polygons that fall into this 

category is over ON, with the brightest red appearing along the southern border of ON. Labels in 

this category are used for more urban areas in ON, as much of the population of ON is situated 

along the southern border with the USA. However, when the labels are examined individually, 

there are several that refer to specific areas in the province, such as: ñThunderbayò, ñNorthern 

Ontario Englishò, ñSothern, ONò, ñEastern Ontario Englishò, ñNorthern Ontario accentò, and 

ñOttawa valley accentò. A regional study to be completed with a map task of the province may 

serve to further explore what specific regions are salient to listeners. Interestingly, not all 

participants that provided these types of specific regional labels were from ON, so it seems that 

some Canadians may be aware of regional variation within the large province, despite not being 

from there. In addition to the regional map task study, I suggest including follow-up interviews 

with the participants to determine if they recognize particular features that are salient to them. 

This would allow for comparison to previous regional variation studies completed in Ontario 

(e.g., Pringle & Padolsky, 1983) and may provide further insight to variables yet to be studied.  

 Twelve participants provided 15 labels (2%) that were categorized into the LEXICAL 

VARIATION category, with the distribution of overlapping polygons displayed in Figure 29. 

Labels included: 

 Detroit-influenced English with vocabulary like Fahrenheit 

 ñIôs the bôyò 

 Maritime variation in word usage 

 Eh 

 Bunny hug 
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Figure 29. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the LEXICAL 

VARIATION Category (n = 15 Labels) 

 

 The composite map in Figure 29 shows low frequency of overlapping polygons in this 

category, suggesting several lexical choices are salient to different participants in different areas. 

This makes sense as speakers are probably less cognisant of their lexical choices unless there is a 

known stereotype surrounding a term that is talked about by others. The labels provided in this 

category may give insight into lexical variables that linguists may find useful to study to 

determine if regional boundaries exist for that variable or variables. For example, the term 

ñBunny hugò being used in the map task is discussed further in the analysis of lexical variation in 

Section 5.7. 

 The NORTHERN/TERRITORIES category consisted of 14 labels (2%) provided by 13 

participants. Examples of labels in this category include: 
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 Territories 

 North 

 The North 

 Remote northern areas 

 Northern Accent 

 The composite map in Figure 30 provides insight into the high degree of agreement 

between participants that provided labels in this category.  

Figure 30. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the 

NORTHERN/TERRITORIES Category (n = 14 Labels) 

 

Similar to the other regional categories (e.g., NEWFOUNDLAND, QUÉBEC, PRAIRIES, etc.) 

participants agree that the northern areas of Canada, including the territories and northern areas 
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of BC, AB, SK, MB, ON, QC, and NL are regionally accurate to the labels provided in this 

category. Further exploration into what makes the northern regions of Canada salient to speakers 

would be beneficial as the labels in this category, as well as other categories dealing with 

linguistic properties (e.g., PRONUNCIATION and LEXICAL VARIATION), did not provide 

many specific examples for this area. Further, the labels in the NORTHERN/TERRITORIES 

category generally refer to the region or area, rather than the English spoken there (e.g., ñNorthò, 

ñTerritoriesò, ñNunavutò, etc.). 

 The WESTERN category consists of 14 labels (2%) provided by 14 participants. 

Examples of WESTERN labels include: 

 Western accent 

 Western Canada 

Saskie 

Alberta 

Western Canadian Accent/Stereotypical Canadian Lingo 

As discussed in the other regional categories, labels in the WESTERN category largely focused 

on the provinces or larger region (e.g., ñWestern Canadaò) rather than particular linguistic items.  

ñAccentò is referred to in four of the 14 labels, such as participant 187 using the label ñAlbertan 

accent.ò When a label referred to a province west of ON with no further description, these labels 

were grouped into the WESTERN category as there were not enough labels referring to each 

province to create a provincial category like ONTARIO or QUÉBEC. For example, three 

participants referred to SK (e.g., ñSKò or ñSaskieò), while two refer to AB (e.g., ñAlbertaò). The 

composite map in Figure 31 shows agreement between participants that AB and parts of SK and 
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BC are considered the most ñwesternò. This differs slightly from the RURAL/COUNTRY and 

PRAIRE categories, in that BC is included within this category.   

Figure 31. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the WESTERN 

Category (n = 14 Labels) 

 

 Figure 32 displays the composite map of 11 labels (1%) provided by nine participants in 

the OTHER LANGUAGES category. Labels include: 

 Scottish influence 

 Asian English 

 Odd Mennonite low German accents 

 English not first language 

 Different languages 
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Figure 32. Composite map of degree of frequency of overlapping labels in the OTHER 

LANGUAGES category (n = 11 labels) 

 

Due to the low overlapping frequency of polygons with labels fitting into this category, there 

does not appear to be broad consensus across participants. The highest frequency of overlap 

occurs in southwestern BC and QC, but the number is low at three overlapping polygons. 

Regions that speak multiple or other languages do not appear to be salient to most Canadians in 

this study, though participants do seem to note Southwestern BC, where Vancouver lies, but not 

Southeastern ON where Toronto is. Further study may provide further insight into whether 

Vancouver is perceived as having speakers of other languages compared to Toronto by Canadian 

English speakers. 
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 Nine participants provided ten labels (1%) that fell into the URBAN/CITY category, with 

the heat map showing high frequency of overlap in Figure 33. Examples of labels in this 

category including: 

 Torontonians 

 Multicultural, Multi-accented, Highly-educated, Urban English 

 Mountain/Vancouver English 

 New York ish 

 Montreal 

Figure 33. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the URBAN/CITY 

Category (n = 10 Labels) 

 

 As shown in Figure 33, there is agreement between almost all nine participants in that 

southern ON falls into this category of labels. This is not surprising as the highest population of 

Canada lives in this area. Examples of what specific linguistic features may stand out is not 
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apparent from the labels, with most referring to the city of Toronto. Though there was a large 

amount of agreement among the nine participants, the overall saliency of English sounding 

URBAN/CITY is little among the larger survey population. 

 Nine participants provided nine labels (1%) that were put into the WEST COAST 

category with the composite map shown in Figure 34. Examples of labels include: 

 West Coast 

 BC 

 West coast english  

 West coast accent ï British influenced by Prairies accent? 

 West coast accent 

Figure 34. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the WEST COAST 

Category (n = 9 Labels) 

 



 

110 

 

 As shown in Figure 34, eight of the participants agreed on the same area, with 

southwestern BC being highlighted and given labels falling into this category most often. The 

particular feature(s) that make this area salient are not apparent from any of the above categories 

and with few participants providing labels in this category, further exploration is needed to 

further comment on anything linguistically unique to speakers. 

 The three categories, PRAIRIES, WESTERN, and WEST COAST may be thought of as 

similar; however, when looking at the composite maps above different areas are highlighted (cf. 

Figures 26, 31, and 34). For example, the area most often highlighted for the PRAIRIE category 

tends to centre around SK, while WESTERN centres around AB and finally, WEST COAST 

centres around BC. Further, when looking at participants that provided labels for these 

categories, there tends to be a bit of overlap in individual responses. That is to say that one 

participant provides a label that is categorized as PRAIRIE and a different label that is 

categorized as WEST COAST. There was a total of 10 participants who provided two different 

labels that were categorized into one of these three categories.  

 Eight participants provided eight labels (1%) falling into the SLANG category, with 

examples being: 

 Unique dialect and slang 

 Unique slang 

 Slang 

 irish twang and own lingo 

 Different slang 
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 There is not a high frequency of overlap in this category, as shown in Figure 35. This 

suggests that slang is associated with particular regions by participants from different regions 

(e.g., AB, ON, MB). No examples of what slang refers to are given in the labels.  

Figure 35. Composite Map of Degree of Frequency of Overlapping Labels in the SLANG 

Category (n = 8 Labels) 

 

5.4.1 Content Analysis Summary 

The keyword analysis and sorting of labels into semantic categories resulted in a total of 

766 labels in 20 categories. The labels within each category often referred to the geographic, 

linguistic, or social aspects of the region. Many categories had a high frequency of overlap, 

indicating agreement among participants who provided labels in those categories. This was often 
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the case with categories referring to specific regions (e.g., NEWFOUNDLAND, 

NORTHERN/TERRITORIES, QUÉBEC, and MARITIMES). There were a few categories 

which did not have high degrees of agreement among participants (e.g., SLANG, OTHER 

LANGUAGES, and LEXICAL VARIATION) but this may have been due to the fact they had 

fewer labels overall. 

 The composite maps allow for visualization of the data and where agreement occurs at 

greater degrees among participants when grouped either as provinces (e.g., Section 5.3) or 

grouped by semantic categories of labels (e.g., Section 5.4 showing the composite maps for each 

category). Further suggestions for future studies are provided above and in Chapter 6.  

5.5 Rating Tasks 

The answers given by participants for the rating tasks are presented below according to 

default province. The first attribute participants rated provinces and territoriesô English on, was 

correctness, followed by pleasantness, and finally similarity. The study of these three 

characteristics follows from previous work on language attitudes that gives insight into linguistic 

security and participantsô attitudes towards ways of speaking in various regions to accompany 

findings from map tasks (e.g., McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain, 2002; Niedzielski and Preston, 

1999). Means and standard deviations (marked as SD in tables) were calculated for each default 

province group. Mean ratings for each province and territory were colour-coded by 0.5 

measurements and presented on a basic map of Canada to show the regions that were rated 

similarly, and which differed. 

5.5.1 Correctness 

 BC participantsô mean ratings for each province and territory across Canada for 

ócorrectnessô are presented in Table 11. They gave BC the highest score for correctness with a 
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mean of 8.70, with the lowest standard deviation for this category and group at 1.49. ON and AB 

are given the next highest ratings, respectively, with the other prairie provinces, SK and MB, 

receiving means in the high 7.00ôs. The only territory to receive a mean higher than 7.00 was 

YT, while the other two territories were rated lower and more similarly to the maritime provinces 

and QC, which is clearly depicted in Figure 36. Lastly, NL is given the lowest rating for 

ócorrectnessô, but has the highest standard deviation, suggesting not all BC participants agree 

with each other.   

Table 11. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by BC Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.70 8.00 7.70 7.75 8.10 6.25 6.75 6.85 6.95 5.90 7.30 6.85 6.50 

SD 1.49 1.56 1.69 1.68 1.55 2.34 2.20 2.18 2.09 2.45 2.13 2.21 2.16 

 

Figure 36. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by BC Participants 
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 From the calculated averages, it seems that BC is linguistically secure, as defined by 

Preston (1989) and McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002) who describe respondents from 

linguistically secure regions as providing high ratings for correctness to their own province, 

while using a large portion of the rating spectrum to rate the other regions. The heat map 

presented in Figure 6 above, in Section 5.3, suggests BC participants are aware of differences in 

the east, in particular, QC and the Atlantic provinces. These differences may relate to 

ócorrectnessô or ópleasantnessô, which is discussed further below in Section 5.5.2. The lowest 

ócorrectnessô rating for NL supports the negative stereotypes of that province discussed above. 

Whether other provinces agree with this negative stereotyping of NL is discussed below. 

 To the east, AB participants agreed with their neighbours and gave BC the highest rating 

for correctness with an average score of 8.44, while the mean for their own province was slightly 

lower at 8.26 as shown in Table 12. Provinces to the east of AB are rated relatively similar, with 

means ranging from 7.79 to 7.89 for SK, MB, and ON. Interestingly, ON is given a slightly 

higher rating for correctness than SK and MB. QC is given lower ratings (5.45), alongside NL 

(5.43), while the maritime provinces and territories all have ratings between 6.00 and 7.00.  

Table 12. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by AB Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.44 8.26 7.79 7.81 7.89 5.45 6.53 6.53 6.68 5.43 6.98 6.70 6.30 

SD 1.28 1.42 1.50 1.44 1.37 2.17 1.78 1.68 1.83 2.24 1.66 1.76 1.84 

 

Though AB was not the highest rating for these participants in correctness, the mean is still 

relatively close to that of BC which suggests AB participants may also be linguistically secure. 

The findings in Table 12 and Figure 37 are very similar to the findings of perceptions of 

correctness of McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002) in their perceptual study of young Albertans 
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and Ontarians. This may suggest that perceptions have not changed over the past decade and a 

half. 

Figure 37. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by AB Participants 

 

 Further, the heat map presented above in Figure 7 suggests that QC and NL stand out to 

AB participants as sounding different. Like BC participants, a segment of this difference in 

English may be related to ócorrectnessô. The low ratings for QC in particular may also be related 

to anti-QC attitudes that AB participants hold, as Albertans often hold negative attitudes towards 

QC. As an Albertan who was raised in the province, it does not surprise me that QC is given 

some of the lowest ratings among AB participants due to the daily commentary surrounding QC. 

It is important to note that the negative attitudes towards QC do not extend to NL in the same 

way, as AB does not hold anti-NL sentiments, at least not in the same way they do with QC.  
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 SK participants follow a similar trend to BC participants, rating BC and ON speakers as 

being the most correct (8.69 and 8.77, respectively), with AB (8.54), SK (8.38), and MB (8.31) 

trailing close behind as shown in Table 13. Further, they give quite higher ratings to QC speakers 

compared to AB and BC participants, with an average of 7.00. Overall, the means are higher for 

all provinces, resulting in a less colourful map in Figure 38. 

Figure 38. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by SK Participants 

 

Table 13. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by SK Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.69 8.54 8.38 8.31 8.77 7.00 7.54 7.85 7.77 7.00 7.62 7.62 7.54 

SD 1.18 1.45 1.56 1.55 1.17 2.00 1.71 1.52 1.74 1.83 2.10 2.10 2.11 

 

QC and NL are given ratings very similar to the rest of Eastern Canada and the territories by SK 

participants. Referring to Figure 8 above, it is clear that SK participants perceive a difference in 

the way Newfoundlanders speak English, which is also reflected in their average rating for NL 

(7.54) on ócorrectnessô.  
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 Participants from MB gave the highest ratings of ócorrectnessô to BC (8.17) and AB 

(8.00), with ON (7.75) close behind. Ratings for their own province seem to indicate they may be 

less linguistically secure than their neighbours to the west, a similar finding in the SK data. Their 

ratings are more aligned with those given by AB and BC participants for the French-speaking 

province of QC, with the lowest mean rating for correctness, 5.67, given to this province by MB 

participants. The maritime provinces receive ratings just below ON, while NL is given the 

second lowest rating, 6.42, among all the regions. The territories do not fare much better than 

NL, with mean ratings between 6.50 and 7.00, depicted in orange in Figure 39.   

Table 14. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by MB Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.17 8.00 7.58 7.50 7.75 5.67 7.25 7.00 7.33 6.42 6.83 6.92 6.92 

SD 1.70 1.71 2.02 1.68 1.82 1.50 1.82 1.86 1.97 2.02 1.70 1.83 1.83 

 

Figure 39. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by MB Participants 
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Figure 9 above reflects similarities in the average ratings of MB participants and the 

number of overlapping polygons suggest perceived differences in the way English is spoken in 

those regions. NL has the highest frequency of overlapping polygons for this group, and the 

ratings provided for ócorrectnessô may contribute to the perception of difference to MB 

participants. QC and the territories also have relatively higher frequency of overlapping polygons 

for areas that sound different and the ratings in Table 14 may also contribute to perceptions of 

difference to MB speakers. This also begs the question: what features in the English spoken in 

QC and territories do MB participants find óincorrectô?  

 Interestingly, ON participants had a higher mean rating for speakers in BC (8.57) for the 

ócorrectnessô category than themselves as shown in Table 15 and Figure 40 below. This finding 

is reflected in McKinnie and Dailey-OôCainôs (2002) ON data as well for the ócorrectnessô 

category. ON and AB receive high mean ratings at 8.46 and 8.15, respectively. QC is given 

another low mean rating (5.79), similar to responses from AB participants. ON participants were 

not as harsh in their mean ratings for NL as AB participants, giving it a mean rating of 6.52. SK 

(7.82) and MB (7.97) are given relatively high ratings as well, with the maritime provinces and 

territories receiving similar mean ratings as each other.  

Table 15. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by ON Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.57 8.15 7.82 7.97 8.46 5.79 7.26 7.52 7.41 6.52 7.34 7.20 6.95 

SD 1.23 1.30 1.57 1.49 1.31 2.17 1.94 1.67 1.69 2.03 1.80 1.68 1.83 

 

 ON participants had high degrees of overlapping polygons in NL, the Maritimes, and 

partially in the prairie provinces, as depicted in Figure 10 above. The average ratings given to 
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these provinces also reflect where the heat map is reddest, suggesting ócorrectnessô may also play 

a role in what makes the English in these provinces sound different to ON speakers.  

Figure 40. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by ON Participants 

 

 Table 16 and Figure 41 below, display the mean ratings by QC participants and show 

high ratings for all provinces except for their own. This lower mean rating of 6.50 suggests that 

they are less secure linguistically, while they provide the highest mean ratings to BC (8.90) and 

ON (8.80). Even NL (8.50) is given a higher rating than any of the other default provinces 

discussed above. It is interesting that NB is given a lower rating on average than the other 

Atlantic provinces, at 8.00. This may suggest that QC participants are more aware of the French 

spoken in NB and believe it affects the ócorrectnessô of the English spoken in the province. 

Follow up interviews with the QC participants may suggest reasons behind the lower mean rating 

for NB compared to the other Atlantic provinces. Similarly, NU (8.20) is given a lower score 

than the other territories.    
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Table 16. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by QC Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.90 8.60 8.60 8.60 8.80 6.50 8.00 8.60 8.60 8.50 8.60 8.60 8.20 

SD 1.20 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.23 2.37 1.70 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.51 1.55 

 

Figure 41. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by QC Participants 

 

 Figure 11 above shows an interesting picture of areas that sound different to QC 

speakers, with the BC-AB border being highlighted frequently, and the Atlantic provinces also 

having higher degrees of overlapping polygons than other areas. Perhaps, ócorrectnessô or maybe 

more standard use of English in these provinces, compared to QC speakers, is what stands out as 

salient to QC participants.  

 The MA participants from the three maritime provinces had the lowest average ratings 

across all provinces and territories, as shown in Table 17 and Figure 42. They are also the first 

group of participants to give ON (7.80) the highest average ratings of correctness, with NS (7.40) 
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following close behind. AB (7.27) and MB (7.27) are given similar ratings, resulting in the same 

mean rating and BC (7.13), SK (7.07), and PEI (7.07) are the next highest rated provinces. Of the 

three maritime provinces, NB (6.87) is given the lowest average rating, with the territories and 

NL (6.00) following close behind. Finally, QC (5.40) is given the lowest average rating by MA 

participants, similar to the AB, MB, and ON participantsô ratings discussed above for this region 

and category. Though the number of MA participants was small, it would be beneficial to 

conduct follow-up interviews to determine why their ratings for ócorrectnessô were so much 

lower compared to participants from other provinces. The fact their ratings are lower than any 

other group of participants may be due to linguistic security. MA participants use a small range 

of the scale and do not give their provinces the highest rating. This may indicate a lower sense of 

linguistic security as one would expect a linguistically secure area to use a large range of the 

scale and give their own province the highest ratings.  

Figure 42. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by MA Participants 
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Table 17. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by MA Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 7.13 7.27 7.07 7.27 7.80 5.40 6.87 7.40 7.07 6.00 6.33 6.27 6.07 

SD 1.51 1.39 1.53 1.28 1.26 1.12 0.99 1.18 1.44 1.81 1.40 1.44 1.16 

 

 Participants in NL also seem to be linguistically insecure, similar to their neighbours in 

the maritime provinces and QC. Though the average rating for their province does not have the 

lowest rating (6.73), it is still lower than most of the other regions as shown in Table 18. Only 

QC is given a lower average rating, at 5.33. ON (8.87) and BC (8.60) are given the highest mean 

ratings, with AB (8.27), SK (8.13), NS (8.20), and PEI (8.20) following closely behind. MB and 

NB are grouped similarly, with ratings between 7.40 and 7.80, while NL and the territories have 

average ratings in the 6.00s (see Figure 43).  

Table 18. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by NL Participants on Correctness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.60 8.27 8.13 7.80 8.87 5.33 7.40 8.20 8.20 6.73 6.87 6.47 6.20 

SD 1.06 1.39 1.13 1.37 0.83 2.29 1.18 0.94 0.94 2.22 1.73 1.60 2.11 

 

 Similar to the other default provinces discussed above, the heat map presented in Figure 

15 shows NL participants agreeing with each other that many other regions of Canada speak 

differently than their own English. Part of these differences may be linked to the perception of 

ócorrectnessô. The findings for the rating task may also suggest that Newfoundlanders agree with 

the perception that they speak less ócorrectô English, a stereotype that was discussed above in 

Section 5.4 when addressing the NEWFOUNDLAND category. 
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Figure 43. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óCorrectnessô by NL Participants 

 

 Of all the regions discussed above, some areas of Canada appear more linguistically 

secure than others. In particular, BC, ON, and AB tend to use a broader spectrum of the rating 

scale to rate other provinces and territories on the ócorrectnessô of their English, while NL and 

QC seem to be linguistically insecure, rating their own provinces low and/or using less of the 

rating scale.  

 At the end of each rating section, participants were given the option to provide further 

comments on the task in order to glean some further insights into the reasons behind participantôs 

ratings.  A total of 88 participants left a comment after this rating task. General comments ranged 

from lacking knowledge of other provinces/territories due to having never travelled to the region, 

to commenting on the idea that no English is more correct than another. This metalinguistic 

commentary was interesting as some of the participants suggested that no English is better than 

any other, but then point out specific phrases or words, or ñaccentsò, and rate the English of other 
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areas as less correct. For example, participant 18, whose default province was QC, said, ñi [sic] 

honestly havenôt heard people from the other provinces except Ontario. I wouldnôt rank 

provinces on how well they speak English, but what I would say is that Quebec is the worst.ò 

 Another interesting concept is suggested by participant 39 who says, ñ[s]ome of the 

places on the East Coast have weird words for things or strange pronunciations or grammar. I 

wouldnôt consider any of them less correct, but they are further from, say UK English, than some 

of the ways people speak in other regions.ò It seems that participant 39 uses the English spoken 

in the United Kingdom as the baseline for correctness. Further exploration through interviews 

into the rating task responses and further comments may suggest that participants do not only 

compare differences within Canadian English only but compare differences across other English 

varieties such as English spoken in the United Kingdom, American English, etc., as suggested by 

participant 39ôs comment.  

 Further comments suggest this task causes either confusion or even frustration in being 

asked to rate someone elseôs English, as shown in participant 38ôs comment, ñ... really? I speak 

acadienne French and hate it when people call my use of language incorrect, so this question 

really irks me. Minor quibble, but semantics matter. So instead I've ranked it by "closest to 

textbook english [sic]." Pairing this study with another that uses indirect approaches to language 

attitudes with the same participants may suggest that participants are overriding attitudes and 

perceptions when directly asked, perhaps due to fear of external judgement or in this case, 

avoidance of judging someone elseôs language due to personal experience. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, language regard is multifaceted and variable, and different components are explored 

when using direct or indirect methods. Similar attitudes towards rating someone on a 

characteristic(s) may also be relevant to the stereotype rating tasks, which is discussed below. 
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 Other participants provided the reasons behind their rating or thinking of ócorrectnessô 

with some saying they rated it based on the amount of slang used, while others used grammar 

and textbooks as baselines to which to compare the English of areasô.  

 Overall, participants in all regions were hesitant to use the full scale from one to ten and 

tended to have averages falling between 5.00 and 9.00 when rating provinces and territories on 

the ócorrectnessô of the English spoken there. Most groups of participants did not show a high 

degree of linguistic security. The next section provides the mean ratings for the characteristic 

ópleasantnessô and offers further insight into the topic of regional linguistic security. 

5.5.2 Pleasantness 

 The second rating task asked participants to rate regionsô English based on 

ópleasantnessô. They were provided the same scale as for ócorrectnessô. As above, means and 

standard deviations are presented below, alongside colour-coded maps to help visualize the 

differences in ratings.  

 BC participants have a high preference for their own English compared to other regions, 

almost having a single point higher on average than the other means for the other 

provinces/territories as shown in Table 19. Besides rating QC as least pleasant with a mean of 

6.65, the other areas were given similar, average ratings between 7.40 (NL) ï 7.80 (AB and MB). 

This lack of divergence is better shown in Figure 44, with only four colours being used across 

Canada to represent the average ratings for each region. 

Table 19. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by BC Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.65 7.80 7.70 7.80 7.75 6.65 7.55 7.55 7.65 7.40 7.45 7.50 7.45 

SD 1.42 1.61 1.34 1.40 1.68 2.52 1.70 1.85 1.73 2.60 1.76 1.79 1.76 
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Figure 44. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by BC Participants 

 

 Unlike their neighbours, Albertans tend to use more of the scale, giving BC a higher 

average rating (8.32) than their own English (8.19) on ópleasantnessô as shown in Table 20. QC 

and NL are given the lowest average ratings at 5.89 and 6.64, respectively. NU is separated 

slightly from the other territories with an average rating of 6.91, while NT and YT are rated at 

7.06 and 7.21, respectively, similarly to the maritime provinces. To the east of AB, the other 

prairie provinces are rated similarly to ON, with ON (7.53) receiving a lower average rating than 

SK (7.89) and MB (7.87), with these three provinces clustering together in Figure 45.    

Table 20. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by AB Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.32 8.19 7.89 7.87 7.53 5.89 7.11 7.21 7.28 6.64 7.21 7.06 6.91 

SD 1.46 1.78 1.62 1.68 1.91 2.40 1.83 1.83 1.81 2.57 1.68 1.85 1.97 
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Figure 45. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by AB Participants 

 

 The rankings of regions on pleasantness by AB participants are very similar to McKinnie 

and Dailey-OôCainôs (2002) findings, with their data suggesting Albertans thought BCôs English 

was the most pleasant, with AB English close behind. QC and NL were also perceived as having 

the least pleasant variety of English in their data, and the other areas were closely ranked 

together as sounding ópleasantô. However, what differs is the lack of clustering of average ratings 

for ópleasantnessô, which is often a sign of linguistically secure areas when rating for this 

characteristic (McKinnie & Dailey-OôCain, 2002, p. 193). This suggests that perhaps, AB 

participants are not as linguistically secure as suggested in the above section. Further study into 

this area may be helpful to determine if there is a particular age group that is less linguistically 

secure among the AB participants, or if a different social factor may be playing a role in this 

change. It may be that there is a change in perceptions and attitudes of Albertans, and they are 

becoming less linguistically secure.   
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 Table 21 shows that SK participants agree with AB and BC participants in that BC has 

the most pleasant-sounding English across Canada, with an average rating of 8.31. Unlike AB, 

SK participants tended to use less of the scale and rated things less harshly, with most of the 

regions having averages in the 7.00s. QC is the least pleasant sounding to SK participants, with a 

similar average of 6.08 to BC participantôs ratings of QC (6.65). Figure 46 shows the similarities 

between many of the regionsô average ratings on ópleasantnessô of English spoken in those areas, 

by SK participants. Note that six provinces and territories are highlighted in red and five are in 

pink, suggesting little divergence in the mean ratings. Follow up interviews may assist in 

determining why SK participants would rate ON lower than the provinces west of ON and some 

of the maritime provinces. 

Figure 46. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by SK Participants 
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Table 21. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by SK Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.31 7.62 7.69 7.62 7.38 6.08 7.38 7.62 7.54 7.00 7.15 7.00 7.08 

SD 1.44 2.10 1.93 1.94 2.06 1.75 1.71 1.66 1.98 2.12 1.63 1.73 1.71 

 

 Unlike participants whose default province was SK, MB participants gave their own 

province a higher average rating on pleasantness (8.00), similar to the average AB and BC 

participants gave their own home provinces. However, this average did not surpass the average 

rating of 8.17 for BC speakers, resulting in the most ópleasantô sounding English once again 

being spoken in BC according to MB participants. ON is also given a slightly higher average 

rating at 8.08. Like AB participants, Manitobans tend to separate themselves from the other 

prairie provinces on the rating task for ópleasantnessô as shown in Figure 47. 

Figure 47. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by MB Participants 
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 Like the other three provinces discussed above, QC has the lowest average rating by MB 

participants (5.92), with YT having the second lowest average (6.83). Interestingly, NL (7.33) 

has similar ratings as NB (7.17) and NS (7.33), while PEI (7.50) is given a higher rating than the 

other Atlantic provinces.  

Table 22. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by MB Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.17 7.92 7.75 8.00 8.08 5.92 7.17 7.33 7.50 7.33 6.83 7.08 7.08 

SD 1.70 2.07 2.05 1.41 1.56 2.27 1.85 1.78 1.73 1.72 1.90 1.68 1.68 

 

 The averages shown in Table 23 suggest that ON participants are linguistically secure as 

they tended to use less of the scale, clustering their responses between the 6.00s and low 8.00s. 

McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain (2002) point out that with the ópleasantnessô rating, often 

participants from linguistically secure areas tend to cluster their ratings which differs from the 

use of most of the rating scale for ócorrectnessô. This clustering of averages is apparent in Figure 

48 which shows seven regions in pink and five regions in purple. Interestingly, ON participants 

rated seven regions on average higher than their own for ópleasantnessô, with BC (8.44), AB 

(8.03), SK (8.00), NS (8.41), and PEI (8.41) having the highest average ratings in the 8.00s. 

ONôs average (7.93) is similar to that of MB (7.95), NB (7.93), and NL (7.98), something that 

has not been apparent in any of the above findings. No default province above has had the same 

average rating or less than NL. Despite this difference, QC is still rated the lowest by ON 

participants (6.28), with NT (7.61) and NU (7.51) receiving the next lowest average on 

pleasantness. 
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Table 23. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by ON Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.44 8.03 8.00 7.95 7.93 6.28 7.93 8.41 8.41 7.98 7.59 7.61 7.51 

SD 1.69 1.62 1.63 1.63 1.67 2.30 1.76 1.38 1.42 1.73 1.64 1.62 1.66 

 

Figure 48. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by ON Participants 

 

 There is a noticeable difference in the data provided in Table 23 and Figure 48 when 

compared to McKinnie and Dailey-OôCainôs (2002) data. They found Ontarians rated their 

province as sounding the most pleasant, with BC close behind. The map they present is quite 

different from Figure 48, with all three prairie provinces being clustered together and BC and 

ON grouping together in their study. Further, the maritime provinces are also a cluster in their 

data, while PEI and NS stand out from NB in the current data, as shown in the figure below. 

Once again, these differences may be due to a social factor such as age. In their study, they 

focused on students, while the current study was open to all age groups. Further investigation 
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into whether age or another social factor may play a role in average ratings for characteristics, 

such as ópleasantnessô, would be beneficial. Further discussion on why the Maritimes may be 

provided higher ratings for ópleasantnessô is provided in Section 5.6 when discussing the 

stereotype, ñpeople living in the Atlantic provinces are friendly and homey.ò 

 The suggestion above that QC participants seemed to be linguistically insecure based on 

the lower average rating for their own province on ócorrectnessô, is further supported by the data 

in Table 24. QC, on average, has the lowest rating for ópleasantnessô (6.20), with all other 

provinces and territories being rated at least 1.00 point higher. The most pleasant-sounding 

provinces to QC participants are BC (8.20), ON (8.20), NS (8.10), NL (8.10), and PEI (8.00). NB 

is half a point lower on average than the other Atlantic provinces, perhaps due to the French-

speakers living there that QC participants may be aware of. The territories fare better than the 

prairie province with averages from 7.50 ï 7.70. SK (7.40) and AB (7.20) are clustered together, 

as depicted in Figure 49 below. 

Figure 49. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by QC Participants 
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Table 24. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by QC Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.20 7.20 7.40 7.60 8.20 6.20 7.50 8.10 8.00 8.10 7.70 7.70 7.50 

SD 1.23 2.20 2.12 2.01 1.14 2.20 1.72 1.60 1.49 1.52 1.57 1.57 1.72 

 

 MA participants mean ratings for ópleasantnessô are much lower than those of other 

default provinces, with the highest average being 7.53 for NS. They are the only group of 

participants that did not have BC as the region with the highest average for pleasantness. Instead, 

the Atlantic provinces, except for NB (6.93), are given higher ratings than BC (7.33). As shown 

in Figure 50, most of the regionsô averages sit between 6.50 and 6.99, with AB, SK, QC, and NT 

all having the second lowest average of 6.73.  

Figure 50. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by MA Participants 

 



 

134 

 

 The least pleasant-sounding English in Canada to MA participants is NU, with an average 

of 6.60, as shown in Table 25. These rankings of averages may suggest that MA participants are 

somewhat linguistically secure, as their averages cluster between 6.00 and 7.50, and they rate 

two of the three maritime provinces the highest on ópleasantnessô. McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain 

(2002) suggest that provinces which are more linguistically secure will use less of the rating 

scale but provide high ratings for their own area. 

Table 25. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by MA Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 7.33 6.73 6.73 6.47 6.93 6.73 6.93 7.53 7.40 7.47 6.80 6.73 6.60 

SD 1.50 1.16 1.44 1.25 1.10 1.83 1.39 1.73 1.76 2.13 1.70 1.67 1.55 

 

 Finally, NL participants follow a similar trend to many of the other participants, giving 

BC the highest average rating (8.33) on ópleasantnessô. The prairie provinces are clustered 

together with ON, as shown in Figure 51, while QC is given the lowest average rating at 5.00. 

NU fares less well than the other territories while the Atlantic provinces are all clustered together 

with BC, as shown in Table 26. Interestingly, NL participants find their own English quite 

ópleasantô, with an average rating of 8.27. This finding contrasts with their ratings for 

ócorrectnessô, which were among the lowest of all the provinces that they rated. Further, the east 

and west coast provinces, except for QC, were given the highest average ratings. 

Table 26. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by QC Participants on Pleasantness of 

English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.33 7.93 7.93 7.80 7.53 5.00 7.20 8.00 8.13 8.27 7.27 7.13 6.47 

SD 0.98 1.10 0.96 0.94 1.55 2.33 1.74 1.77 1.85 1.75 1.44 1.41 1.46 
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Figure 51. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óPleasantnessô by NL Participants 

 

 There were far fewer comments from participants following this category of rating tasks, 

with only 19 participants providing comments. Fewer participants commented on the ósubjectiveô 

nature of the task, while many of them commented on óaccentsô playing a role in determining 

their ratings. For example, participant 28 commented saying, ñI know that the frnch [sic] accent 

lends itself to a more melodic sound. I also know that I enjoy the maritime accent as it also tends 

to be, to my ear, more melodic and rounded.ò ñThickerò accents seemed to sway participants 

from providing a higher rating, depending on their preference as depicted in participant 31ôs 

comment, ñ[t]hick local accents are not as familiar to my ears, and therefore, not as pleasant to 

listen to.  They can sound unsophisticated or uneducated sometimes.ò The comments from 

participants on this section suggest that they are more willing to rate peopleôs English on 

ópleasantnessô than they were on ócorrectnessô.  



 

136 

 

 Further, the averages provided in this section allow a clearer picture into which provinces 

may be more linguistically secure. The ópleasantnessô data for ON seems to suggest that these 

speakers are among the most linguistically secure speakers in the country. Interestingly, AB 

participants seemed to have more opinions on ópleasantnessô resulting in a wider range of 

averages on the scale, rather than the typical clustering expected for this characteristic 

(McKinnie and Dailey-OôCain, 2002). That is not to say that AB participants are linguistically 

insecure, but it may be that they are not as linguistically secure as their ON counterparts. Further, 

the MA participants seemed to show some sense of linguistic security in their mean ratings for 

this characteristic, with many averages clustering together, while they gave their own provinces 

higher ratings than anywhere else in the country. Follow-up interviews would be beneficial to 

gathering further data and information to determine reasons behind the ratings and support for 

any areas thought to be linguistically secure.  

5.5.3 Similarity 

 The final rating task asked participants to rate the provinces and territories on the 

similarity of the English spoken there compared to their own. The scales were the same as the 

other two rating tasks, with one representing ónot at all similarô and ten representing óexactly the 

sameô. As in the two previous sections, means and standard deviations were calculated for each 

province and means were depicted on colour-coded maps. The data from this rating task is 

closely related to the data found in the map tasks in Section 5.3 which presents the heat maps of 

areas participants highlighted as sounding different than their own English. 

 As might be expected, BC participants found their own English the most similar, with the 

prairie provinces and ON following close behind. The territories and maritime provinces were 

not quite as similar, while NL and QC both received the lowest averages, clearly shown in Table 
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27. NL had the lowest average rating (4.70) by BC participants out of all the other provincesô 

averages for NL, leaning towards the ónot at all similarô side of the scale. It is clear from Figure 

52 that BC participants use a large spectrum of the scale for rating on similarity which correlates 

to the heat map above showing areas that spoke different English than the BC participants in 

Figure 6. 

Table 27. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by BC Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 9.55 8.85 8.20 8.30 8.30 5.35 6.45 6.40 6.15 4.70 7.30 6.90 6.40 

SD 0.83 1.18 1.54 1.63 1.45 2.13 1.82 1.82 1.87 1.92 1.92 1.89 1.93 

 

Figure 52. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by BC Participants 

 

 AB participants, like their neighbours, also used a wide range of the scale when rating 

regions on similarity. They give themselves high ratings of similarity (9.60), as well as BC 
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(9.09). Interestingly, their neighbour to the east, SK, gets a slightly lower rating (8.85), with the 

means dropping as one travels eastward. MB (8.74) and ON (8.04) still sound similar to AB 

participants, while QC and NL have the same low average rating of 4.83, suggesting Albertans 

do not find their English similar to these provinces. YT (6.68) seems to be more similar to 

Albertanôs English than the other territories, by only a slight amount. Figure 53 shows a similar 

picture to Figure 52 in that AB participants used a wide range of the scale, resulting in several 

differently coloured areas. These findings are comparable to those in McKinnie and Dailey-

OôCain (2002). 

Table 28. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by AB Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 9.09 9.60 8.85 8.74 8.04 4.83 6.02 6.02 6.15 4.83 6.68 6.66 6.02 

SD 0.95 0.83 1.00 0.99 1.44 2.00 1.75 1.92 1.82 2.16 1.83 1.78 2.08 

 

Figure 53. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by AB Participants 
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 SK participants did not use as much of the rating scale as BC or AB participants did, as 

shown in Table 29; however, they did find their own province to be the most similar (9.69), with 

their neighbours to the east and west sounding like their own English. The Maritimes and 

territories all received similar average ratings, being somewhat different from the English spoken 

in SK according to SK participants. Once again, QC and NL are given the lowest average ratings 

at 5.31. These participants find QC and NL speakers to be somewhat different, but not so much 

as AB participants did. Finally, ON (8.46) is also quite similar to SK speakers, with an average 

rating very similar to that given by AB participants (8.04). 

Table 29. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by SK Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 9.08 9.46 9.69 9.38 8.46 5.31 6.69 6.77 6.92 5.31 6.77 6.77 6.69 

SD 0.86 0.78 0.63 0.65 1.27 1.93 1.38 1.54 1.85 1.80 1.48 1.54 1.44 

 

Figure 54. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by SK Participants 
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 Once again, MB participants rated MB English as most similar to their own (9.42). These 

participants found the other prairie provinces and BC less like their own English compared to the 

average ratings given by those provinces for MB English, as shown by the varying colours in 

Figure 55. Though AB (8.75) and SK (8.58) average ratings are alike, and more similar to MBôs 

average, BC (8.08) is clustered with ON (8.33), which differs from the three provincesô 

responses described above. That is to say, the other provinces discussed above for this 

characteristic often clustered BC with AB or on its own.  The other provinces east of ON, and the 

territories are all given lower scores, with NL and QC once again receiving the same, lowest 

rating average for ósimilarityô at 5.33 as shown in Table 30.  

Figure 55. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by MB Participants 

 

Table 30. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by MB Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.08 8.75 8.58 9.42 8.33 5.33 6.50 6.58 6.67 5.33 6.42 6.42 6.17 

SD 1.56 1.54 1.62 1.44 1.44 2.46 2.61 2.47 2.31 2.53 1.78 1.78 1.80 
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 ON participants had a very high average for their own province (9.36), with BC (8.82) 

receiving the next highest average rating on similarity as shown in Table 31. The prairie 

provinces are slightly less similar, with SK (8.00) having the lowest average of the three. The 

territories are rated similarly on average, with Ontarians seeming to find them slightly different 

from their own English. The Atlantic provinces received a wider range of averages on similarity, 

with NL receiving the second lowest rating average at 5.82, and PEI receiving the highest rating 

average among the Atlantic provinces at 7.21. Finally, QC is again the least similar to the ON 

participants, with an average of 5.30. These means are similar to those found by McKinnie and 

Dailey-OôCain (2002). Figure 56 shows the clear range of ratings used by ON participants. 

Figure 56. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by ON Participants 

 

Table 31. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by ON Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 8.82 8.20 8.00 8.07 9.36 5.30 6.87 7.15 7.21 5.82 7.07 7.08 6.89 

SD 1.20 1.54 1.60 1.60 1.33 2.04 1.83 1.61 1.57 1.90 1.81 1.79 1.79 
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 As one might expect, QC participants rated all provinces and territories as sounding 

somewhat different than their own English. This is clearly seen in Figure 57, with most 

provinces and territories being the same colour. QC participants perceive their own province as 

the most similar (9.10), with NL receiving the lowest average (5.70). The other provinces and 

territories are very close in average, but the high standard deviation suggests there is not as much 

agreement among QC participants as some other groups of participants (e.g., SK, BC, and AB). 

ON (7.20) receives the highest mean of all other regions besides QC, with NB (6.90) close 

behind. As shown in Table 32, several regions received the same average, BC, MB, PEI, YT, and 

NT at 6.70, with NS (6.60) following closely. SK (6.50), AB (6.40), and NU (6.20) are the next 

most similar, with the average for NL (6.20) being the lowest.    

Figure 57. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by QC Participants 
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Table 32. Mean and Standard Deviations of Ratings by QC Participants on Similarity of English 

 BC AB SK MB ON QC NB NS PEI NL YT NT NU 

Mean 6.70 6.40 6.50 6.70 7.20 9.10 6.90 6.60 6.70 5.70 6.70 6.70 6.20 

SD 2.31 2.37 2.37 2.31 2.35 1.20 2.23 2.12 2.11 2.36 2.31 2.31 2.10 

  

 MA provinces used a wide range of the rating scale, with means starting at 9.00 and 

going as low as 4.80. This is depicted in Figure 58, with many provinces highlighted in a 

different colour. The maritime provinces receive the highest average, with NS sitting at 9.00, PEI 

at 8.60, and NB at 8.07. The next most similar region is ON with a mean of 6.87, with BC 

following closely at 6.60. AB (6.27), MB (6.13), and SK (5.93) are ranked as most similar, 

following BC, with NL (5.53) following the prairies. Finally, the territories are perceived as 

somewhat similar to MA participantôs English, while QC is on the lower end of the scale, with a 

mean of 4.80 as shown in Table 33. 

Figure 58. Colour-Coded Map of Mean Rating Scores for óSimilarityô by MA Participants 

 
































































































































































































































































































































