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Introduction

East Anglian English was the first British variety
of English to be subject to dialectological scru-
tiny using sociolinguistic techniques (Trudgill,
1974, and his subsequent work) and since
then has been subject to only sporadic investiga-
tion (e.g. Britain, 1991, 2014a, 2014b, 2015;
Kingston, 2000; Straw, 2006; Amos, 2011;
Potter, 2012, 2018; Butcher, 2015). Recent
research has suggested that, in those few loca-
tions that have been investigated, East Anglian
English is gradually losing some of its traditional
dialect features, in favour of forms from the
South East more generally. Kingston (2000),
Britain (2014a) and Potter (2018) all found, for
example, a rather steep decline in the use of
East Anglia’s traditional third-person present-
tense zero. Furthermore, we are aware of the
arrival into East Anglia of linguistic innovations
from the South East of England, such as TH
fronting (Trudgill, 1988; Britain, 2005; Potter,
2012) and /I/ vocalisation (Johnson & Britain,
2007; Potter, 2014), but we only know about
their success in a few parts of the region —
Norwich, East Suffolk and the Fens. Since
Trudgill’s investigations across East Anglia in
the 1970s, however (e.g. Trudgill & Foxcroft,
1978), and despite a few multilocality studies
(Britain, 1991, 2014a; Potter, 2018) no research
has been able to provide a picture of the state
of the traditional dialect across the whole region.
We have therefore only a patchy understanding
of the extent to which traditional dialect obsoles-
cence, dialect levelling and innovation diffusion
have impacted the dialect landscape of this
region as a whole.
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In order to do just this, however, we report here
on the East Anglian results from the English
Dialects App (EDA). A smartphone application
launched in January 2016 and designed to crowd-
source dialect data (see Britain, Kolly &
Leemann, 2018, and Leemann, Kolly & Britain,
2018, for an overview of the development, struc-
ture and evaluation of the app as well as its impact
and reception by the media) enabled us to shed
new light on national but also regional dialect dis-
tributions of 26 linguistic variables. Since its
launch, the EDA has been downloaded 100,000
times, and more than 50,000 people from nearly
5,000 locations around the UK have provided
information on their own use of phonological,
morphosyntactic and lexical variables, together
with important social background information.

A number of the variables tapped by the EDA —
phonological and morphosyntactic as well as lex-
ical - are especially relevant to understanding the
state of traditional dialect in East Anglia, and we
focus on these in this article. These include phon-
etic and phonological variables such as the choice
of vowel in unstressed checked final syllables (as
in wanted, bucket and bushes), and the use of so-
called ‘intrusive r’ (in words and collocations
such as ‘thawing’ and ‘saw under’), morpho-
logical variables such as third-person present-
tense singular marking, and lexical variation for
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Figure 1. Screenshot of a typical question
asked as part of the EDA quiz

concepts such as splinter and snail. The app is
also able to shed light on the inroads being
made into East Anglia by innovations such as
TH fronting — the use of [f] for /6/ and [v] for
non—initial /8/. Because the EDA also collected
social background information from users, it
enables us also to consider ongoing change by
comparing speakers of different ages, following
the apparent time model (Labov, 1966). Our data-
set is able therefore to address whether East
Anglia’s traditional dialect is undergoing contin-
ued attrition. Our report on the EDA results in
East Anglia, then, provides an analysis of regional
scope but is also able to provide a recent dia-
chronic perspective on traditional dialect use
too. We begin by briefly describing the app, and
then present results from six linguistic variables,
as used by app users across East Anglia.
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The English Dialects App

The English Dialects App is a smartphone applica-
tion that aimed to both engage the public of
England about language variation and, at the same
time, crowdsource present-day dialect data. It was
released in January 2016.! It has two core compo-
nents — dialect recordings and a dialect quiz. The
dialect recordings part of the app enables users to
upload recordings of themselves reading a short ver-
sion of the ‘Boy who cried wolf” story. They can
also listen to recordings, not only those submitted
by other users, but also those of speakers from the
pioneering nationwide Survey of English Dialects
(SED) (Orton et al., 1962—-1971) from the mid-20™
century. For this article, however, we used results
gleaned from an analysis of the dialect quiz data.
In the quiz, users are asked to indicate which
variant of 26 linguistic variables — phonetic, phono-
logical, morphosyntactic and lexical — they them-
selves use. Each screen in the quiz (see Figure 1
as an example) prompted users to either answer a
question, or complete a fill-the-gap task. The pos-
sible answers were listed below the question. For
phonetic and phonological variables, users could lis-
ten to recordings of the different options. Once users

had chosen their own variant, they would be shown
a map of where that same variant was traditionally
used (we initially compared their choice with data
from the mid-20™ century SED). Typical phono-
logical questions include ‘Do you pronounce the
“r”in ‘arm’?’ and ‘In the word “butter”, I pronounce
the letter “u” as . . . ?” — users could then listen to
different possible options and choose the one they
thought they used. We also asked some lexical ques-
tions, such as “What do you call a piece of wood
stuck under the skin’ and ‘It belongs to the
woman, not the man. It’s not his, it’s ___ ’, as well
as some morphosyntactic ones, such as ‘If you’d
like someone to pass you something, would you
say: “give it me”, “give me it” or “give it to me”?’
and ‘Every day on her walk past the lake, she
__ the ducks: do feed, feed, feeds’. Once users
had completed the quiz they were asked to complete
a short background information questionnaire, so we
learnt their age, gender, ethnicity, educational
achievement, and level of mobility. The app then
also explained our data privacy and ethical code.
We now have a database of over 50,000 sets of
quiz answers accompanied by users’ social back-
ground information with which to analyse linguistic
variability across England.
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Figure 2a. ‘Shiver’ and ‘Sliver’ (for splinter) in the SED in East Anglia (based on material in Orton

et al. [1962-71])
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Figure 2b. ‘Shiver’ (for splinter) among older and younger users of the EDA
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Figure 2c. ‘Sliver’ (for splinter) among older and younger users of the EDA
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Figure 3a. ‘Dodman’ and ‘Hodmedod’ (and variants thereof) for ‘snail’ in the the SED (based on

material in Orton et al [1962-71])

We are fully aware, of course, of the problems
and drawbacks of collecting dialect data in this
way. The sample gathered with the App is, under-
standably, biased towards digital natives — it is
younger and more educated than the population
as a whole. But the collection of metadata from
speakers means we can nevertheless compare
users of different ages, educational levels, mobili-
ties and so on. We are also aware that the recording
function records users in a rather formal style —
reading an unfamiliar passage — and the quiz is
not collecting dialect use, but, ultimately, intuitions
about dialect use. We present an honest account of
these factors as well as more detail about the app
itself elsewhere (Britain, Kolly & Leemann,
2018; Leemann, Kolly & Britain, 2018). We
argue that such techniques are useful to provide
regional and national distributions of linguistic
variability, and can usefully complement, but abso-
lIutely not replace traditional sociolinguistically
oriented approaches to data collection. For this art-
icle we examine what the quiz answers from the app
can tell us about linguistic change in East Anglia
(broadly defined to include at least Norfolk,
Suffolk, Cambridgeshire, Essex — see Trudgill,
2001, for a definition of linguistic East Anglia).
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East Anglian English in the EDA

In considering variation as evidenced in the app
quiz results from across the region, we have selected
variables for presentation which can address the
questions of traditional dialect obsolescence and
innovation diffusion, as well as attempt to present
evidence from phonological, lexical and morpho-
syntactic variables. Quiz answers from over 2400
users across the East Anglian region were used in
our analysis. We begin with an examination of lex-
ical variation in East Anglian English. The system-
atic examination of variation in word choice
has long been neglected in more sociolinguistic
approaches to dialectology, largely because individ-
ual varying lexical items do not occur frequently
enough in recorded sociolinguistic ‘interviews’ or
conversations. While there have been attempts to
find ways around this methodological hurdle (e.g.
Llamas, 1999), generally we know much less
about lexical variation than about phonological
and grammatical. The EDA, however, was able to
straightforwardly investigate such variation.

Two investigated word choice variables sought
different variants for the words ‘splinter’ and
‘snail’.  Both showed considerable regional
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Figure 3b. ‘Dodman’ or ‘Hodmedod’ (snail) among older and younger users of the EDA
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variation at the time of the Survey of English
Dialects (SED). At that time, the two most signifi-
cant East Anglian variants for splinter were
‘shiver’, mostly found in Norfolk, and ‘sliver’ in
Suffolk (see Figure 2a). In the EDA we asked: ‘A
small piece of wood stuck under the skinisa ...’
As across almost all of the rest of the country
(Leemann, Kolly & Britain, 2018), the word ‘splin-
ter’ has been gaining ground in East Anglia to the
detriment of both ‘shiver’ and ‘sliver’. Figure 2b
shows the results from the EDA for the word ‘shiver’
among older and younger app users, and 2¢ the same
for the word ‘sliver’. While ‘shiver’ remains the vari-
ant of choice for over 20% of the older residents of
the north and east of Norfolk, and the far north east
of Suffolk, among the young few places show levels
over 10%. The situation for ‘sliver’ is worse. Among
the old, the area around Ipswich retains levels of ‘sli-
ver’ use around 10-15%, but among the young few
places exceed 5%.

Anecdotal and informal evidence had already
shown that the traditional East Anglian dialect
words for ‘snail’ were undergoing attrition.
These include ‘dodman’ (especially in Norfolk)
and various forms of ‘hodmedod’ (in Suffolk
and Essex). The latter especially had once enjoyed

a wide regional circulation, even well beyond East
Anglia, according to Wright’s English Dialect
Dictionary (1902: 193). A survey carried out in
1993 by the Norwich-based newspaper, the
Eastern Daily Press (EDP) showed that while
over 90% of adults recognised the meaning of
the word ‘dodman’, less than 5% of children
did.? Figure 3a shows the distribution of ‘dodman’
and ‘hodmedod’ respectively in the SED.
‘Dodman’ was then the dominant form in
Norfolk, and ‘hodmedod’ (and its variants) pre-
vailed in Suffolk and much of Essex and
Cambridgeshire. Figure 3b combines all the non-
snail variants and compares older and younger
speakers in the EDA. The question asked was:
‘Animals that carry their house on their back are
... 7 Once again it is clear that there has been a
decline in the use of the traditional dialect word,
and once again the Norfolk word appears to have
fared better than the Suffolk and Essex one.
‘Dodman’ is claimed to be used by between 15
and 20% of app users in North Norfolk, whereas
nowhere in Suffolk and Essex, even for the older
speakers, exceeds 10% use of one of the traditional
forms. Among the young, neither variant is used by
more than 10% anywhere in the region. Traditional
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Figure 4a. Third-person present-tense verb-marking in the SED in East Anglia (based on material in

Orton et al. [1962-71])
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Figure 4b. Third-person present-tense zero (‘she feed’) in the EDA

lexis is, therefore, if this pair of examples is typical
(and the EDP survey suggests it is), undergoing
dramatic attrition.

Third-person present-tense zero is a relatively well
known traditional dialect feature of East Anglia
(for an overview, see Rupp & Britain, 2019) —
‘she go running every day’, ‘the boy bring me
my paper every day’, ‘Stacey sell her jewellery
on the market’. Figure 4a shows the distribution
of the zero variant in the SED data collected from
older rural men in the mid-20" century. It was
widespread then across Norfolk, Suffolk, and
north Essex. It was one of the variables systematic-
ally examined by Trudgill in his Norwich survey
(see, for example, Trudgill, 1974, and Trudgill,
1998, for an account of why East Anglia developed
third-person zero in the first place), and variationist
studies of it have since been carried out by
Kingston (2000) in Glemsford in West Suffolk,
Spurling (2004) in Ipswich, and Potter (2018) in
Ipswich, Woodbridge and Wickham Market in
East Suffolk, as well as by Duffer in Gorleston
(2008) in Norfolk. Trudgill’s analysis showed
that third-person zero back in the late 1960s was
a majority variant for working-class speakers in
Norwich, with the Lower Working Class group
almost reaching categorical levels of non-

22

standardness. Kingston (2000) was the first to
examine third-person zero across apparent time,
and showed a dramatic decline in its use in west
Suffolk. Both Spurling and Potter found the same
for East Suffolk. All of the Suffolk studies showed
levels of zero among young people today at below
10%. Further north in Norfolk, Duffer found that
young residents of Gorleston, in the far east
of the county, still retained zero more than 40%
of the time. In the EDA we asked: ‘Every day on
her walk past the lake she the ducks (do
feed?/feed?/feeds?)’. Figure 4 shows the distribu-
tion of zero in the App quiz data. Higher concentra-
tions of zero are found in Eastern and Central
Norfolk and the far north east of Suffolk, and
align neatly with recent variationist work on this
variable. Even the most zero-using areas, however,
are only using it around 10% of the time. The gen-
eral attrition of the feature reported, for example,
by Kingston and Potter appears to be confirmed
by the App results. For these three features, then,
traditional East Anglian English appears to be far-
ing badly. Britain (2010, 2013, 2014a) has argued
that this is at least in part due to a range of different
types of social and geographical mobility which
have affected East Anglia (as well as many
other regions) especially since the Second World
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Figure 5a. Weak vowel merger in the SED in East Anglia (based on material in Orton et al.

[1962-71])

War. These include: significant levels of counterur-
banisation into the region from London and the
South East affecting rural areas in particular;
increases in general house-moving as home owner-
ship became increasingly seen as an investment to
increase personal wealth; increases in university
attendance, in longer-distance commuting, and in
personal mobility due to car ownership; the expan-
sion of the mobile and flexible tertiary sector of the
economy; and reorientations in consumption
behaviour, amongst others.

So far we have seen solid evidence of dialect
attrition underway — traditional dialect variants giv-
ing way to regionally and nationally more wide-
spread forms. Our final example of a traditional
East Anglian variant, however, does not depict
such a gloomy picture for the survival of older dia-
lect forms. Here we are examining what has
come to be known as ‘weak vowel merger’. In
London English and, for example, Received
Pronunciation, the vowel in many unstressed sylla-
bles checked by following consonants (for
example, past tense forms (such as ‘wanted’ and
‘ended’), plural forms (e.g. ‘horses’ and ‘buses’),
and verbal morphemes (e.g. ‘buzzes’, ‘pushes’,

‘warning’, ‘reading’) as well as in words such as
‘biscuit’, ‘naked’ and ‘bullet’) was /I/ (e.g.
[ho:siz], [endid]). In these accents, then, there is a
contrast with the vowel found word finally in
words like ‘comma’, ‘Ella’, ‘bigger’ and ‘water’,
which is schwa /o/ (e.g. [els], [biga]).
Traditionally in East Anglian English (Trudgill,
2004: 165-166) only /o/ was found in any
unstressed syllable. Consequently, words such as
‘buzzes’ are [bazoz] and ‘ended’ [endad] — a mer-
ger of the weak vowels. Figure 5a shows that weak
vowel merger in the SED extended across Norfolk,
Suffolk and Essex and also across the Fens into
Lincolnshire. There have been relatively few vari-
ationist studies of this phenomenon: Research in
northern Essex has shown considerable attrition
of schwa in checked syllables. Britain (2014a)
finds that in the northern Essex village of Silver
End, schwa use in checked syllables declined
from over 65% among older speakers, to barely
10% among the 18-25 year olds. Kingston
(2000), furthermore, found that in Glemsford in
western Suffolk there had been a dramatic decline
in the use of schwa in checked unstressed syllables,
falling from 80% among older speakers to 30%
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Figure 5b. Weak vowel merger among older and younger users of the EDA
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Figure 6a. Intrusive [r] in the SED in East Anglia (based on material in Orton et al. [1962-71])

among her young adult group. Further east, in
Suffolk, however, the situation was much more
stable. Spurling found very high levels of schwa
use in checked syllables in Ipswich, with just a
10% drop between older and younger speakers.
Potter (2018), furthermore, in three locations in
eastern Suffolk — Ipswich, Woodbridge and
Wickham Market — shows no decline at all in the
use of schwa in checked syllables, with rates of
use around 70%. The variationist evidence sug-
gests, then, some geographical shrinkage of the
area with the merger — with schwa in all unstressed
syllables — but stability in the core area. Figure 5b
shows the results from the EDA for older and
younger speakers. It shows that between the time
of the SED and the EDA the merger has retreated
from both Essex and Lincolnshire, aligning with
the findings of Britain (2014a) and (2014b,
2015) respectively. It also shows that the levels
of merger use have declined in western Suffolk,
as found by Kingston in her variationist study of
Glemsford. But although there has been some
decline in central and eastern Norfolk and in east-
ern Suffolk, it is not as dramatic as it was with the
earlier features we examined here and the use of
the merger remains robust in and around Ipswich
and Lowestoft in Suffolk and Great Yarmouth in
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Norfolk. Again, these findings align with the vari-
ationist work carried out by Spurling (2004) and
Potter (2018).

We conclude this paper by examining two lin-
guistic innovations and their diffusion into East
Anglia — one is an innovation of some historical
depth — the use of intrusive /r/, the other has made
a much more recent appearance in East Anglia,
namely the fronting of /6/ and non-initial /3/.

Intrusive /r/ is the label often given to the inser-
tion of an /r/ where etymologically no /r/ is present.
It is inserted, in some accents, between two vowels
that straddle word or morpheme boundaries, and
where the first vowel is not high — see examples 1-3:

1. She was sawing the log: [so:y] versus [soian]
2. The snow was slowly thawing: [0o:1p] versus
[Caain]|

She saw insects under the
[so:mnsekts] versus [so:nnsekts]

cupboard:

Its appearance is usually associated with the loss of
rhoticity — the use of non-prevocalic /t/ (e.g.
Trudgill, 1986). In those dialects which lost this
/t/, including East Anglia, many words that for-
merly had ended in /t/, now came to end in a
vowel, such as ‘water’ [wo:ta] and so phonologic-
ally aligned with words that had no historical /r/ at
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Figure 6b. Intrusive [r] among the users of the EDA
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Figure 7a. TH fronting in the SED in East Anglia (based on material in Orton et al. [1962-71])
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all, like ‘saw’ and ‘thaw’. The reanalysis of linking
/t/ — the surfacing of word-final etymological /t/
only in prevocalic contexts — as /r/-insertion rather
than the lack of /r/-deletion, led to the spread of
the /r/-insertion rule to morphemes which lacked
final /r/ etymologically.? Intrusive /r/ occurs, vari-
ably, in many but not all non-rhotic varieties of
English and competes in some, for example,
South African English, with the glottal stop as a
hiatus breaker between the two vowels. It is also
relatively frowned upon in some circles, in
England at least, both in extremely formal speech
and in the speech of the upper classes. It has, unfor-
tunately, not been the subject of many variationist
analyses (see, however, Foulkes, 1997, and Hay &
Sudbury, 2005) because the contexts in which it
might (or might not) be inserted are extremely
rare in spoken discourse. We know relatively little
therefore about its geographical distribution.
Figure 6a presents the geographical distribution
across the East of England of intrusive /r/ in the
SED. At that time, it was largely found in the
South and West of the region.

Figure 6b presents the results from the EDA in
which we asked the question: Do you pronounce
an /r/ between the two syllables of ‘thawing’? —
users could then listen to two recordings, one
with intrusion, one without, and choose which
one they think they say. The results show that intru-
sive /r/ is now the majority form almost everywhere
in the region and is particularly dominant in
Essex, Suffolk, Norfolk and across the North
Cambridgeshire Fens. As we know from Ellis
(1889), these areas were solidly non-rhotic even
in the mid-19™ century. One part of East Anglia
showing less enthusiasm for intrusive /r/ is the
area around Cambridge (and, interestingly, also,
Oxford to the west). As far as we are aware, such
an apparent ‘Oxbridge effect’ has not been found
in English regional dialectology before. We can
but speculate why these areas have relatively
lower levels of intrusive /r/. One plausible explan-
ation, given the apparent rejection of intrusive /r/
by prescriptivists and some members of the upper
social classes, is that affluent and elite university-
hosting Cambridge and the surrounding hi-tech
“Silicon Fen’ house a higher than average popula-
tion of highly educated, elite, standard-oriented
speakers than elsewhere in East Anglia, despite
being robustly non-rhotic.

Finally, we examine what has come to be known
as TH fronting, whereby /6/ and non-initial /d/ are
realised as [f] and [v] respectively (e.g., ‘think’
[fipgk] and ‘mother’ [mava]). Kerswill (2003)
examined the diffusion of this feature across the
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UK, and found that whilst it had been used in the
19" century in both London and Bristol, it was
only in the latter half of the 20™ century that it
had begun to spread beyond. His study showed
that this fronting had even reached the larger
urban centres of the North of England and
Scotland by the 1970s and 1980s. Rural areas
were largely unexplored in his synthesis, however,
given a lack of data. Figure 7a shows the extent of
TH fronting at the time of the SED. Its use appears
sporadic and not convincingly embedded within
any particular region, though it is at least incipi-
ently present, as Kerswill (2003) suggests. The
first report of TH fronting in East Anglia came
from Trudgill’s (1988) revisit of Norwich for
which he recorded 17 younger speakers to compare
with his original sample from the late 1960s. He
notes that the arrival of TH fronting in Norwich
was sudden and in the 1968 study ‘there was no
sign of it whatsoever’ (1988: 42). By 1988, 70%
of the new sample were at least variably fronting
TH. There has been relatively little research on
this feature in East Anglia since, however. The
one exception is Potter’s (2012) variationist study
of Ipswich, where he found relatively low levels
of fronting — 18% for [f] and 37% for [v], though
with somewhat higher levels among younger
speakers than older. Figure 7b shows the results
from the EDA for both older and younger users.
Given the highly innovative status of this feature,
it is worth mentioning first of all that, at least at
some minimal level, the feature has penetrated
the whole of eastern England — even in the areas
that are most conservative with respect to TH front-
ing, e.g. around Cambridge, there is still between
10 and 20% use of it among younger speakers.
Among the older speakers, it accounts for a quarter
of usage in and around Ipswich in Suffolk and
around a third in those parts of South Essex that
were the initial destinations for post-war work-
ing-class out-migration from London, e.g.
Southend and Basildon. The map for the younger
speakers shows that the feature has spread both
geographically and in intensity. Levels of TH
fronting are much higher among the young
than the old in Suffolk, Norfolk and north
Cambridgeshire. The most dramatic changes
appear in Essex, where TH fronting is now almost
the majority form across the far south and is
increasing in frequency especially in north east
Essex, around Colchester and Clacton, again desti-
nations for counterurbanising Londoners in the
second half of the 20™ century. In general, levels
of fronting appear to be on the rise gradually every-
where across the region.
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Conclusion

We believe our examination of the EDA is useful in
two respects (at least). Firstly, it has demonstrated
the broad validity of using smartphone-app based
methods to provide an overall, general picture of
the dialect landscape of a region, in this case East
Anglia. Before, we were reliant on the SED and
on piecing together the few sporadic variationist
studies that had been conducted (at different times,
by different people in different ways). The results
from the App align in so many cases with what
we do know from the smaller variationist studies
and what we know from broader regional and
national trends — a particularly clear example of
this is the split between West and East Suffolk
with respect to the attrition of weak vowel merger:
Kingston (2000) found it to be undergoing attrition
in the West, but both Spurling (2004) and Potter
(2018) found it robust in the East. The app found
the very same geographical division. As we said
earlier, we do not wish to claim that such apps
should replace traditional and detailed variationist
analyses, but they do serve to give us a regional
overview that we would otherwise not have and
help us to locate particular sites where it may well
be appropriate to zoom in for more detailed analysis.

Secondly, it has shed light on ongoing processes
of dialect attrition, dialect maintenance and dialect
innovation in the region. We demonstrated how
some, especially lexical, variants were rather rap-
idly undergoing decline, but that another trad-
itional East Anglian feature, weak vowel merger,
appeared relatively robust in its heartlands of
Norfolk and eastern Suffolk. And finally we were
able to track the progress of two innovations, one
of longer standing, one more recent as they make
their way across the East Anglian dialect land-
scape. Like all dialects, those of East Anglia con-
tinue to change — to lose some features, retain old
ones, take on new ones. The EDA has provided
us with a quick, cheap and insightful method to
track this change across the whole region.

Notes

1 For helping to build, disseminate and analyse results
from the app we thank Marie-José Kolly, Daniel
Wanitsch, Sarah Grossenbacher, Melanie Calame and
Heidy Suter.

2 ‘It’s vital to keep Norfolk dialect say our readers’,
Eastern Daily Press, May 10th 1993.

3 Uffmann (2007) explains why it was an /t/ that was
inserted, rather than some other consonant.
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