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quarter of a scale unit, then the test would become more liberal. 

For example, if the shift were one half a scale unit, then applica­

tion of the 5% significance level would yield a type II error rate 

of 1%; the ratio of likelihoods of the two types of errors then 

would be reduced to one-fifth (1/5). 

The critical effect size reported in Cohen's power tables can 

be used to obtain approximate values for the mean shifts of usage 

which might be considered significant. If we assume a standard 

deviation of unity for all items, and if we convert the one-sample 

critical values to two-sample by dividing them by the square root 

of two, then for a one-tailed test we consider a mean shift in usage 

in a specified direction of 0.30 scale units significant at the 1%, 

a shift of 0.20 units significant at the 5%, and a shift of'O.15 

units significant at the 10% level. It must be stressed that 

these values are very approximate since we have observed that the 

standard error of the mean shift varies from item to item~ We 

cite these values here only to illustrate what magnitudes of shift 

in usage from that employed with peers.to that used with superiors 

might be considered statistically significant. The results reported 

in the next section were obtained by applying the conventional 

t-test. 

The objective in this experiment was to identify those items 

for which subjects display a significant shift in relative fre­

quency of use of the standard and nonstandard forms with change of 

social circumstances. Having discovered these items, we then were 

interested to learn which of the two forms subjects might favour 

significantly in their conversation with each of the two social 

groupsg This information was sought through additional statistical 

testing. Since the value "2" represents the midpoint on the five 

point scale from "0" to "4" on which responses were recorded, and 
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since the code "2" corresponds to equal frequencies of use of the 

standard and nonstandard forms, a t-statistic was computed to test- significance of departure of the mean for the original variables 

from the value "2". A negative value for this test statistic could 

be taken to show preference for the nonstandard form while a posi­

~ive value could be regarded as revealing a disposition toward the 

,....	 standard Thus, having separated the items according to the sign 

of the associated t-statistic, we could apply a one-tailed test of 

significance of the identified disposition. The results of these 

tests are reported in the following section. 

e 

3.3 Results 

3.3.1 Negative	 Shift (summarized in Appendix B) 

In this experiment we were interested particularly in those 

items for which subjects reported relatively more frequent use of 

the nonstandard form in the formal than in the informal context. 

Ten such items were identified, among the thirty-two, with mean 

shifts in the negative direction. In the case of seven of these 

- items, mean shifts were significant at least at the 10% level. 

The two items (1) between you and me/I, and (17) purer/more pure 

resulted in highly signifcant (1% level) mean shifts in usage. 

(The item numbers correspond to those in Appendix A where the full 

text of the items is giveno) A further two items (17) in a moment/ 

momentarily,and (16) I hope/Hopefully yielded mean shifts signifi­

cant at the 5% level. The remaining three items of this set of 

seven were (26) behind/in back of~ (32) visit/visit with~ and (27) 

at/to home. These yielded mean shifts of usage towards the 

nonstandard form from the informal to the formal context signifi­

cant at the 10% level. 

Results of the one-sample tests for these seven items showed 

that, in conversation with friends, subjects exhibit a highly 

statistically significant (the 1% level) preference for the standard 

-
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form; however, in conversation with people to whom they wish to 

show respect, subjects display a highly significant disposition 

toward the standard form with 'only five of the seven items. In 

the case of (17) purer/more pure3 their preference for the standard 

form is significant at the 5% level while for the remaining item, 

(1) between you and me/I3 although the t-value is positive, it is 

too small in magnitude to be considered significant at any reason­

able level. Thus, it would appear that, for six of the seven items, 

subjects tend towards use of the standard form in conversation 

with both peers and superiors; but, this disposition toward the 

standard is more pronounced in the context of conversation with 

friends. 

3.3.2 Positive Shift (summarized in Appendix B) 

We were interested also in identifying those items for which 

shift in reported relative frequency of usage was toward more fre­

quent use of the standard form with superiors. This shift would 

be in the more normal or more commonly expected direction with the 

nonstandard form being used relatively more often in informal situa­

tions in conversations with friends. We found twelve items yield­

ing shifts significant at the 10% level in the positive direction; 

among these, we found the following eight to exhibit mean shifts 

significant at the 1% level: (1) Whom/Who 3 (3) It's I/me 3 (4) 

for you and him/he3 (29) as if/like3 (9) sneaked/snuck3 (23) 

wants to go/wants out, (24) wants to get/wants off. Two items, 

(19) do well/good and (8) saw/seen3 yielded mean shifts in usage 

in the positive direction that were significant at the 5% level. 

The remaining two of the twelve (30) since/seeing as and (31) the 

reason is that/because exhibited positive shifts significant at the 

10% level. 

On applying the one-sample tests to these twelve items, a 
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highly significant (at the 1% level) preference was discovered for 

the nonstandard forms in conversation with both peers and superiors. 

for the three examples (2) whom/who~ (3) It's I/me~ and (31) the 

reason is that/because. For the items (29) as if/Zike~ (13) If he 

wepe/was~ and (9) sneaked/snuck~ although the test statistic was 

'positive in sign for the formal register, the magnitude was not 

sufficiently large to be regarded as significant at any reasonable 

level. For the informal register the statistic was negative in all 

the above six instances. For the item (29) as if/Zike~ the dispo­

sition towards use of the nonstandard form was significant at the 

1% level; for (13) If he wepe/was~ this disposition was signifi­

cant at the 5% level; however, for the item (9) sneaked/snuck~ the 

tendency towards the nonstandard could not be regarded as signifi­

cant. For the remaining six of the twelve items, the one-sample 

t-test showed a highly significant (at the 1% level) preference for 

use of the standard form by subjects in conversation with superiors. 

In conversation with friends, however, subjects displayed a highly 

significant preference for the nonstandard forms in the two items... 
(23) wants to go/wants out, and (4) for you and him/he~ while with 

the item (24) wants to get/wants off~ although the statistic is ... 
positive, it is not large enough to be significant. With the remain­

ing three items, namely, (30) since/seeingas~ (19) do weZZ/good~ 

and (8) He saw/seen~ subjects show a highly significant preference 

for the standard form in conversation with friends o 

3.3.3 General Disposition (summarized in Appendix C) 

Although it was not the major concern in this experiment, we 

were interested peripherally in discovering in which of the thirty­

two items subjects demonstrated preference for the nonstandard form 

in both registers. On applying the one-sample t-test, we found five 

such items. In the case of three of these, namely, (2) whom/who~ 
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(3) It's I/me 3 and (31) the reason is that/because3 we discovered 

that subjects exhibited a highly significant (1% level) tendency 

toward use of the nonstandard form with superiors, while with the 

items (28) different from/than and· (21) Everybody gets his/their3 

subjects showed tendencies towards the nonstandard which were sig­

nificant at the 5 and 10% levels, respectively. For the four items 

(1) between you and me/I3 (29) It looks as if/like3 (13) If he were/ 

was and (9) sneaked/snuck3 although the test statistic was positive 

in sign, it was not large enough to allow us to conclude that sub­

jects exhibited a statistically significant preference for the 

standard form; however, for the two items (12) He lent/loaned me 

money and (17) purer/more pure3 the tendency toward use of the 

standard form with superiors was significant at the 10% level. 

Subjects exhibited a highly significant preference for use of the 

standard form with superiors for all other items. 

The one-sample test was also applied to responses by subjects 

in the context of the informal register. This yielded ten items 

for which a negative value for the test statistic (i.e. a tendency 

towards nonstandard usage) was observed. In the following six cases 

this tendency was highly significant (at the 1% level): (2) whom/ 

who3 (23) wants to go/wants out, (29) It looks as if/like3 (3) It's 

I/me 3 (31) the reason is that/because3 and (4) for you and him/he. 

In the two cases (13) If he were/was 3 and (28) different from/than 

the tendency towards the nonstandard form was significant at the 

5% level while in the remaining two cases, namely, (21) Everybody 

gets his/their, and (9) sneaked/snuck, this tendency was not suf­

ficiently large to be construed as significant. Among the twenty­

two items for which the test statistic was observed to be positive, 

in all except two cases the disposition toward use of the standard 

form with peers was found to be highly significant (1% level); in 
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the case of the item (12) He lent/loaned, this disposition was dis­

- covered to be significqnt at the 5% level, and only for the item 

(24) wants to get off/wants off, did we observe the magnitude of 

the statistic to be too small for us to conclude subjects exhibited 

as significant preference for the standard form. 

'4.0 DISCUSSION 

- Eliciting formal register by appealing to respectful style 

raises a problem. By specifying the interlocuters as people to 

whom respect is due, the questionnaire may be suggesting a focus 

on parents and older members of the community rather than formal 

situations in general. Therefore the responses, on occasion, 

appear to reflect an accommodation to the linguistic behaviour of 

the respondents' elders by indicating nonstandard or dialect forms 

as preferred in respectful usage. Examples of these in the present 

corpus are (26) in back of, (27) to home, and (32) visit with. A 

- possible way of avoiding such an outcome might be to appeal directly 

to the respondents' perception of 'correctness of usage, even at the 

- risk of offending our philosophical sensibilities. 

Amongst the items involving grammatical case it will be observed 

- that, except for (1) between you and me/I, the standard form is still 

being recognized by respondents as being more formal. The tendency 

- to replace the accusative by the nominative form may be related, 

by way of analogy, to the change from it is me to it is I which 

has been foisted on the English-speaking world by the school gram­

- mars. Halliday (1967:67-71) argues that, in a four-way classifica­

tion, the verb has the status of being a transitive (lexical) verb, 

- thus making the expression it is me perfectly grammatical. Halliday 

observes that the replacement of Middle English it am I by is me 

represents a shift in subject function from I to it. The two forms, 

is me and it is existed side by side in the sixteenth century. 

- Halliday suggests that it is I may have been a transitional blend, 

-
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analogous to he hits I with he as subject, and to him hits I when 

the subject is I. In view of this, one might speculate that the 

form it is I would not have survived had it not been for the insis­

tence of the school grammars that -this was the grammatically correct 

form. Presumably it is I was preferred to it me because of nom­

inative complements in Latin which provided the model. 

The occurrence of the accusative whom in interrogatives appears 

to be rare in Canada, judging by the results of The Survey of 

Canadian English (Scargill and Warkentyne 1972:74). Of the total 

survey population, 23% adults and 11% students reported the regular 

use of whom did you see. Professor Scargill (1974:27) draws the 

reader's attention to the pronouncement of Edward Sapir (1921:156­

164) on this form. Sapir predicts the demise of the accusative in 

this context within a century. Among the reasons cited for this 

change are that sentence initial position is strongly associated 

with the nominative case in ish, and the fact that the other 

interrogatives, which, what, where, when, how, are invariable in 

form influences speakers also to treat who as invariate. Whilst 

indulging in speculations as to the causes for the disappearance 

of the accusative pronoun in formal expression, one might also 

suggest that a contributing factor is the reaction against its 

over-use which is regarded as substandard. 

Some items in our corpus designated as nonstandard have already 

received wide acceptance in the United States as appropriate to 

formal use. Momentarily meaning 'in a moment' is included by The 

American Heritage Dictionary (1969) without comment as to its 

acceptability. For hopefully, meaning 'let us hope' Heritage 

informs the reader that it is unacceptable for formal use to 56% 

of its usage panel. Fowler's A Dictionary of Modern English Usage 

(1965 edition) does not comment on hopefully, but condemns the use 
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of momentarily to mean 'immediately' as 'foolish novelty-hunting'. 

The use of analytically constructed comparison for inflectional - adjectives, as in more pure~ is permissible in formal English in 

certain contexts; e.g. where more is to contrast with 19ss as in 

- This item is more pure but less interesting than the other. However, 

-disyllabic inflectional adjectives collocate with more more readily 

- than do the monosyllabic ones. 

The experiment reported in this paper in no way claims to have 

provided firm answers to questions on standards of English usage 

in Canada 1 Any serious attempt to do so would entail a survey on 

a much larger scale, perhaps similar to the Survey of English Usage 

directed by Randolph Quirk at the University College London. 

-
APPENDIX A 

Test items (with a tentative classification) 

Case erosion 

1. It's between you and me/I. 
..... 2. Whom/Who did you see . 

3. It's I/me. 

4. This letter is for you and him/he.
 

Preterite/participial confusion
 

5. He has drunk/drank the water . ..... 
6. I'm worn/wore out. 

7. I've gone/went there often. 

8. He saw/seen it happen.
 

Strong/weak verb formation
 

9. He sneaked/snuck by when my back was turned. 

10. He sought/seeked political asylum in Canada. 

11. Look what the cat dragged/drug in. 

12. He lent/loaned me some money . 

..... 

..... 
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Subjunctive of be 

13. If he were/was here, things would improve. 

Semantic shift 

14. It was lying/laying on the f190r. 

15. Don't go away, I'll be back in a moment/momentarily. 

16. I hope/Hopefully we will have nice weather tomorrow. 

Loss of adjective inflection 

17. 24K gold is purer/more pure than 18K gold. 

Adjective/adverb confusion 

18. It's very/some hot out there. 

19. I hope you do well/good on your exam. 

20. It's really/real hot in here. 

Number agreement 

21. Everybody gets his/their reward. 

Collocation of less with count nouns 

22. He's taking fewer/less courses than he should. 

Unusual ellipsis 

23. The dog wants to go/wants out. 

24. He wants to get/wants off the bus. 

Loss of negative agreement with anymore. 

25. A lot of people are away at present/anymore. 

Prepositional variation 

26. It's behind/in back of the house. 

27. He's at/to home. 

28. My book is different from/than yours. 

Clause conjunctives 

29. It looks as if/like he will go. 

30. Since/seeing as he's gone, we'll leave. 

31. The reason I can't go is that/because the road is washed out. 
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Verb reclassification 

32. I am going to visit/visit with my friend. 

APPENDIX B 

Summary of items exhibiting statistically significant shifts 

in usage between formal and informal registers. The significance 

levels of the shifts are given in percent, and the t-values for 

each register are given only as plus or minus indicating a dispo­

sition towards standard and nonstandard usage, respectively. Where 

the signs of formal and informal are the same, one is duplicated 

to indicate the direction of the shift. In cases where the t-value 

is not statistically significant, it is shown as (+) or (-). 

Sig. Level t-value 

Neg. Shift Informal Formal 

(1) between you and me/I	 1% + (+) 

(15) in a moment/momentarily 1% ++ + 

(16) I hope/hopefully	 5% ++ + 

(17) purer/more pure	 1% + + + ..... 
(26) behind/in back of	 10% + + + 

(27)	 at/to home 10% + + + 

Positive Shift 

(2) Who/whom did you see	 1% 

(3) it's I/me	 1% 

(4) for you and him/he 1%	 + 

(8) he saw/seen	 5% + ++ 

(9) sneaked/snuck 1%	 (+) 

(13) if he were/was here 1%	 (+) 

(19) do well/good	 5% + + + 

(23) wants to go/wants out 1%	 + 

......
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(24) wanD,S to get/wants off 1% (+) + 

(29) it looks as if/like 1% (+) 

(30) since/seeing as hets gone 10% + ++ 

(31) the reason is that/because 10% 

APPENDIX C 

Summary of items showing a tendency towards nonstandard usage 

and only a marginal tendency towards standard usage in either 

register. 

Item t-va1ue 

Informal Formil1 

(2) who/whom 

(3) itts I/me 

(21) everybody gets his/their (-) 

(28) different from/than 

(31) the reason is that/because 

(13) if he were/was (+) 

(29) it looks as if/like (+) 

(9) sneaked/snuck (-) (+) 

(1) between you and me/I + (+) 

(4) for you and him/he + 

(23) wants to go/wants out + 

(24) wants to get/wants off (+) + 

(The remainder of the items from the total set of 32 items had 

a statistically significant positive t-va1ue in both registers.) 
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