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Circle of Canberra, 20th May, 1961, by E.H. Flint,
University of Queensland).

0.0 Abstract:

The practical techniques suggested by Wurm and
Laycock, and the intelligibility rating scale which they
devised, are first used to establish that Norfolk is a
sub-language, and not a dialect, of English. An attempt is
then made to determine the linguistic relationship of
English and Norfolk, and general aspects of the conclusions
reached are discussed,

11 The aim of this paper is to examine and define the
relationship of Norfolk to English, and to discuss any
implications which this study has for linguistic science
generally.

2.1 The masterly early study of Uriel Weinreich, Languages
in Contact, outlined most of the theoret}cal, practical, and
methodological problems of bilingualism. He emphasized the
need for the co-ordination of all the disciplines interested
in these, and the use by linguistic science of the knowledge
so gained (pp.4-5).

Weinreich did not deal specially with the phenomenon
of two cognate languages in contact, but his methods are
applicable to such a study.

2.2 The early work of Reinecke dealt with such 1angua§es,
but concentrated chiefly on their sociological aspect.

2¢3 The work of R.A. Hall, dealt with the linguistic as
well athhe social aspects of Melanesian Pidgin and Haitian
Creole.

2.4 K. Whinnom, Spanish Contact Vernaculars in the

Philippine Islands, uses the term "contact vernacular" to
mean a form of speech which is the product of the contact

of a Buropean and an aboriginal tongue, and4deals with three
such languages existing in the Philippines.

2.5 In 1960 and 1961 thgre appeared the two volumes of
Creole Language Studies.” The relevant work of David De Camp
appearing in these will be discussed later.

2.6 For the purposes of this paper, the article of Halliday,
"Categories of the Tgeory of Grammar," (1961) is assumed as
a theoretical basis, This theory is now being tested in
application to the Norfolk data. The criticism of it by
Postal (1964) is outside the scope of this discussion.
Halliday has recently published another article, "The Tones
of English," where he has in migd Quirk's research on the
phonology-grammar relationship.
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2.7 Dr., S.A, Wurm and Dr. D.C. Laycock, faced with a similar
problem rsgarding language of New Guinea, proposed a working
solution. Starting from a premise that a language has "the
social function of carrying information from speaker to

hearer" (p.128), they found Swadesh's criterion for distinguish-
ing between language and dialect unsatisfactory. ©Swadesh had
suggested that forms of speech sharing 81% or more basic
vocabulary cognates should be regarded as dialects of the same
language, whereas forms of speech sharing less then 81% should
be regarded as distinct languages.

Wurm and Laycock found, from wide observations of
New Guinea languages, that this percentage figure corresponded
"to the reality of the borderline between mutual intelligibility
and unintelligibility only in rare instances" (p.129). Mutual
intelligibility seemed "only little impaired, or not impaired
at all, in cases in which the percentage of basic vocabulary
co;nates shared by two forms of speech was up to 10% less than
81%"

To distinguish between language and dialect, they
devised a criterion of mutual intelligibility - "the degree
and the extent of the practicability of exchange of information
between speakers of differing forms of speech..." (p.134).

This was determined by methods primarily used by
Voegelin and Harri§ - the "ask the informant" and the "test the
informant" method. 0

Wurm and Laycock suggested the following scale for
defining the relationship between cognate forms of speech:

- "Complete or almost complete 90%-100%
intelligibility" transfer of
information
"Fair" 75-90% ‘
"Limited" 60-T5% —‘7
"Partial® 40-60%
"Rudimentary" Less than
40%

"The boundary of "anguage' may from the point of view of
mutual intelligibility, be drawn around 50%, with the sphere
of 40-60% of information transfer .... constituting the sub-
language range which is intermediary between language and
dialect" (p.133). What degree of transfer of information
characterizes a dialect is not explicitely stated, but it may
be inferred that it is the 4@260% range. Go
il

émhﬂﬁ7af“ A

31 This criterion has been found useful for deciding the
application of the term 'language' or 'dialect' to Norfolk.
ThisJis not because this question may be finally decided by
such’ a means: Wurm and Laycock themselves point out that the
"figure of 50% is to a great extent arbitrary," and indicate
that other linguists have suggested different figures.

The reel value of attempting to determine experiment-
gllm on the basis of transfer of information, whether Norfolk
is a dialect or sub-language of English, or a separate language
‘altogether, is thercfcerc:
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(a) that it reveals interesting facts about the structure
of Norfolk itself.

(b) that it shows what happens when two cognate forms
of speech are used alternatively by one individual.

(¢) that it helps to elucidate the general question
"What is a language?".

3,2 The Norfolk material was collected during field work on the
Island in 1957 by various methods:

(a) Systematic elicitation of general, and also special
lexical items (e.g. names of fish, birds, and trees
and plants).

(b) Free observation of words and phrases heard in
conversation, and subsequently checked with
informants.

(c) Tape-recorded free conversations.
(d) A very limited amount of written material:

(i) Scripts of examination papers set by the N.S.W.
State Department of Education (4th-5th December
1908), worked by school children on Norfol
Island and sent to Sydney for examination.
These scripts give limited evidence of the
influence of Norfolk grammatical structure on
written English.

(ii) Parts of two spoken dizlugues (D-3% and D-5)
written down by informants themselves.

(iii) An inscription on an ash-tray.

(iv) A sentence written down by an informant to
illustrate the use of certain words.

(e) Nine word lists which had appeared in scien%ific,
historical, and linguistic publications between
1903 and 1957 were by non-Island observers. They
‘were recorded, often inaccurately, in ordinary
orthography. They were checked with informants to
determine their exact form and their present currency,
and thns provided a basis for elicitation.

s¢ dhus Norfolk is almost exclusively a spoken language,
and times is not subject to the influence of a written medium.

3.3 The reasons for this are historical. The Norfolk IslandeTﬁ
have to use Martinet's term, a double linguistic 'allegiance'.

At least in this socio-cultural sense, they may immediately be
called bilingual. The mutineers of the Bounty originally settled
on Pitcairn Island in January, 1790, with their Tahitian wives.
By 1856 the population had so increased that it was found necessary
to transfer all the inhabitants to, Norfolk Island, 930 miles
E.N.E. of Sydney, now an Australian territory. Later two small
groups returned to Pitcairn Island, and the present Pitcairners
are their descendants. Those who have remained on Norfolk

Island are much more numerous, and have not lost their language,
even since they have been brought into contact with Austrslian
and other immigrants from early in this century.

From the beginning the Islanders, when addressing
outsiders, took pride in using standard English, the language of
the Bible and the Prayer-Book taught to them by two of the
surviving mutineers, Adams and Young. So well did they do this
that they surprised American and English visitors to the Island
between 1808 and 1814.
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Yet at the same time another language was developing
for familiar intercourse. Apparently from the efforts of the
Tahitians to speak English and of some of the mutineers to
speak Tahitian, there developed a second language which repres-
ented a fusion of the two. As early as 1821, when the ship Surry
visited Pitcairn Island, the ship's surgeon, Dr. Ramsay, wrote
down some of this language, and this record showed clearly
that the Pitcairn-Norfolk l@gguage had already taken on much
of its characteristic form. It remained, however, exclusively
a spoken tongue, whereas ‘Standard ‘TngTish was uscd in both
speech and writing.

Thus from early times the Islanders were in this
social sense bilingual. But bilingualism, as Martinet points
out, cannot be defined by linguistic allegiance only. It must
be defined by linguistic structural means, and it is to this
task that it is now necessary to turn.

3.4 The most important body of material for the study of the
phonology grammar, and lexicology of the language is the corpus

of tape-recorded dialogues. These consist of informal unscripted
conversations by groups of two, three, or five speakers on subjects
of their own choosing. Seventeen such dialogues, totalling

31 speakers of both sexes in five age groups were recorded:

over 50 years, 6(M2, 4F); 30-50 years, 15(M5, 10F); 15-30 years,
2(M1, F1); 9-14 years, 3(F3); and 6-8 years, 5(M3, 2F).

These make a total of 75 minutes conversation compris-
ing 10,153 running words when written down in I.P.A. script.

3.5 Announcements in Standard English of a Norfolk Island
choirmaster prefacing performances of hymns were recorded, but
the amount of this material was limited.

3.6 Conversations were recordéd with the field worker absent,
and the tape-recorder left running, with the full consent of the
informants. This procedure was adopted because the informants
were unable to communicate in Norfolk with one another or

with the research worker when the latter was present, though
they were willing to do so: they automatically began to use
English.

3.7 The use of such material was not merely enforced by those
peculiar circumstances. Weinreich (1953) had favoured it,
especially for the study of grammatical structure: "For an
analysis that can do justice to the complexity of the linguistic
facts, the data must be obtained, first and foremost, from the
flowing speech of bilinguals in the natural setting of language
contact".(p.44). He had, of course, taken account of other
methods (pp.12-13). Quirk has since employed similar material.

4.1 To determine the linguistic relationship of Norfolk to
English on the basis of transfer of information, the following
procedure was adopted.

(a) A linguist with no knowledge of Norfolk, but with
.experience in recording and analysing material similar
‘to it, was asked to hear the dialogues played back,
utterance by utterance, and then significant part by
significant part of utterance.

(b) He stated orally his notion of the meaning of what he
heard, and recorded his own utterances on tape as he
went. The listening sessions were in 50 minute periods
at separate times to avoid fatigue.
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(c) This informant's statements were subsequently analysed,
and the degree of intelligibility of Norfolk to him
was estimated on a basis of transfer of information.

(d) The causes of wrong identifications of language signals
were observed and noted. This was done only where a
‘wrong identification was clearly attributable to a
single cBtse (mistaking of a phonological, or grammatical,
or lexical or contextual signal), not where it was due
to a combination of causes.

(e) TFor each dialogue the average tempo of utterance (in
words per minute) was calculated, to balance against the
other linguistic evidence.

(f) The results of these observations were tabulated
against information of age, sex, and other relevant
details of background.

(g) The dialogues were then ranked in order of intelligibility.

(h) Two of them, that with the second highest, and that with
the second lowest intelligibility rating, were then com-
pared in respect of -

(i) Their percentages of basic English vocabulary
cognates; and

({1). The relative complexity of sentence structure,
on the highest level of abstraction.

These two dialogues were chosen for comparison because
they had the same general topic; because the speakers
were not far separated in age (just under 50 in the one
case and just over 50 in the other); and because they
had similar background (none had lived away for a long
period from Norfolk Island),

(i) Deductions concerning the linguistic relationship of
English to Norfolk, and the bearing of this upon
mutual intelligibility were then made.

4,2 Estimates of the influence of Norfolk upon English were
made on the basis of the spoken and written material mentioned
in 3.2 (d)(i) and 3.5.

5.1 The dialogues showed an intelligibility rating ranging from

32.5% (D-1) to 79.7% (D-9).

5.2 Eight dialogues fell in the 60-80% (presumably dialect)
range; seven in the 40-60% (sub-language) range, and two in the
0-40% (other language range),

5.3 All those falling in the 60-80% range had a tempo of
utterance of fewer than 126 words per minute, except those
ranking sixth (D-13) and seventh (D-15) in intelligibility rating.

5.4 However, other complex factors likely to affact intelligibility
were observed to operate in three dialogues:

(a) Contextual factors influenced intelligibility in D-9.
This deals with the Island's staple industry (the
growing of beans for seed), which is a modern development
and has felt the impact of agricultural science.
Much of the vocabulary used in D-9 is therefore takem
over from Australian English, sometimes (as in the
word [(‘plamt]) without pho mic adaptation. English
grammatical plurals (e.g. l:ni%;alternate with the
Norfolk uninflected plural
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(b) Background factors may have influenced speakers in
D-9 and D-13. Speaker B of D-9 spent most of the
Second World War in army service in Australia.

(¢) The topic of D-13 (ranked sixth in intelligibility)
concerns the work of Speaker B in the local post-
office, and this results in the introduction of many
lexical workds adopted from English denoting things
which did not belong to the early Island environment.
It even results in the introduction of English-type
structural patterns. The speaker confessed after
recording this dialogue that he had found difficulty
in speaking Norfolk on this subject, "he did not
know why". During the conversation, he occasionally
checks himself, and translates the word or expression
which he has just used into more characteristic Norfolk.

(d) In D-12 (ranked fourth in intelligibility) there is
a strong bias towards English words and structures at
the beginning, but this is due to a different cause:
this was the first dialogue of all those recorded,
and the speakers were pioneers of the project.
After some 'translation' at the beginning, (Eb;na:nsl
pla:niiwi ka3 efdthey warm up and speak Norfolk, with
consequent loss of intelligibility to the Australian
listener towards the end.

(e) The tempo of utterance of D-16 (school children,a ved
6-8 years,ranked fifth) is excessively slow (82 words
per minute); its topic (school activities) is very
familiar to the Australiazan listener; and the utterances
are grammatically simple.

(f) D-15 (ranked seventh) contains several words not of
English origin, and has a high tempo of utterance; but
its topic (fishing) is identified at the very beginning,
and its sentence structure is relatively simple.

D-7 (ranked eighth) is on a topic familiar to an
Australian listener - social work for a church.

5.5 All the dialogues ranked ninth to seventeenth in intellig-
ibility have a tempo of utterance above 126 words per minute,
except D-14 (ranked ninth) with 124, and D-8 (ranked fourteenth),
with 105 words per minute. However here too a complex combinatiom
of factors affecting intelligitility operates. These are best
revealed Wy comparing one of these dialogues (D-2), ranked
sixteenth (second lowest) with D-11 (ranked second highest).

5¢6 The striking fact emerges that both these dialogues, so dif-
ferent in intelligibility rating (34.05% against 79.02%), have a
very high percentage of basic vocabulary cognates with English,
D-2 has 97,4%, and D=11 has 98.9%. The rémaining 2.6%.(D-2) and
1.1% (D-115 represent both lexical words (e,g. {ma:da7,/a dish
made from bananas) and grammatical, or'function' words (e.g.

['h®t j&), here is), not recognizawly of English origin., The dif=
ference in intelligibility is hardly due to the slightly higher
percentage of vocabulary cognates in D-11, or to contextual
factors, as they both have the same general topic. The difference
in tempo (1%5/113) affects the higher level phonological ('prosodic')
features, but other factors which are operative must be noted,

5«7 First, however, let it be emph@asized that, though the
percentage of English cognates in both these dialogues i& high,
they often do not appear in their exact English form. As Norfolk
is almost exclusively a spoken language, there is considerable
morphophonemic variation, e.g. Zgahexj éa&m} Eo: 51, Bweny BanD
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Sometimes there is observed an alternation Between afﬁcn-English/“/

and an English form. Thus Speaker B of D=2 uses sometimes the o.

characteristic_analogic Norfolk form of the first perspn singular

possessive in [maiz'dia) (1. 189), and sometimes the English form,

in [mai ‘dis] (1. 142). |

y (oo
for (am, are) going 19

The uneducated English abbreviation of potato, 'tatie', appears
in Norfolk, In the idiolect of Speaker B of D-2, the first syll-
able is pronounced with the allophone LL&E€Jof i/ Very often,
the use of this allophone, even in unabbreviated words like lgeit/,
resulted in failure of the listener-informant to recognize it.
Similarly, the use of the allophone [&° 0] of /au/ resulted in
failure to recognize it as the Norfolk form of English /graund/.

5¢8 This serves to introduce another important conclusion zrising
from the data. In Norfolk. failure to recognize the vocabulary
cognates cognates often results from a difference in the segmental
phonemes from those of English. This partly accounts for the low
intelligibility rating, yet high percentage of English vocabulary
cognates in D-2, It partly accounts also for a similar disparity in
D=11. The following flgures indicate comparatively the causes of
failures in identification of linguistic signals by the listener-
informant.

In D-2, 57% of failures were clearly due to a single cause.
Of these:

60.47% were failures to recognize segmental phonemes

2.88% % " " n prosodic features

3, 68% " " " " the meaning of lexical items
12,8% " " . " the meaning of lexicale

phrasal items, in which
Norfolk is rich, e.g.[0 s
d»ghd figarit)), ohi what
a good affairl.

1457% . " " lexical-grammatical items
(function words)
18.8% » " " morphological and syria# -

tical sugnals.

In all, there were 63.5% failures to recognize phonological -
signals, 16.,28% failures to recognize lexical signals, and 20,37%
failu§es to ‘recognize grammatical signals (including here function
words).

Similar figures for D-11 were:

44,3% were failures to recognize segmental phonemes

Lis - "far & M " prosodic features
——— . " “ > the meaning of lexical items
18,94 " " " " the meaning of lexical-phrasal
items
20.4% " A i B marphological and syntactical
' : signals
Bedlh - W " » " lexical grammatical signals.

In all, there were 45.,6% failures to recogmize phonological
signals, 18.9% failures to recognize lexical signals, and 35.5%
failures to recognize grammatical signalse.
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5.9 Difference in the intelligibility rating of the two dialogues

appears to be due also to a difference in the complexlity of their
sentence structure.

In D-2, 29,2% of all sentences had,as the exponent of one or
other element in their primary structure, a class of clause unit.
In D-11 only 7.9% were similarly complex in structure.

510 In the whole corpus of recorded material, not taking account
of the dialogumes separately, the average intelligibility rating
was 57.2%.

%11 The influence of Norfolk on English is not notigeable in
the speech of adults, except occasionally in segmental phonemes
(cegey in the substitution of /s/ for the /z/ of English
/p2zifn/).

In, %he,child of early schools 2ge ‘coning from a home where both®
parents speak Norfolk, the influence of Nnrfolk upon English
structure is seen occasionally in the :English of written school
exercises, and teachcrs devise special training methods to counter
this influence.

In the school exercisesof 1908 (sece 3.,2.d.i above), the
following evidence of a carry-over of Norfolk grammatical
structure into the writing of English is seen:

(2) Use of the Norfolk uninflected past tense, e.g. "The mﬁner
kisscd his wife and children and say goodbye.”

(b) Use of the Norfolk form in the third singular present
indicative, e.g. ".I ilke that book best because it tell 2all
about the fire.,"

(c) Usec of the characteristic Norfolk 'it' for 'them', e.g.
"Having reached Tahiti, they set tc work to gather some
bread fruit plants to take it to the East Indies."

(a) Adaptation to English of the Norfolk associative
parsbaotic construction, consisting of a mauber of State-
ments without conjunetions or other connectives in a
vivid smccession, and unified formally when read by being
included in the same larger phonological unit.

(e) A spelliing 'shaff' for 'shaft', indicating the character-
istic Norfolk form of the word.

6.1 The significance of the foregoing results is as follaws:

(a) Norfolk, by the criterion of mutual intelligibility based
on transfer of information, is shown to be a sub=language
of English, %hough some forms of it enter the dialect
range. It is therefore justifiable to call a spesker
of Norfolk and English a bilingual.

(b) ©Norfolk and English are also distinguishable on socio-
cultural grounds. The Norfolk Islanders have a double
linguistic allegiance.

(¢} The bilingualism of the Norfolk speaker shows features
similar to those noted by De Camp in Jamaioca:

Nearly all speakers of English in Jamaica could be
arranged in a sort of linguistic continuum, ranging
from the spcech of the most backward peasant or
labourer 21l the way to that of the well=educatéd
urban professicnal, Each speaker represents not a
single point but a span of this continuum, for he

is usually able to adjust hislgpeech upwards or down-
wardefor some distance on it.
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The evidence adduced above of the existence of a similar con-
tinuum manifested in Norfolk bilingual speakers is swpported, byr
direct observation., The research worker has observed a speaker
change fromi Norfolk to English, not abruptly, but in the manner
of a fade-out from one picture to another in a film,

(d) Bilingual interactionbetween English and Norfolk is therefore
manifested, on the phonological, grammatical,and lexical levels,
as an interpenetration of one language by amother cognate language.
The percentage of English vocabulary cognates in Norfolk is large,
but this similarity is obscured by the differences of Norfolk seg-
nental phonemes from those of English, as well as By the difierent
phonemic shape of words and morphemes. Tempo of utterance, which
2ffects higher level phounological features, appears to have a
2§aring on intelligibility, but this is not easy to determing. -
More research of the kind being carried out by Quirk and Halliday
is required to elucidate this.,

(¢) Ths.degreée of interaction between English and Norfolk sppears
to be related to topic of conversation and context. More -«
attention to the place of meanimz in linguisf%c description,
of the kind proposcd bygDr. We O Broescher, and advocated
by Dr. F. W. Harwood, will help to elucidate the problems
of bilingualism,

6.2 The study of the nature =znd extent of interaction besween -
lgnguages in a bilingual situation reveals both the variety in
linguistic communication which is possible, and also the limits o2
of that variety. Bilingualisn is thus no narrow specialist study,
but one which directs the attention of the liqgggst tc important
practical and theoretical aspects of language. -
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Appendix A Comparative Table of Intelligibility Rating, Background Data,

Length of Dialogues, Tempo of Utterance, Topic and Contextual

Features

Int. Rating Dial. No. No. & Length Av., Tempo

Rank o

(1) 79.7 9

Y 95,02 11
¢3) 75.6 17

(4) 74.9 12
(5) 68.9 16

(6) 65.6 13

L) 62.5 15
(8) 60.2 ; {
(9) 59.02 14
(10)58.8 10

(11)56 5
(12)55.5 4
(13)54.3 3
(14)50.4 8
(15)43.6 6
(16)34.05 2
(17)32.5 1

Sex, (Runnl?g (

A% E Words

2(M1, F1)/ 766
30-50 yrs.
Speaker B
spent War

in Aust.

2(T) 380
30-50 yI‘S.
2(M)

6 yr8s 323

(50%) 2¢Mm,F1) 589
(6-8) 3(M1,F2) 164

(30-50) 2(M) 773

(6-8) 2(m) 690
(30-50) 2(F) 490
(9-15) 3 (F) 385
(30-50)2(M) 1058
(30-5C)5(M1,k1) 425

( 30-50)2(M) 865
50+ 21) 1146

30--50( 2)

50+ (1)

30-50(1) 497

- L IR |
(30-50) (1)(¥' 187
50+ (M1, F1)1018

50+ (ML, F1)836

Words
minute

126

113

110

112
182

176

105

144
155
165

Topic and Contextual
Features

On bean-seed growing
industry

Social conversation
end vigit

Amusements, pictures

Whaling reminiscences
School activities

Post~-0ffice work

Fishing.

Church work

Girl Guides

The Tourist Trade
Island life
Island life,

amusements
Farming, ete.

ITaland life

Fishing and food
Island l1life, Centenar
Island life.



