Reconciling Fieldworkers' Reports: Lowman vs. M cDavid

Large-scalevariation studiesnormally employ several different fieldworkers, who may
leave tracesof their methodsin dataeven whenthey are corvinced of the needto col-

lect datain a controlledand consistenfashion: this is the phenomenorof “fieldworker
isoglosses”. The presentpaperreportson an attemptto normalizeconflicting fieldwork

practicesn the LAMSAS data(Kretzschmarl994)which leadsto a quantitatve analysis
without evidenceof fieldworkerisoglosses.

The Linguistic Atlas of the Middle and SouthAtlantic States(LAMSAS) consistsof
1162interviews conductedveraperiodof thirty years.We focushereonthelexical varia-
tionin LAMSAS, in which 151lexicalizationswereelicited. It is probablytruethatlexical
dataarelesssubjectto fieldworker effectsthanpronunciatiordatasincephonetictranscrip-
tion is alsoinvolved, but the effectsin lexical studiesarealsoproblematic. Guy Lowman
andRaven McDavid wereresponsibldor 71% and25% of the LAMSAS interviews, and
our analysisfocuseson reconcilingdifferencesn their techniqueavhich at first confound
statisticalanalysis. The differencedsn technigueemege from profiles of the interviews:
Lowman elicited 150.1 responses/interwe (with a standarddeviation of SD = 25.3re-
sponses/intervig) while McDavid recorded197.3(SD = 76.8). Lowmanencountered 5
“no response”/intervie andMcDavid 22.5.We useoverlapmeasuresuggestethy Séguy
(1971) Goebl (1982, 1984) throughoutthis work, and analyzeresultsusing a variety of
techniquesBut asNerbonnet Kleiweg (2003)suggestedjeldworker divisionsdominate
theresulting,unreconcilecanalysis.

The fundamentaideain reconciliationis to normalizethe measurements.e., to ex-
presdistancessz-scoresz; = (x; — m)/SD,whereeachscoreis normalizedaccording
to themean(m) andstandardieviation (SD) of therespectie fieldworkers. Usingnormal-
izeddistancestnary fieldworker effectsdisappeafrom the analysis.

Ontheotherhand,McDavid conductednterviensoveralargerareathanLowman,and
this could distort normalizationsincelinguistic distancesarewell known to increasewith
geographidistance.McDavid, in fact, wasresponsibldor the mostextremepartsof the
LAMSAS areashorthernNew York andareasin SouthCarolina,Geogia andNorthern
Florida. Lowmans areais “sandwiched”by McDavid’s. This suggestghat we distin-
guishthreeareasand normalizedependingon which of the six pairsof areads involved
(Lowman-Lovman,Lowman-McDaid/North,...).

We show (i) thatthe apparenfieldworker glossesdisappeaiin this step; (ii) thatthe
resultingdivision into dialectareasaccordswith traditionalscholarshipand(iii) thatone
aspectof the distribution of distancesnvolving McDavid's datais nonethelespuzzling.
Finally, we considerwhetherthe distinctionwe draw to counteracthe large geographic
distanceghatwould otherwiseinfect distanceslerived from McDavid’s datamight moti-
vateageneralizedinearmodelin whichlinguistic distancevereexpressedsa functionof
root geographidistance.In this step,we examined“ng (sitey, sitey) /| /dged(sitey, sitey ),
in which“true” linguistic distancds regardedaslinguistic distancecorrectedy thesquare
root of geographiaistance,and normalizeaccordingly The generalcorrectionis justi-
fied by the dependencef lexical distanceon geography:a regressioranalysisshavs that
lexical distance(1 - proportionaloverlap)correlateswith the root of geographialistance
significantly(r = 0.62), andwe expectsucha dependencéor theoreticalreasonsknow-
ing thatlinguistic variationis influencedby the chanceof socialcontact,n turn dependent
on geographyWe note,however, (iv) thatthe normalizationbasedon geographicallycor-
recteddatais lesssatishictory

Finally, we note questionswhich theseproceduresaise,e.g., aboutthe relative reli-
ability of the fieldworkers,aboutlinking this analysisto the geographicatistribution of
linguistic variation, and aboutthe potentiallimitations of dialectometryin face of such
(common)difficultieswith datasources.
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